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Preface

This assessment of Personal Rapid Transit and other forms of
Automated Guideway Transportation has been prepared in response to
a request from the United States Senate Committee on Appropriations
on behalf of the Transportation Subcommittee.

The scope of this assessment complements two other studies con-
ducted by the Office of Technology Assessment (OTA). The subjects
of these other assessments are:

. The degree of automation which is technically feasible, eco-
nomically justifiable, or otherwise appropriate to rail rapid
transit; and

. The process by which communities plan, select or reject, and
implement rail rapid transit systems in conjunction with other
modes of transit.

The objectives of this assessment are threefold:
●

●

●

To provide the Senate Appropriations Committee with infor-
mation on the current status and the social and economic
aspects of Automated Guideway Transit (AGT) developments,
To assess the key problems associated with Automated Guide-
way Transit as perceived by potential riders, the communities,
and the transit industry; and
To identify major policy issues and automated guide~way
transit program alternatives, and to explore their implications.

Dual-mode systems, moving walkways, and continuous flow sys-
tems are beyond the scope of this study. Other urban transportation
options (e.g., electric automobiles) that might contribute to over-
commg some of our current difficulties are covered, but only briefly.

The assessment was accomplished during a four-month period by a

E
s ecial team of experts in the field representing divergent views on
t e subject. Study panels were organized to examine the current
status of development and implementation. Consideration was given
to the economic, social, and technical aspects of Automated Guideway
Transit in the United States and foreign countries. The panels con-
sulted with other interested and knowledgeable individuals, including
representatives of urban planning organizations, transit operators,
industry, and other groups who could make a significant contribution.
The panel on social acceptability- invited a representative of organized
labor to participate in discussions on the impact of automation.

Members of the assessment team made visits to important Auto-
mated Guideway Transit installations in the United States. Meetings
were helcl with the urban Mass T’ransportation Administration.
Advocates and opponents of Automated Guideway Transit presented
their views to the assessment team. Research reports and technical
data were obtained from a variety of domestic and foreign sources.

This report has been prepared b}~ the C)TA Transportation Assess-
ments Group, based upon the fin&ngs and conclusions of the study
panels and other information developed independently. The panel
reports are included in this volume.
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