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26/09/2008

To, 
Shri Pardeshi
Commissioner, 
Pune Municipal Corporation.

Re: Comments relating to Comprehensive Mobility Plan for Pune produced by IL&FS. 

Pune  Municipal  Corporation  recently  commissioned  and  part  published  details  of  the 
Comprehensive Mobility Plan (CMP) produced by the IL&FS. 

My comments on the CMP are based on scrutiny of - 

● CMP Chapters 1,2,7,8 & 9 published on PMC website (links to chapters 3,4,5 and 6 open 
chapter 2, further no links are provided to appended documents referred to within the above 
documents. 

● My comments are also influenced by the City Development Plan prepared and submitted by 
the PMC to JNNURM, the interim report by CIRT and TRIPP on BRT and Development 
Control Rules 

Introduction: 

The articulated Vision for the city is -  “An economically vibrant and  sustainable 
city  with  diverse opportunities  and rich  culture;  where all  citizens  enjoy  safe and  
livable environment  with  good  connectivity”.  The  highlighted  words  stand  out  
more than any other in the context of energy challenges and climate change.

Sadly a vast number of infrastructure projects outlined by the CMP are not in keeping with the 
stated vision of Pune.   

There are significant number of contradictory statements which need detailed clarifications from 
the IL&FS as well as the PMC. I am highlighting these below - 

Let me begin with table 7.1 in Chapter 7 of the CMP, where current status and targets are 
offered on various parameters  - 
 

● The table puts the share of public transport at 18% and CMP target is 80% (includes 
rail but not Intermediate Public Transport i.e. rickshaws and cabs). Note,  the  ESR 
2004-05 puts PT and IPT as 18% with buses carrying 6% as against 8% by Ricks  
and 1% by cabs/taxi - is this data correct or the one in CMP where buses are slated  
to be carrying 18%? 

● Cyclability is to be increased from 0 to 100%

● Walkability to be raised from 53 to 100% 

● IPT (Rickshaws / cabs / private taxis) to reduce from 1800 per lac to 1000 per lac

● Bus fleet to increase from 28 per lac to 55

● Parking on mobility roads to reduce from 13 to 0%



One would hope and think that were the above targets to be achieved, Pune would most certainly 
live up to its vision of becoming a sustainable and truly liveable city. What is contradictory to this 
however  is  the  emphasis  on massive  infrastructure development  as  proposed by the CMP,  in 
summary the proposals include - 

The above is over and above the 120 km of BRT and a Metro, the latter costing over 10,000 
crores. 

The CMP documents and justifies the projects based on the average speed of  travel in Pune 
being18kph currently but projecting this to worsen to 10kph by 2030s. This presumably is based on 
the fact that the PMCs projection of Pune's population by 2030s is in the range of 6 million people. 

The CDP identifies following junctions as busy: but gives a 10k per hour traffic for 6 [marked 
(*)] junctions only. 

● Nal Stop (*)
● Seven Loves Chowk
● Jedhe Chowk (*)
● Laxmi Narayana Chowk  
● Ambedkar Chowk (*)
● Shamir Amar Sheikh Chowk (*)
● Kahnduji Baba Chowk (*)
● Maldhakka Chowk 

Other critical intersections in the city carrying high volumes of traffic are: 
● Balgandharva Chowk 
● Pune University Chowk 
● Chafekar Chowk 
● Puram Chowk 
● Alka Cinema Chowk 



The CIRT and TRIPP report gives following details on the corridors on which BRT is planned / 
proposed - 

Data on 16 out of the 26 BRT corridors for which full figures are known is as under - 

● 7 corridors have volumes of less than 5k per hour

● 3 between 5-10k

● 5 between 10-15

● 1 above 15 (Satara road at 19k)

But only 1 of the 10K + roads is served poorly by buses - Ganeshkhind Road which serves 23% of 
13k commuters per hour. On the other hand every other corridor with 5k + volumes, buses carry 
almost 60% of commuters. 

All this data is fascinating & raises questions as under - 

1. How many of the busy junctions (identified in CDP) fall within these already well served 
routes (routes where buses reportedly carry 60% of commuters), and how many don't? 

