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CHAPTER 6
MAJOR NATI ONAL PCLI CY | SSUES

The nine netropolitan areas subjected to assessnent in this
study conducted mmjor transit system planning studies at various
times over the past 25 years. Changes in the Federal program in
prof essional planning theory, and in the general climate of public
concern during this period led to numerous differences in the ways
these nine netropolitan areas perforned their planning efforts.

Because each metropolitan area faced unique circunstances, no
single planning effort provides a nodel worthy of emulating inits
entirety. However, the cumul ative experience in the nine cases
Boints to a nunber of significant issues that should be addressed

Y public policy to provide a context in which comunities can

B an transit systems best suited to their needs. These issues have
een described in Part Il of this report. They are summarized

in this chapter under the three chapter headings used in Part I1I:
institutional context, technical planning process, and financing.

The description of the issues under each heading is introduced
by a brief account of the Federal Rol[cy that has been in effect
. While these issues have arisen. The issues thenselves are grouped
in categories correspondin% to the guidelines used in assessing the
met ropolitan experience. he issues all derive from observations in
the nine rretroPoIitan study areas, as the exanples cited in Part Il
i ndi cat e. Fol  owm ng each group of issues is a discussion of how
Federal policy mght address them

At the conclusion of the sections describing the issues is

a discussion of one major issue for Federal policy that underlies
all of them which is the need for developing criteria _
that can be used to neasure progress toward national transit goals.

| NSTI TUTI ONAL | SSUES

In spite of efforts by the Federal Governnent to create a
structure for effective, coordinated regional planning, the context
for transit decisionmaking in all the netropolitan areas exam ned
fall's short of this nmark. Several nmmjor issues for national policy
remai n unresol ved.

Since the early 1960s the Federal Governnent has been
encouragi ng | ocal governnments in urban regions to cooperate
in planning for the future devel opnent of their netropolitan
areas. Wthin the past 15 years several Federal agencies have
i ntroduced requirements calling for existing or newmy created
organi zations to take on regionw de planning responsibilities.
The regul ations were intended to help coordinate among a pro-
l'iferating nunber of Federal prograns aimed at urban devel opnment
of various types and to help counter a trend toward fragmentation
of local governments that was accelerating with the growth of
subur ban popul ati on and enpl oyment during the 1950s.
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In advance of the Federal requirenents, during the 1950s,
| ocal governments in many urban areas began form ng metropolitan-
scal e organi zations to undertake |and use and conprehensive plan-
ning. The activities of these- planning agencies and, later, those of
regional councils of government were supported by a succession
of Congressional acts during the 1960s, primarily the several
housing acts. The plans attenpted to cover a full range of
urban concerns, at least in broad terms, including |and use/
zoning, water supply/sewerage, and aspects of transportation.
Wth rare exceptions, the conprehensive planning agency was not
responsi ble for putting any part of the plan into effect.

“Meanwhile, in many areas, Federal requirements led to
creation of other organizations to deal with specific elenents
of areaw de pl ans. ol low ng enactnent of the Federal-Ad
H ghway Act of 1962, regional "3-C' agencies were set up to
assure that highway planning was part of a "continuing, conpre-
hensive transportation planning process. . . carried on cooperatively
by state and | ocal governments. In many areas, as local governments
purchased failing private transit operations, new public agencies
were created to plan for and operate nmass transit.

By the end of the 1960s, an institutional structure charac-
terized in nmany cases by overlapping responsibilities, wasteful
conpetition, and poor coordination had grown up. To a large
extent, this fragnentation resulted fromthe proliferation of
Feder al ﬁrograns with separate policies and separate adm nistra-
tion. These separate prograns provided differing anounts of
funds, fromdifferent sources, and at different Intervals of
tine, to agencies at the state, regional, and local |evels of
gover nment .

In 1969, the O fice of Management and Budget issued
Grcular AA95 ~/ in an attenpt to clarify the relationships
bet ween the regional agencies responsible for Federal prograns.’
This regulation called for designating the region’ s conprehensive
pl anning agency to take on the responsibility for review ng whether
area projects ﬁroposed for Federal capital assistance were con-
sistent with the region's conprehensive plan. The governin
boards of these "A-95" agencies had to be conprised of |oca
elected officials or of other officials appointed by elected
officials. The plans reviewed were to be made wth extensive
citizen input.

