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ABSTRACT

This thesis has explored development of comprehensive service level benchmarks for
urban transport through evaluation and modification of service level benchmarks adopted by
erstwhile Ministry of Urban Development (MoUD) (Now renamed as Ministry of Housing and
Urban Affairs), Government of India, in 2009 (MoUD SLBs, 2009) as well as development of
a composite Sustainable Urban Transport Index (SUTI) for cities to rate their performance
against fulfilment of the goals of the National Urban Transport Policy (NUTP, 2006).

The MoUD SLBs, 2009 were taken as the base for detailed evaluation to list various
shortcomings in becoming an effective tool for performance measurement of cities towards
fulfilment of the goals of NUTP, 2006. They were then modified using Delphi technique for
survey of experts and stakeholders in two stages, first for modification of SLBs and their
indicators; and thereafter for assigning weights to different indicators and benchmarks using
the modified SLBs. The results were then used for impact analysis using the secondary data for
13 cities, which had been benchmarked by Urban Mass Transit Corporation & Institute of urban
transport (UMTC & IUT, 2013) and Centre for Engineering Planning and Technology (CEPT,
2013) as per studies commissioned by MoUD.

The major finding of the study is that for achieving the goals of sustainable urban
transport more comprehensively, the MoUD SLBs, 2009 require substantial modifications like
addition of one benchmark (renamed as Performance area) of Intermediate Para transit;
addition of some indicators in the benchmarks (performance areas) of public transport facilities,
pedestrian infrastructure facilities and road safety; shifting of some indicators in performance
areas; change in the level of service (LOS) evaluation method for indicators of cycling facilities
and pedestrian facilities; defining differential standards for some indicators like population

density and extent of supply of public transport depending upon the size of the city thus making



SLBs equally relevant to the small and medium cities as well. Furthermore different indicators
and performance areas have been assigned different weights as derived from survey of the
stakeholders and statistical analysis.

The study has also helped in developing a comprehensive Sustainable Urban Transport
Index (SUTI) framework for a city combining lot of disaggregated information into a single
composite index. SUTI can be a very effective tool for the policymakers as well as people at
large, who have neither the expertise nor the inclination and time to go into intricate details of
various urban transport parameters, to not only compare different cities of similar class but also
monitor the impact of various investments and action plans. The study can be used effectively
for social audit of various policies, plans and projects of the public agencies.

This study was limited in a way because of absence of time series data to study the
impact of the performance areas as well as indicators over a long period of time to co-relate
them to the outputs and outcomes of NUTP, 2006. The co-relation to the achievement of the

goals of NUTP, 2006 is, therefore, based only on the opinion of various stakeholders.
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AR/ sy

Ig N{F 2009 (MoUD SLBs, 2009) H dodlelled QMgd fAord #HATT
He) (TAGS)IMEH 3R A ATHCAT & HATelA(, AR THR GaRT T
T A INAET & ol TR & S<IATD & Hodiche 3T HALH & ALTH 4
e IRAgT & foIT <O Jar TR & dIHS & A aar iR arr &
TS A IRageT HAifd )NUTP, 2006) & @&t & qfcd & forw el & ggeiet
T Hedihd el & AT Th AT FAd AT IRagT FAHR )SUTI) Fr
g & g § |

TANYST THUAST, 2009 S TAIET, 2006 & of&dl Hr qfd & fow el &
Ye2lel A & AT Teh GoTel ¢of aefel # Aol HfAAT A gellag A &
foT faeqa HAediwa & IMUR & & A foar an Y 3¢ faQwat 3R
fedurent & FdaTor & fT Sehr deheileh &1 39T &lah &I TRON 7 FAfST
fhar araT| Ygar THUSE! 3 3% Tohdehl & MY & T 3R 39 915
HNIT TS F 3T A g AT Ehaw R daEE #oAecd
¢ol & fow| 38 aRumH 13 At & o gfadias 3er &1 39T ik 9aa
faeelvor & fav 39ter fhar am—m, foieg el oo aRage e 3w sl
aRagst @8 JUASH 3R 3megE), 2013) 3N HeX BN SonfaaRer canfeier
Us Ceeelion HISUIE), 2013) TAAIYST ARl HARE [T 70 3eadaT &
3R, SEHT fohar I |

AT AT YA fveny I ¢ T Turl eagdl aRags & et @ 3R 3ifEe
S9eh ¥ H IIod Hlel o foIg, el AR FFeT & THTsT, 2009 F GATCd
TMYAT T HTTTRAT & oI AL IR Ifolc & Teh SIHh TG & )
I SISeAT (h T H ANAS; Aot aRager Giaemsid, deor I Ay
graunst AR a5 T F SUAG H FS Hehdal I Sisar (i ar=h);
vedlel &TEt F $T Heohclohl 1 TATATRT; Arsfhfolar Fiaemsit 3R el At
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GIAen3it & Hehclehl & TIT AT & T HodThel TETd H IRAcT (TI3NTH);
STTHEAT Helcd 3 AT & TR & YR W Adsiieieh TRAg s el
T AT ST F& Hohdhl & AT IR AR HT IRATTT FEAT $H JHR
THUAST dl B AR FEIA AT & v off FHET ® & gEAE ST gl
g8 37clar AffesT Hhdedl IR Ugdld &l #I Raurer & adafor 3R
HITETHIT TARITUT § YIod 37el3r37eldl AR HiGT 137 §l-

HEYI o Teh AT & oIU Tk A9 T A IRaesl ashieh (THIEIITS)
aﬁﬁﬁmmﬁaﬁmﬁ%,ﬁﬂﬁwﬁquumi*ﬁqu
AR 3TCRTATY T3 -3HeldT SIThRT eMAe &1 TEILIATS slifd A3 & ary-
YA W ol & AT AT & @A gl A Jeler e e
frdelt AR F DA F 91T el & AT TH qgd g AIES @
HohdT &, ot 91F o dr 9AVAAr &, o7 & AR Agd IRagad ATh &
Sfee faavor & St 7 gepd IR GAT &1 Fiaolieieh Teitad @ fafdies
Afal, a3t 3R aRASTATT & FTATSS 3haTor & AU et 1 Ferdr
&I A 39T fhar ST TeheT B

g YT TS Re & AT a7 Fifd wegddh, & 3m3eqe 3R 2006
ATY Fehclehl -TIT FedieT &1 & T1Y T Fel H-IROTAT & Y 3o¢ 6
& THIT HT AT Il & AT THAT @l SeT 1 3equiedfa oA safav,
TAGEY, & ofeal T 3UeIfes ST FaY shaol faffieat 2006 RaURH H T
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