2. How many of the new works directly relate to overcoming issues pertaining to 'problem 
junctions' (CMP talks of improving junctions other than the above listed mega-projects). The 
CMP / PMC should give a detailed map of which project is meant to target which 
problem  junction  or  corridor.  This  is  vital  because  the  PMC  has  already  made 
attempts to solve the traffic snarls on some of the above junctions and corridors 
without success - 

● Nal Stop (there is a flyover in place already near this junction, yet, another one is 
proposed – why and how exactly is this meant to overcome traffic jams and chaos). 

● Seven Loves Chowk also has a flyover 
● Baner road has a flyover 
● Ganeshkhind road has a flyover 
● Satara road has a BRT

3. Despite proposing 2 tunnels and an elevated route in connection with SB Road, not once 
does this road get a mention anywhere (in either the CMP or CDP or other reports) with 
regards its traffic density. One will hope some data is available somewhere. 

4. One will  also hope that  CMP clarifies how it  proposes to deal  with  onslaught  of  traffic 
diverted by the two tunnels and an elevated road with the current SB road at the Law 
College End where the different outlets will merge / meet? 

5. The CMP proposes to give raised FSI to procure investments for its Metro and BRT. 
For lay people what does the FSI or 3 and 2 mean realistically? How many floors and 
how many such buildings, what type of buildings (residential, commercial, public utility) and 
where?

6. While stating number of buses should increase to 55 per lac, the CMP ignores completely 
the need to rationlise routes/frequencies - Do this and the buses could easily carry 80% 
themselves without need for rail network. I have already submitted a detailed critique on 
this matter to the PMC but await a constructive response. 

7. The CMP simply states a target of commuting 80% of Pune on Public Transport. It however 
does not care to give a break-up of how many of these will be on buses and how many on 
trains?



8. The CMP seems to have been influenced by some figures coming from the CDP report - 

● The report  comments on shortfall  of  roads (although the current  network  is 
reported to be 1800km long), placing it  at 4.46% but acknowledges that this 
figure does not include road network in fringe villages areas recently added to 
PMC  limits.  This  needs  to  be  factored  into  this  calculation.  This  is  vital 
missing data as 105.58 square kilometres or over 43% of todays Pune is 
made up by added fringe villages. Without this data one may use the above 
shortfall as a basis for wrongfully deciding that Pune (including old Pune) needs 
additional  road  space.  This  is  likely  to  lead  to  misplaced  and  unnecessary 
planning of tunnels, bridges, flyovers and elevated roads. 

● While appreciating the growth of  the population to nearly 6 million by 2031, 
there is no effort made to describe how the growth will be restricted to fringe 
villages added to Pune. This is vital given the skewed population densities of 
some of the inner city sectors (densities in some locations are 6 times higher). 

● Greater  emphasis  (rather  than  passing  mention)  is  needed  on  micro-nuclei 
catering  to  all  needs  locally,  this  will  take  away  the  burden  of  majority 
population  having  to  travel  towards  one  CBD  –  a  significant  reason  for 
congestion. 

● While  balancing  out  land  use  and  its  distribution  to  residential,  public, 
commercial, transportation, et al it is vital to note that constant increase in the 
FSI can cause distortion of the figures. A random unplanned increase in the FSI 
paves  way  to  development  which  is  not  in  keeping  with  the  available 
transportation, sanitation, public health, fire safety and educational facilities.

● Page 50 mentions a need to increase provisions by 39% in keeping with the 
rise in population in a very vague terms. It does not emphasise where the 39% 
will  come from (new fringe villages or  raised FSI and elevated roads in the 
city?). 

9. For the sake of argument,  however,  let  us attempt to work on the facts using the data 
available. Pune Metropolitan Area population today is approximately 4 million. Only 18% 
currently use public transportation. 

● Now let us assume that Pune will be 6 million strong in 2030
● But let us also assume that 50% of Pune is carried by a successful bus based public 

transport (although this figure could very easily be higher). Further let us assume 
Pune attains its target of making 100% of the roads walking and cycling worthy. This 
will mean less than 3 million are likely to be using personal transportation (especially 
if current levels of approximately a third of travel happening on foot continues or 
improves).  

● The above calculation suggests, that in 2030, in terms of its traffic demand, 
Pune may be just the same as today (or better) provided a bus based public 
transport is offered. If Pune today travels at 18 kph, this one should bear in 
mind equates with worldwide urban averages (including cities like London). 

● It  is  a  myth  to  believe  and think that  Pune in  2008  has  a  vehicle  density 
outstripping its capacity of 1800km of road network – I  wish to dispel this 
superstitious belief by pointing to data in appendix 3. 