_ In 1974, responding to the mandate of the Federal - A d

H ghway Act of 1973, the U.S. Departnent of Transportation
moved to strengthen the |inks between transportation planning
(including transit planning) and other regional planning efforts.

~/ CGrcular A-95 was the final regulation for inplementing
directives contained in the Denonstration Cties and
Met ropol i tan Devel opnent Act of 1966.
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A new regul ation, published in final formin Septenber 1975, 1/
requi red designation of a Metropolitan Planning O ganization In
each area to take charge of assenbling the requests for Federal
h!ghmag and transit assistance into one application, and to
distribute the Federal grants when they were nmade. \erever
B033|b|e, the A-95 agency was to be designated the Metropolitan
| anni ng organi zation to encourage coordination between transportation]
pl anning and | and use pl anni ng.

Al though the Federal Governnment has attenpted in these ways
to put regional transportation and |and use planning on a sound
basis, its efforts have not had great success. The major Federal
policy issues rooted in these institutional inadequacies are

rouped under three categories corresponding to the guidelines
or assessment of the institutional context: forumfor decision-
maki ng, accountability of decisionmakers, and public involvenent.

Forum for Deci si onnaki ng

Al t hough on paper the organizational structure of the
deci sionmaking forumin each netropolitan area is well defined,
assessnment findings show that in practice decisionnmaking
authority and responsibility is fragnented anong a great nunber
of local, regional. and state agencies of governnent.
The separate responsibilities of each of the levels of governnent
are not clearly enough defined for any one agency to have decisive
authority either for setting policy or for obtaining financin
and other commitnments necessary to inplement a plan. EXperience
shows this kind of fragmentation nay |lead to the follow ng types
of probl ens:

« Inability to set priorities and distribute resources.
In the absence of a single |ead agency wth power to
set and inplenent policy, conpetition often devel ops
over the power to set priorities anmong the transit
i mprovement projects proposed for a region. The
pressure of conpetition can |ead to devel opnent of
extensive transit plans. Wile such glans may of fer
sonething for everyone, they tend to be financially
inefficient and to ignore connunitﬁ- or nei ghbor hood-
| evel needs (as these needs m ght be neasured by a
wel | -structured rational set of criteria) .

1/ Federal Hi ghway Administration and Urban Mass Transportation
Adm ni stration, Department of Transportation, “Planning
Assi stance and Standards: Urban Transportation Planning,”

Feder al Register, Vol 40, No. 181, september 17, 1975, pp.
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. Underenphasis on use of highways for transit. |nstitu-
tional fragnentation also leads to lack of effective
integration anong planning for different transportation
nmodes.  Both transit agencies and highway/street agencies
avoid planning for inprovements they do not have the
authority to put into effect. only rarely do institutions
with responsibility for highway and street planning and
managenent al so have responsibility for transit planning
and operati ons. Due to this situation, inportan
opportunities have been lost for inproving transit
servi ce through highway managenent techni ques.

« Ineffective integration of transit planning and Iand
use planning. The fragnentation of decisionnmaking
responsibilities also affects the degree to which
transit plans can be integrated with |and use plans.
At present, municipal and county governments jeal ously
guard their authority over zoning and other devel opment
controls, and there 1s no coordinated, conprehensive
devel opnent planning on a regionw de basis. In the
absence of strong regional |and use planning, the burden
of coordinating transit and |and use planning has fallen
to the agency responsible for transit planning. It is
unrealistic to expect a transit agency to control |and
use, and no transit agency has effectively done so.

Implications for public policy. The experience in the nine case
metropolitan areas indicates that Federal policy to date has been
unsuccessful in inproving the adequacy of the institutional arrange-
ments for netropolitan transit decisionmaking.

The assessnent findings provide no indication that Metropolitan
pl anning organi zations wll be nmore successful than previous Federa
attenpts to consolidate the institutional context for transit
deci si onmaki ng. The effort to create MPGs ignores the fundamental
reality that nunerous agencies with separate |egal authority and
responsi bility, and separate financing, are already in existence.
Any agency such as an MPO that is superinposed on the existing
structure nust have legal authority and responsibility for these
prograns and a secure source of financing to inplenment them (or,
through use of financing incentives, to elicit cooperation anbng
agencies that do have inplenentation powers)

Experience in the nmetropolitan areas shows several different
approaches that hold potential for eventually becom ng effective
transit decisionmaking foruns. I ncreased participation at the
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state | evel |ooks promising in sonme cases where states have
traditionally been deeply involved in netropolitan affairs; in

at |east one case (M nneapolis-St. Papl? a multipurpose regiona
organi zation is making headway; in still other cases, single
purpose transit agencies appear to be nore appropriate to provide.
the forum No single type of decisionmaking forum woul d appear
likely to succeed in every netropolitan area, due to the wde
variety of governmental structures that exist in different areas.

