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From the Editors

In the summer of 2008 we rolled out the ërst issue of the Journal of Transport and
Land Use. Our opening commentary made the case that, despite an already crowdeed
landscape of academic journals, there was space, demand, and need for a quality pub-
lication that squarely addressed the nexus of transport and land use (Levinson et al.
2008). If “Internet hits” is any indication of success, then we were correct in our ar-
gument.

Prior to the release of Issue 2, the Journal of Transport and Land Use web site
received over 5,000 visits from over 3,500 unique readers. ese readers hailed from
over 59 counties (and all 50 United States) yielding a total of over 19,000 page views.
Of those visitors, over 800 have registered with the site. We currently have 24 papers
under review and our most recent submission was the one-hundredth.

We are pleased to present our second issue. Like the previous issue, many of these
papers center on accessibility. We recruited these papers from the second international
conference on Access to Destinations held at the University of Minnesota in August,
2007; they are authored by leading contributors to the domain of transport and land
use.

Kay Axhausen (2008) takes a historical perspective considering the changes in
Switzerland from the early nineteenth century to the present. He notes the world
is shrinking, now more than ever because of the rise of telecommunications and the
ability to maintain distant social networks, as well as because of gains in transport.

Lo, Tang, and Wang (2008) describe the most successful public transport system
in the world, that of Hong Kong, where the company operating the rail lines is prof-
itable and traded on the stock exchange. e conditions enabling this, however, are
not common; the authors estimate a population density of 31,500 persons per km² is
required for this unique circumstance to emerge. It also requires joint development of
transport and land use, which provides a large portion of the company’s proëts.

Cho, Rodriguez, and Song (2008) examine residential location decisions in metro-
politan Charlotte, North Carolina (USA) and consider to what extent these decisions
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are shaped not just by distance to the traditional downtown, but by the accessibility
of local employment subcenters. e authors ënd that residential location depends on
access to multiple centers.

Scott and Horner (2008) study metropolitan Louisville, Kentucky (USA) to test
questions about social exclusion, asking whether lack of access affects different groups
differently. ey ënd that groups that traditionally face social exclusion (due to in-
come or age) do not suffer from less accessibility. ey may, however, lack the tools of
mobility, as auto-based accessibility was generally much greater than transit-based ac-
cessibility; other (non-spatial) strategies may be required to deal with social exclusion.

Jacobson and Forsyth (2008) study seven Transit-Oriented Developments in the
United States: Rosslyn, Clarendon, and Ballston in Virginia; the Delmar Loop and
Emerson Park in metropolitan Saint Louis (Missouri and Illinois); and Oakland City
Center and Fruitvale in California. Not all of the transit stations and surrounding
developments have fully realized their potential, suggesting that we need to understand
the underlying attributes of success.

Leck, Bekhor, and Gat (2008) consider the distributional effects of transporta-
tion on core vs. peripheral cities in Israel. Enhancing accessibility expands short term
economic welfare, and directed improvements aimed at poorer areas can assist in ac-
complishing this change.

ese papers complement discussions of the dimensions of accessibility covered
in the ërst issue, in which Bruegmann (2008) and Crane (2008) discussed the issues
of accessibility and sprawl. e debate over whether to maximize accessibility or to
minimize sprawl, whether those goals are consistent, and how they should be achieved
is of increasing importance for planners and policy makers.

Samaniego andMoses (2008), borrowing frommetabolic scaling theory in biology,
raised important questions about how cities and their networks work, and whether
there are underlying structural properties that shape the distribution of roads across
cities. eir results show that miles driven and population size are correlated, and
suggest that networks and travel in United States cities are consistent with a mix of
completely centralized and completely decentralized destinations.

Ottensman and Lindsey (2008) developed a measure of accessibility to study the
use of urban trails in Indianapolis, Indiana (USA) that accounted for demand elasticity.
is treatment of elasticity made the measure better at predicting trail use.

Elhorst and Oosterhaven (2008) evaluated proposed Maglev trains in the Nether-
lands, considering how land use might change in response to this large-scale transport
infrastructure. eMaglev projects are not necessarily socially desirable, but were they
to be built, they would have signiëcant economic effects beyond what would normally
be considered in a transport-only beneët-cost analysis.

We could not be happier with the much needed contribution the Journal of Trans-
port and Land Use is making to the academic discourse on transport and land use.
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We greatly appreciate the positive comments and suggestions we have received. Please
continue to submit top quality manuscripts, discussion papers, and book reviews—and
encourage your colleagues to do the same. And look for our next issue inWinter 2009.

– David Levinson and Kevin J. Krizek
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