● In the above calculation I have not factored in possible role of existing commuter rail 
network which may be used with reasonable success. 

● The questions raised are: why is PMC wanting to spend 10,000 crores on just 75 km 
of Metro Rail system? These figures do not justify the huge expense on multitude of 



flyovers,  elevated  roads,  tunnels,  subways  &  bridges  the  CMP proposes.  This 
contravenes the CMP vision of wanting to 'move people and not vehicles'.
 

10.Further, how many of the rail projects detailed in the CMP hope to enhance effectivity of 
exisiting  commuter  rail  operations?  There  are  locals  running  already  -  can  they  be 
augmented substantially without incurring huge costs of a Metro? All stations enroute to 
Mumbai and Solapur can be reached this way (sadly the CMP neglects these possibilities 
entirely). 

11.The PPHPD for different PT options (table 8.6 of CMP report) - puts the Metro to be able to 
carry up to 60k,  LRT at  around 30,  Mono at  25,  BRT at  15 and commuter  rail  at  7.5 
(Mumbai is cited as an example - hence I would query the accuracy of this figure being so 
low). But going by the current population and trends until 2031, it is obvious that most of the 
above options are an over-kill.  Especially the Metro. How exactly is this justified? Once 
again, the existing infrastructure of the commuter rails is being ignored. 

12.How much of the traffic problem and load on the 2 National highways as well as the State 
highways is due to traffic passing through the city? This data is the only way in which one 
may justify need for bypasses. 

13.CMP in table 7.1 puts current on street parking at 13% and hopes to reduce this to zero. 
While this is a laudable target, the CMP seems to have incorrect data as  the  Traffic & 
Transportation Policies and Strategies in Urban Areas in India  reports -  on-street 
parking in Pune as 53% roads Vs. just 16 in Mumbai. Indeed lack of footpaths (on 40% 
of Pune roads as reported by CIRT) is the main reason for entropy on our roads and an 
effective parking policy is missing in Pune. CMP however only focuses on provision of off-
street  parking  facilities  without  linking  it  with  any  form  of  traffic  demand  management 
strategy (substantially raised parking fees and limits on parking times). 

14.CMP focuses on footbridges and pedestrian subways, but these are rendered useless in 
not time worldwide. These measures are oft without lifts and escalators and most certainly 
are discriminatory toward the elderly, infirm, disabled and primary school age children. 

15.Barely 6 lines are devoted to road pricing in the entire CMP report? There is no effort 
to outline any plan / targets in this regards at all. This is shocking in the light of CMP 
placing emphasis on its plan being an effort to 'move people and not vehicles'. Once 
again I refer to table 7.1 where the CMP suggests the need to reduce the Road Traffic 
Volume / Road Capacity from 1.4 to 0.8 – It seems the CMP is attempting to affect this 
ratio more by enhancing the latter but not reducing the former. It is well known worldwide 
that  simply  providing  public  transportation  does  not  make  people  leave  their  personal 
vehicles, indeed the two wheeler is cheaper than a bus ticket (and will most certainly be in 
comparison to the Metro rail ticket). The CMP nor the PMC spend any time detailing how 
this balance will be tilted to cause a shift to greater numbers taking to public transportation. 

16.I do not agree with FSI increases linked with any project (be it BRT or MRT). This should 
come only following a huge public consultation with regards impact on population densities 
as well as quality of life. It is simple maths again that should help me make my point in this 
regard. Across the globe, including in cities like Bogotá, between 20-40% of the population 
uses  personal  mode  of  transportation  some  time  or  the  other.  Thus  if  the  city  had  a 
population of 8 million  or 10 million in 2030, presuming 50% use buses, a substantially 
more vehicles should be expected on our roads, the end result is obvious, in that we will for 
ever be affected adversely with congestion and pollution. Mumbai is an example of this 
where despite 55 flyovers and a Metro (when it is ready), in 2030 its population of over  30 
million will render every effort made today in-effective. For these reasons it is vital the Pune 
has development control rules that strictly cap populations to sustainable densities. 

17.On balance, we should look at Table 9.3 and agree to only the following projects being 



executed, I am pointing out the ones that seem right to me by their  numerical value as 
assigned on the original table - 

• 1 / 2 (despite my reservations) / 7 / 12 / 14 / 15 (but not if this includes pedestrian 
subways, via ducts, etc) / 17 / 22

18.Once again, table 9.3 does not include Commuter Rail and this should be an option worth a 
closer look 

Perhaps the producers of the CMP and the PMC are not aware of the numerous case examples 
and research done across the globe which amply demonstrates that building more road capacity is 
a short term measure as all additional road capacity is taken up in no time by ever increasing 
number of vehicles. 