Based on a review of the variety of decisionmaking arrange-
ments in the nine netropolitan areas, four alternative nodels
have been devel oped for how decisionnmaking authority mght be
effectively distributed. The decisionnmaking forunms in the nine
metropolitan areas have been evolving in these four directions,
al t hough none have achieved the idea conditions represented
by the four nodels.

The four alternative nodels identify the division of
deci si onmaki ng responsibilities anmong (1) the netropolitan
pl anni ng agency, (2the state, (3) the metropolitan transit
operating agency, and (4) city and county governments. Wthin
each alternative schene, an agency at one of these |evels of
government woul d be del egated the |ead decisionnaking role,
and the other three would be given appropriate supﬁorting roles.
Each scheme woul d provide the principal agency with the necessary
authority and financing powers to carry out its transit responsi-
bilities effectively.

In each of the alternative approaches, the agencies woul d

be assigned_prinarz or shared responsibility for nine basic
deci si onnaki ng tasks:

« Conprehensive planning

 Long-range regional transportation planning
Areawi de transit planning
Transit progranm ng and budgeting

« H ghway programm ng and budgeti ng

. Transit project planning
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Transit financing

«Final design, inplenentation, operation and maintenance

, Developnent plan jnplenentation and |and use controls

(The scope of each of these tasks and the current agencies
responsi ble for themwere outlined in Chapter 3.)

Under each alternative, the |ead agency woul d be exclusively

~al though the

ot her agencies could contribute advice. Respons]bll|ty for the

remai ning tasks woul d be divided among the agencies or shared in

such a way that the |ead agency always had principal, or at :

shared, decisionmaking authority for highway progrannlgP/b%dget|ng,
e

responsi ble for transit programm ng and budgeti ng

areawide transit planning, and transit financing. Ta
shows the assignnent of responsibilities nore specifically.

Following is a sunmary of the circunstances under which
each of the four nodels woul d be appropriate and the general
xtent of the effectiveness of each in providing a strong base

or transit planning:

eAternative 1: Strong Local Government Role. A |ocal
government may be appropriate to take the role of |ead
transit decisionmaker in regions with a strong central
city or county government that holds jurisdiction over
nost of the region’s population. This alternative offers
the advantage of potential close |iaison between transit
policy and traffic management/parking policy, the latter
of which usuaIIY is the prerogative of |ocal governnents.

ocal governnments al so have ultimate
authority over |land use policy and urban devel opnent

addi tion, nost

controls, and thus this alternative provides the

opportunity for better coordinated transportation/land
use policy. The |ocal governnment would not be able to
rai se sufficient financing for its transit projects and
woul d have to rely on the state. It would need to share
responsi bility for certain re?ionmjde projects, such as
tinodal transportation

conpr ehensive planning and nu
pl anning, wth regional agencies.

« Alternative 2: Strong Metropolitan Transit Authority.

I'n cases In which the netropolitan transit authority
d Po itically accountable board
and a good track record for project inplenentation,

has a representative an

In
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is a candidate for the role of |ead decisionnaker.
The advantages of putting the transit authority in the
| ead role are twofold: (1) it can make policy decisions
from the perspective of extensive practical know edge
and experience, and (2)it receives the bulk of transit
financial resources -- operating revenues. It would
have to depend on the state for additional financing.
Because of its single-purpose scope, it would not be
able on its own to inprove transit/highway and trans-
ortation/land use coordination, except perhaps in a
imted way in the imediate vicinity of transit
stations and corridors.

« Aternative 3: Strong State Role. In states with
strong urban representation and a state departnent of
transportation with genuinely rmultinodal structure,
the state mght assune the |ead decisionmaker function.
The traditional involvement of many states in regiona
hi ghway pl anning and progranm ng provides a precedent
for expanding state participation in nultinodal
regional transportation planning and, in turn, transit

rogranmm ng. he access to state revenue sources woul d
e anot her advantage. The state role, however, would
not significantly i1nprove |and use,transportation
coordination, because few states have assuned any
responsibilities for local or regional |and use.