It is a misconception that traffic jams occur due to bottlenecks and at junctions. Such fallacy leads 
to projects where flyovers and elevated roads are built to by-pass the troubled spots – in reality 
these efforts only ensure that flow is improved on a certain stretch while displacing the traffic jam to 
the  next  junction.  SB  road  adventures  by  way  of  the  two  tunnels  and  an  elevated  road  will 
undoubtedly fail. The success of currently built flyovers in Pune is suspect given the chaos that 
reins at the underpasses. 

The experience of large cities in China shows that construction of such high capacity roads 
has not even improved traffic congestion levels:

● Guangzhou:  Has  an  orbital  expressway  and  inner  ring  road  and  a  large  number  of 
interchanges. The total number of vehicles is 1 million. However, the average speed on north-
south and east-west main roads for 12 hrs in daytime is 18-21 km/h. 12

● Beijing: Has constructed two ring roads and the third ring road is in the process of completion. 
The city has already constructed 119 flyovers and 202 overpasses. The total number of vehicles 
is 1.2 million. However, the rush hour average speed on trunk roads is still 13-19 km/h.

● Shanghai: The road area in Shanghai has been increased by 42% between 1991 and 1997 and 
400 roads have been designated as one-way streets. The total number of vehicles is 1.3 million. 
The average vehicular speeds inside the inner ring road during rush hours are 16 km/h.

● Shenzhen:  The city has completed construction of 139 km of highways, the total number of 
vehicles is 250,000, but the rush hour average speed on main roads is 20 km/h. 

It  is  probably  this  experience of  developments  in  Chinese cities  that  prompts Wu (Ministry  of 
Construction) and Li (China Academy of Urban Planning and Design) to comment that "In the past 
five years, the input to road infrastructure in the large cities has been doubled. Almost all the large  
city  authorities  believe  that  the  situation  of  traffic  congestion  may  be  alleviated  through  road  
construction.… But  to  date,  we  are  still  short  of  rational  study  which  verifies  the  relationship  
between road infrastructure and traffic volume or the ownership of motor vehicles.…The traffic 
volume introduced with road construction may again increase vehicle emission and cause new 
traffic  congestion,  multiplying  all  the  pollutants.  So  there  would  be no direct  cause-and-effect  
relationship among infrastructure construction, pollution prevention and environmental protection" 

Below I detail a number of links giving more details to elaborate the above - compilation of 
articles and case studies / reviews that put to rest the theory that more roads by way of urban 
freeways, flyovers, elevated roads, tunnels help solve traffic congestion. 



Freeways Myths -

 Freeways relieve traffic congestion   
 Freeways reduce pollution   
 A continuous freeway network will eliminate bottlenecks   
 The purpose of freeways is to bypass congested areas   
 Freeways are needed for cross-suburban travel   
 They're not just freeways, they're Integrated Transport Corridors   
 Roads and public transport complement each other - they don't compete   
 We need big roads anyway, even for sustainable transport   

Re-evaluating the Role of Highway Expansion for Improving Urban Transportation - Victoria 
Transport Policy Institute

This report investigates claims that highway capacity expansion is a cost effective and desirable 
solution  to  urban  traffic  congestion  problems.  It  identifies  errors  in  proponents’  analysis  that 
overestimate  the  congestion  reduction  impacts  and  economic  benefits  of  roadway  capacity 
expansion,  overlook  negative  impacts  of  induced  travel,  and  ignore  more  cost  effective 
alternatives. 

Road building plans a recipe for more traffic, say critics

Why not to widen

Road rage -  New Labour has embarked on a road building scheme just as large as the one the 
Tories bragged was ‘the biggest since the Romans’. All  over the UK, however, ordinary people 
have noticed, and everyone – from doctors and teachers, to old-style road protestors – is once 
again saying: enough is enough. Paul Kingsnorth reports. 