«Alternative 4: Strong Metropolitan Planning Agency
Role. Placing the nmetropolitan planning agency 1n the
role of |ead decisionmaker would offer the best
opportunity for genuinely coordinating both transit/
hi ghway deci si onmaking and transportation/land use
deci si onnmaki ng.  For years Federal policy has ained
at strengthening the role of netropolitan plannin
agencies, although with limted success, since only

ere metropolitan Planning agencies have been given
additional responsibilities by state governnents
do they have sufficient local authority and credibility
for leading transit decisionnmaking.

Wiereas the |ead aﬁency in each nodel occupies a different
tier of government, each approach requires nore effective
distribution and coordination of res%onsibilities anong the

various governmental levels. In each nodel, metropolitan

pl anni ng agencies woul d ensure that transit plans are coordinated
wi th areaw de conprehensive planning and regional transportation

pl anning. The state woul d become nore actively involved by way

of providing financial assistance and coordination with the highway
program tropolitan transit authorities would ensure that
proposed capital and operating projects are feasible and would
coordinate themw th current operations. Local governnents woul d
coordinate |ocal land use prograns and traffic management prograns

Preceding page blank
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with the planning process. Under each nodel, variations in
the relative strengths of the three levels of government coul d
occur.

Each of the nodels would clarify the respective decision-
maki ng responsibilities of the various organizations involved.
Each thus would relieve the conpetition and conflict that were
found to characterize transit decisionmaking in metropolitan
areas and woul d allow the [ead agency to set priorities anong
avail able funds and see that available funds are used nost
economcally.  However, the nodels differ in the extent to which
they could inprove coordination between highway and transit
pl anning and 1 npl enentation, on the one hand, and transportation
and [ and use planning on the other hand.

DePending upon the type of agency that mght assume the
| ead role, differing degrees of integration between highway and
transit planning and inplenentation would be made possible.

Joint admnistration of the Federal transit and highway prograns
would be required to permt a nultinodal approach at every [eve
of deci si onnaki ng.

Wth respect to integration of transit and |and use,
fundamental changes in the powers of metropolitan planning
agencies woul d be necessary before integrated regional |and use/
transit prograns are likely to be inplemented. More nodest
additions to the authorities and responsibilities (and financing
resources of transit planning institutions could lead to joint
transit/land use strategies in the imediate vicinity of transit
stations and corridors.

The Federal Government cannot inpose any one of these
model structures for a transit decisionmaking forumon a
netropolitan area in the absence of |egal changes in the
statutory authorities, responsibilities, and funding capabilities
of the existing institutions that mght be necessary at the state
and local levels. To encourage evolution of the regional deci-
si onmaki ng arrangenents in the direction of one of the four nodels,
the Federal Government alternatively could:

. Mike establishing a | ead agency with adequate statutory
ower, responsibility, and financing, a precondition
or receiving Federal transit support; or devise
financing incentives that provide additional assistance
}o regions with adequately structured decisionnaking
or uns;

* Develop a policy of providing greatly increased aid to
transit in order to greatly increase transit use, and
channel that aid directly to transit operators, who woul d

be responsible for programming its use and thus woul d be
nore likely to take On | eal decisionmaking responsi bilities

Use of transit funds could be broadened to include land in
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vicinity of stations and corridors, and as long as they
al so had sufficient formal authority, transit agencies
coul d have a greater inpact on shaping future |and use
and devel opnent.

« Merge the Federal highm%% and transit prograns at all
| evel s of governnent. is could expand the invol venent
of the state in netropolitan transit planning and m ght
encourage nore states to take |ead decisionmaking roles.

« Expand Federal support for regional |and use and
devel opnent, neking the Federal transportation program
aline itemin a coqrrehensive conmmuni ty devel opment
program  This coul d provide netropolitan planning
agencies with the financing necessary to inplenent
plans; and if statutory authority were provided through
state and |ocal action, these planning agencies could
assume the lead transit decisionnaking role.

These alternative potential Federal policy initiatives wll
be explored more fully in Chapter 7.

Accountability of Decisionmakers

Federal requirements have called for adequate representation
of local governnental officials on the boards of agencies
receiving transit planning funds, and recent regulations have
extended this requirenent to cover Metropolitan Pl anning
Organi zations. However, Federal policy has been ineffecitve
in dealing with a range of limtations on accountability that
have been experienced in netropolitan transit planning:

Cl osed- door conproni sing between deci si onmakers.  Boards
dom nated by re?resentat|ves of specral-purpose agencies,
rat her than-del egates from local governnents, tend to
trade favors in exchange for support. Wen this nego-
tiation process takes place out of public view, the
deci si onmakers cannot be hel d accountable.

. Donmination by consultants. The planning of San Francisco’s
BART and nore recent experiences in Qther netropolitan areas
rai sed questions about the appropriate role of consultants
vis-a-vis transit planning agencies. |f decisions are
made by the consultant, il'e board nenbers give rubber
stanp approval, accountability is reduced. Experience in
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the case cities indicates that engineerin% consul tants
(1) nmay be biased toward a particular technol ogy because
they are experienced in it, and (2) may have a vested
interest in producing a plan they would be qualified

to design and construct.

. Inbalances in representation. The netropolitan experience
shons there is public interest in structuring boards to
be genuinely representative of their constituencies. One
reflection of this interest is the demand in severa
regions to bal ance suburban and city representation on
the board. In general, the case studies indicate that
the nost accountabl e decisionmakers are those who are
c|l osest to the elective rogew recess. ~The nove to directly
el ect the board nenbers of San Francisco’'s Bay Area Rapid
Transit District was another kind of effort to create a
nmore representative board. (However, although direct elec-
tion may prove to increase the accountability of the
BARTD board, in general there is a risk that directly
el ected board nmenbers will be responsive to special i1nterests
and not to their public constituencies.)

e Overly parochial concerns of decisionmkers. A problem
related to the question of fair representation involves
the difficulty of structuring a decisionnmaking process
to take a broad, regional perspective rather than pursue
a variety of narrowy defined parochial jnterests.
Negotiations between board menbers to make sure
each gets his constituency's "fair share" of transit
i mprovenents can |lead to extensive plans that serve
everyone while perhaps failing to focus inprovenents
where they are needed. This problemis directly related
to the neans used to finance transit plans, and resolving
it is as much a question of financing policy as institu-
tional policy.

« Need for legislative oversight at the state |evel.
Experience shows establishnent of [egislative oversight
committees at the state |evel can provide an inportant
degree of accountability, but only a few state |egisla-
tures have taken this initiative.  Legislative oversight
IS appropriate where states created or are helpin?
finance the agency in question. (In cases where the
state legislature is not actively involved in supporting
a netropolitan transit program transit opponents
potentially could use the oversight function as a Platform
for obstructing progress in transit devel opnent; although
the opposite situation is also possible, and the oversight
committee mght be used as a platformby reforners.)

I nplications for public policy. Formal provisions to allow

public accountability of decisionmakers are the result of statutory
action at the state and local levels. A number of different neans
coul d be used, as long as the decisionmakers are close to the
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el ective review process. Gven the conplex character of the

difficulties that- must be faced in structuring an accountabl e
deci si onmaki ng process, the main issue for Federal policy is

that no information about the effects of different approaches
has been avail abl e.

If key transit decisions are being made at the state |evel,
the deci sionmakers could be high-1evel gubernatorial appointees,
and thus the governor could be held accountable in direct election.
If local governments take on a key decisionmaking role, the tie
to the electoral process could be equally direct, through the
mayor or elected city or county council.  If, on the other hand,

t he deci si onnaki ng or?anization is a regional transit operator
or planning agency, its policy board coluld be conprised of |oca
el ected or appointed officials whose termin public office is
determned by a public vote.

Distributing the nunber of representatives on the one man,
one vote principle would create a board that is nore truly repre-
sentative of-a region’s interests than if each jurisdiction, re-
gardl ess of population, were represented equally.

Transit agencies have sought planning assistance from con-
sultants primarily due to the general l|ack of trained and exper-
i enced personnel that mght be hired permanently. In recent years,
however, planning and construction experience in San Francisco,
Washington, D.C., and Atlanta have added somewhat to the nation’s
reservoir of transit ﬁlannlng professionals. Staffing transit
pl anni ng agencies with sufficient independent technical expertise
to review and direct consultant activity mght be a step toward
reduci ng opportunities for consultants to dominate. Simlarly,
transit agency personnel skilled in day-to-da% transit operations
shoul d be encouraged to oversee consultants who are unlikely to
be know edgeabl e about critically inportant transit operations
and managenment consi derati ons. ere appropriate, state |egis-
| ative review conmittees could provide an additional check on the
deci si onmaki ng process on behalf of the public.