If You Build It They Will Come, Remove It and They Will Disappear

Expansion Induces Traffic 

An excerpt from Suburban Nation: The Rise of Sprawl and the Decline of the American 
Dream

The Great I-405 Boondoggle

Traffic Jams without bottlenecks – An experimental evidence and insight in to the fact that traffic 
jams can happen on roads without bottlenecks 

Below please find - 

Appendix 1:  Examples of urban freeways that have been demolished to make way for urban 
restoration projects 

Appendix 2: I show how the effort to bypass junctions by using flyovers fails by making an example 
of the Cariappa flyover in Bangalore

Appendix 3:  Are Pune roads really crowded? Comparison with world data. 

http://www.google.co.uk/gwt/n?u=http://www.ptua.org.au/myths/congestion.shtml&hl=en-GB&source=m&start=20
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/road-building-plans-a-recipe-for-more-traffic-say-critics-610556.html
http://www.iop.org/EJ/article/1367-2630/10/3/033001/njp8_3_033001.html
http://www.eastsiderailnow.org/i-405_boondoggle.html
http://bicycleuniverse.info/transpo/roadbuilding-futility.html
http://www.sierraclub.org/sprawl/transportation/gridlock.asp
http://www.walkablestreets.com/wide.htm
http://www.theecologist.org/pages/archive_detail.asp?content_id=852
http://www.njtpa.org/Plan/Need/Corridor/I78/WhyNotWidenI78.aspx
http://www.vtpi.org/cong_relief.pdf
http://www.google.co.uk/gwt/n?u=http://www.ptua.org.au/myths/sustroads.shtml&hl=en-GB&source=m&start=20
http://www.google.co.uk/gwt/n?u=http://www.ptua.org.au/myths/compete.shtml&hl=en-GB&source=m&start=20
http://www.google.co.uk/gwt/n?u=http://www.ptua.org.au/myths/balanced.shtml&hl=en-GB&source=m&start=20
http://www.google.co.uk/gwt/n?u=http://www.ptua.org.au/myths/circum.shtml&hl=en-GB&source=m&start=20
http://www.google.co.uk/gwt/n?u=http://www.ptua.org.au/myths/bypass.shtml&hl=en-GB&source=m&start=20
http://www.google.co.uk/gwt/n?u=http://www.ptua.org.au/myths/bottleneck.shtml&hl=en-GB&source=m&start=20
http://www.google.co.uk/gwt/n?u=http://www.ptua.org.au/myths/pollution.shtml&hl=en-GB&source=m&start=20


Appendix 1: examples where urban freeway designs have been demolished or given up on

Portland Harbour Drive, Freeway is removed to make way for waterfront. 

San Francisco, Embarcadero Freeway before 
above
After – on right where it gave way to a park 

 



Before – central freeway in San Fransisco
After 

Before – Westway Highway 
After 

South Korea, Cheonggye Freeway
Before (above) 

After (on right during day and night). 



Above – Hounslow High street 
At right – The high street is pedestrianised 

References:  http://www.preservenet.com/freeways/FreewaysInducedReduced.html (most  of  the 
above pictures are taken from www.preservenet.com) 

Previously  I  have  shared  the  example  with  pictures  of  Hammersmith's  Grove  Road  and  its 
Pedestrianisation 

Appendix 2 follows - 

http://www.preservenet.com/
http://www.preservenet.com/freeways/FreewaysInducedReduced.html


Appendix 2: 

How Freeway designs fail  to help in Urban locations – Case example of Cariappa Road 
Flyover in Bangalore 

Preamble- this is coming out a long post in a forum on

http://praja.in/bangalore/blog/silkboard/2008/08/28/entropy-roads-examples#comment-7779 

Please see the above link for understanding the problem, but in a nutshell – the flyover and its 
underpasses bring an unprecedented number of  vehicles going towards a bottle neck junction 
(Cash Pharmacy) – apparently one has to be a Usain Bolt to cross over. Chaos reins with vehicles 
attempting to change from right to left or vice versa (especially buses coming down the flyover 
have to move left to get to bus stop). 

My  understanding  of  the  pathos  and  the  solution:  (This  is  also  posted  on  the  forum 
http://praja.in/discuss/2008/09/fm-cariappa-road#comment-8049).

1. The flyover is bifid at both its ends. 
2. Its 1.5 lane (neither one nor two) hence it’s worth the authorities mull over how they could 

create a hard shoulder of a kind and streamline it. 
3. The under-passes on either side are wide enough at certain points to have even 3 lanes. I 

have pointed out before that the lanes can be 2.5m wide (2.7 preferable). 
4. The  buses  -  one  solution  is  to  not  let  them run  on  the  flyover  and  let  them use  the 

underpasses. Why are they doing atop anyway? It’s not possible to have bus stops on top 
on such a long flyover. 