In the end, the inability of Federal policy to |lead an
adequat e deci sionmaking forumis at the heart of the accountability
issue. The kez to an accountabl e deci sionmaki ng process is for
t he deci si onmaki ng agencies to have clear authority to carry out
their responsibilities. The Federal GCovernment coul d encourage
accountability in the course of encouraging establishnent of a
more clearly defined forum for decisionmaking in the ways
described earlier in this chapter.

By attenpting to focus decisionnmaking in the Metropolitan
Pl anni ng organi zation and making certain that it has an accountable
board, the Federal Government is not squarely addressing the
accountability issues and, in fact, may be conpounding them If
t he Public bel i eves decisions are made in one forum when they
really are reached outside that forum the entire decisionmaking
process tends to occur out of public view and thus is |ess
accountable than it would be it the public at |east knew where
deci sions were being reached.
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Ctizen |nvol venment

Since the md-1960s, Federal requirenents have called for
giving the public the opportunity to be heard in the transit plan-
ning process. However, even though public officials increasingly
have cone to regard public participation as an integral part of
the planning and design process, only a few programs -- such as.
Boston Transportation Planning Review, Denver’s developnent of its
transportation [and use concept in 1972, and the BART extension
studies -- have been structured to solicit citizen participation
from the beginning. Several factors have hel ped keep planners
from taki ng adequate approaches to citizen participation:

« preelection of transit technology. Metropolitan
experience Indlicates that decisionmakers who favor
a particular type of technology or transit system
configuration from the beginning of planning are
unlikely to design citizen participation prograns
that are successtul in identifying and resol ving
di sagreenents and conflict among nembers of the
affected community. |If citizen participation prograns
are regarded as Bublic relati ons canpaigns, there is
a danger that ﬁu lic commtment will be nade to a
particular technology w thout full consideration of
all its potential inpacts.

« Unawareness of potential ill-effects of transit.
Experience shows a tendency for the public to assune,
as transit planning begins, that transit systens , unlike
proposed hl%hmays, pose no potential serious threats to
their nei ghborhoods. The assunption can help keep down
the level of participation and range of issues debated
until late in the planning process, after construction
has begun and nore citizens becone aware the project is
real. Unless the public is given adequate infornmation
from the beginning about all the potentially positive
and negative side effects associated with construction
and operation of a transit system planners increase
the |ikelihood that opposition will be voiced |ater on
in the process, when delay and restudy is nore costly.
Processes that consider issues on a subregional basis
rather than systemwide are likely to attract a greater
nunber of participants.

. R sks incunbent in citizen participation efforts.
Planners may be reluctant to encourage citizen parti-
ci pation because the prograns are tine consum ng and
costly, and if the interests of a small group are
all owed to dom nate, they can bias decisionnaking.

Inplications for public policy. Citizen participation prograns
are a means for collecting data about public values and needs
that are essential for making sound transportation plans. The
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main issue for Federal policy is that although Federal guidelines
require citizen participation, they do not provide adequate guidance
for how and when to conduct a-citizen participation program

There is no one way to conduct a successful citizen parti-
cipation program and Federal guidelines cannot be expected to
spell out a magic fornula for approaching citizen participation
in awy that will either achieve a high |evel of participation or
ensure that the resulting plan will be accepted by the public.
However, Federal guidelines could be nmade nore explicit wth
resgect to the pornts during the planning process when citizens
m ght nost effectively participate. Planners could be required
to provide the opportunity for input fromcitizens or to allow
public review at these points in the process, which are discussed
In the next section.

Federal guidelines also could clarify the purpose of
citizen particiPation progranms. Effective programs regard the
information collected 1n the course of citizen participation
efforts to be an essential aid for decisionmakers, but the
pa&;icipation programitself is not a substitute for decision-
maki ng

TECHNI CAL PLANNI NG PROCESS | SSUES

Since the UMIA progranlmas begun foll owi ng the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964, Federal requirenents have attenpted
to guide the conduct of the technical planning process.

Whereas early requirements were limted to identifying the
products of the technical planning effort, Section 4f of the
1966 Departnment of Transportation Act, nuch augnented by the
Nati onal Environmental Policy Act of 1969 and the Urban Mass
Transportation Assistance Act amendments of 1970, led to

requi rement of nore specific guidance for conduct of the
planning work. They mandated consideration of a full range of
alternatives in the course of technical planning, identification
of the advantages and disadvantages of each, and provision of
the opportunity for public involvenent in the technical process.

The Federal-Aid H ghway Act of 1973, followed by the
National Mass Transportation Assistance Act of 1974, '/ laid the
groundwork for integrating technical planning of highways and
transit by placing the Federal prograns for the two nodes under
the same statutory requirenent for coordinated urban transpor-
tation planning. (This requi renent had been articulated first
f?r urb%n hi ghway pl anning, back in the Federal-Aid H ghway Act
of 1962.

The "Proposed Policy for Major Urban Mass Transportation
I nvest ments” published by UMIA in August 1975 (and incorporated
in DOT Secretary Coleman’s Septenmber 1975 "Statement of National

1/ And set forth in the Septpnber 17, 1975, regulation, "Planning
Assi stance and Standards: Urban Transportation Planning,” op. cit.
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Transportation Policy") takes a steP toward clarifying how
al ternatives analysis should be perfornmed. Metropolitan
experience denmonstrates the need for such clarification and
direction to resolve a number of issues inpeding conduct of
a sound transit planning process.

The national policy issues involving the technical planning
process are grouped under four categories corresponding to
those used for the guidelines for assessment: goals, devel op-
ment of alternatives, evaluation of alternatives, and inplenen-
tation.

Goal s

The grow ng popul ar concern for equal opportunity and
environmental protection, conbined with demand for public
participation 1n planning, has influenced the technical planning
process. The need for devel opment of a broad range of goals
that can be translated into criteria and used to evaluate
alternatives is now widely recognized. This need is reflected
(albeit not expressly) in Federal requirements for public
i'nvol venent . wevei, two nmajor factors have constrained the
use of goals for this purpose:

o Lack of public involvenent. As discussed in the
previous sectron, experience shows that planning
programs begun with a predetermned outcome tend to
enpl oy inadequate neans for citizen participation.
This situation rarely leads to an open, participatory
transit planning process in which a broad range of
alternatives 1S evaluated against criteria based

on public goals.

« Difficulty of developing criteria from broadly
fornulated goals. Although it 1s now accepted
practice to construct a broad set of goals to guide
pl anni ng, planners do not agree on how to devel op
criteria based on these goals. Sone goals easily |end
t hensel ves to qualification, but nany social, environ-
mental , and aesthetic objectives present difficulties.
One aspect of the problemis that there is little de-
finitive information about the relationship between
transit and certain social objectives, such as |and use.

The main issue for Federal policy concerns the need for
more gui dance on how to structure goal-setting and on the use
of measurable criteria in evaluation. Federal requirenents stop
short of explaining how to go about devel opi ng specific objec-
tives and nmeasurable criteria, just as they fail to provide
sufficient guidance for conduct of citizen participation prograns
as a whole. In fact, perhaps by oversight, the proposed UMIA
policy for major urban nass transportation investnents fails to
say that the public should have the opportunity to participate in
goal and criteria fornulation or in reviewing the extent to which
alternatives achieve these goals and criteria.
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Devel opnent of Alternatives

Docunentation of the advantages and di sadvantages of a
wi de range of feasible options is essential to neet Federal
requirenents calling for-analysis of alternatives. In the
metropolitan areas studied, four factors hindered adequate
devel opment of alternatives:

Lack of broad experience with transit technol ogies.
As many of the recent ftransit planning activitles

ot underway, transit planning and devel opnent had
een ignored for so many years that there was no

body of technological information to draw on in doing
the planning. planners in the United States were
unawar e of technol ogical options that were being
investigated and enployed 1n Europe. As a result,
much attention focused on conventional, heavy

technol ogy transit.

Preconceived plans. Partly due to the |ack of

I nformation noted above, and Partly due to the
difficulty of amassing the political support

necessary to launch transit planning, many transit

pl ans were begun with one systemclearly the favorite.
In these cases, the other alternatives devel oped tended
to serve as straw men.