5. But let’s assume, we want to run express buses zooming along the elevated stretch moving 
briskly towards cash pharmacy. 

6. Now the foot bridge as I can make out is not seen in the pics above, but as per the Google 
earth image, I note is towards cash pharmacy. Forget escalators, lifts, ramps - even the 
foot-bridge is overkill (totally agree with these not being the solution as pointed by TS, plus 
its useless for elderly and disabled). 

http://praja.in/discuss/2008/09/fm-cariappa-road#comment-8049
http://praja.in/bangalore/blog/silkboard/2008/08/28/entropy-roads-examples#comment-7779


So what is the solution? I am expanding on some points made above already. For this I have 
taken the liberty to abuse the above picture further (copyright holder, please forgive). 

Now here are some steps I am likely to take - 

1. I will start with the basic premise of making the roads safe for all, pedestrians included. I note the 
problem is that a huge effort has been made by building this flyover to satisfy vehicle drivers alone. 
The goal seems to have been to try and get the traffic to move non-stop. This is a myth of a 
kind amongst our planners, because they only contribute to chaos further down at junctions such as 
cash pharmacy and beyond by sending a relentless stream of vehicles towards it. 

2. To correct the above, I will first remove the railings (red circle) and restore the exit point of the flyover 
to its original state. 

3. Next I will convert the flyover in to a single file of traffic (needs some thinking - but something similar 
to a hard shoulder is an option). 

4. Then I will re-do the line markings on the road beyond the flyover and the underpasses - 2.5 to 2.7 
meter width of each lane. 

5. I will insert traffic lights at the 3 orange circles to control flow of traffic from each of the streams. This 
is vital because, in turns they can switch more smoothly in to left lane approaching cash pharmacy. 
This makes it damn easy for buses too. Signals can be vehicle actuated rather than timer actuated to 
give priority to the stream with most inflow. 

6. Traffic lights above automatically renders to pedestrian safety. As each stream in cycles is blocked, 
two CREAM coloured pedestrian refuges will suffice. 

7. By optimising lane width, we create options to use the road width optimally. The brownish triangular 
area to the left  bottom of the picture can become a parking space (paid parking, allowed for 20 
minutes at a time or perhaps only a drop-off/pick up point or a rickshaw stand - anything that is felt 
useful can go here). 

8. I will remove the extra width of the badly done footpath on the right (red triangular area). This then 
can make way for a bus bay. 

THE ABOVE EXAMPLE SHOWS THAT URBAN FREEWAYS / ELEVATED ROADS ARE ONLY 
DISPLACES A TRAFFIC JAM FROM ONE JUNCTION TO ANOTHER. 



Appendix 3: 

Are our road really as crowded as we make them out to be? 

'Blame it on our population' – in this case, we blame the number of vehicles plying on our 
roads and justify building more and more. 

India has 31 two-wheelers per 1000 citizens (2004). Even when vehicular population of Delhi and 
Mumbai double in 10 years time, the density is likely to be much lower than Western cities. That a 
car (even a Nano is 5 feet x 10 feet) takes space of 2-3 two bikes, means in countries like UK there 
is much greater competition per square inch. In short, the blame it on population (of cars or lack of 
road space) theory is useless and does not contribute to entropy. 

Further Greater  London is just over 1500 sq km and has a total  road length of  approximately 
13,500 km (only 550km are considered most important as per the London Road Safety document). 
Pune with a size of 244 sq km has 1800 km of road length. In short London has 9 times its area of 
road length while Pune has 7 times – but given that London's vehicle density likely to be 6-8 times 
higher than that of Pune (conservative estimate), why are we crying out for more road capacity?

Anyone who cares enough to find the true cause of the disorder on our roads will correctly 
blame lack of  driver  training  and etiquette  along with  sub-optimal  use of  existing  road 
infrastructure and technology as the reason. Correcting these will actually cost us fraction 
of what city planners are wanting to spend via grandiose misplaced projects such as the 
Metro, elevated roads, tunnels, bridges and subways/viaducts.  

Response compiled by Dr Adhiraj Joglekar 


	San Francisco, Embarcadero Freeway before above
	South Korea, Cheonggye Freeway