Aut omobi | e orientation of the public. The rise in
auto ownership, and the paralleling, rise in, trips in

the suburbs -- where transit traditionally is l|acking --
have increased public dependence on the autonobile.
Under these circunstances, little public support for

using portions of the highway network for bus transit
can be-expected. This has been one reason why transit
alternatives that would operate on existing highways
have not been fully considered. (However, grow ng
interest in inmproving substandard air quality and,
especially, the 1973-74 gasoline shortage recently
have increased the political feasibility of such
options.)

Separate highway/transit progranms. On the other hand
as discussed in the previous section, there is little
incentive for developing the transit options that
requi re managenent or joint use of highways in the
absence of effective coordination between agencies
with power to inplenment highway inprovenents and
agencies with authority over transit.

I nfluence of self-interested consultants, (One linita-
fion on the range of alternatives devel oped in sone
cities naﬁlhave been exerted by the engineering con-
sultants hired to do the planning work.  Their mission




and approach was nDrelgg design a given system than

to devel op and evaluate alternatives. Englneer|n?
consultants who were hired to do transit system plan-
ning could | ook forward to being hired for |arger,

more lucrative engineering design contracts, particularly
If the system selected were one in which they had exten-
sive previous experience.

Inplications for public policy. Mst of these problens can be
and have already been 1niluenced by Federal policy. Federa
research and devel opnent programs, as well as private research
have resulted in a relatively conprehensive body of information
docunenting the performance of alternative technologies. In addi-
tion, the proPosed UMIA policy specifically calls for greater
attention to lowcapital alternatives, making this a prerequisite
for receiving Federal aid. Finally, the proposed policy’'s require-
ment for analysis of the appropriateness of different technol o-
gies to serve the varying needs in each part of the region in
effect rules out the possibility of beginning the planning

process wWith a preconceived sol ution.

The proposed policy nmay not be able to achieve these
purposes, however, for several reasons. First, its success
I's dependent to a large extent on the ability of. UMIA's smal |,
centralized staff to review the |ocal planning process to
determ ne whether adequate consideration has been given to
a full range of feasible alternatives. The staff my not have
sufficient manpower and technol ogi cal expertise to carry out
these responsibilities wthout causing harnful delays. These
problens are discussed in the follow ng section on |nanCQng I'ssues.)

Second, nmany of the factors leading to devel opment of
preconpe|ved,_S|n?le-techno|99y lans involve the kind of
financing available to transit decisionnakers, and the proposed
policy does not affect financing policy. (The specific

i ssues are discussed in the next section.)

Finally, in calling for inmproved managenent of existing
systems, although the proposed new policy places nmuch higher
priority on using existing highways and streets for bus service,
It is not backed by promi ses of Federal support. The provisions
of the proposed new policy do not provide the necessary financial
incentives for inproving coordination between transit and state
or local highway prograns. Unless Federal transit and hi ghway
programs are integrated, it will be difficult and perhaps
LT?%SSIb|e to put highway-oriented solutions into operation
wi del y.

Eval uation of Al ternatives

The purpose of the evaluation process is to give decision-
makers sufficient information about the advantages and di sad-
vant ages of options so that selection can be nade in full
awar eness of the consequences of the decision. Several issues
have arisen regarding the effectiveness of alternatives analysis
in achieving that objective:
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Reliability of forecasts of transit ridership. In
transit planning, the data and nethodol ogies used to
forecast future transit ridership should provide
accurate, reliable information about the circunstances
under which travelers will choose transit instead of

t he autonobile, and one type of transit service instead
of another. Generally speaking, the ability to nmeasure
the relationship between the respective travel

times, costs, and use of automobiles and transit

has inproved since the 1960s, but there is relatively
little evidence concerning the long termstability o
these rel ationships. Mreover, the effect of the
attractiveness and confort of new transit technol ogy

on patronage is not adequately taken into account in
conventional patronage nodels, which give primary
consideration to relative savings in travel tine.
(I'ndeed, there are as yet no established nethodol ogi es
for measuring the influence of such anenity factors.)

Range of factors to be used in evaluation. To neet

a broad range of [ocal and national goals, an equally
broad range of factors nust be used In the evaluation
process. As described under the discussion of ‘goals”

I ssues above, some goals are nmore difficult to frame in
a way that is meaningful for use in evaluating alter-
natives. In this regard, the proposed UMIA policy is
ambi guous.

Need for analysis of |local options in addition to

regli onal options. Experience in Boston, San Francisco,
and other netropolitan areas indicates the advantages
of approaching alternatives analysis on a subregional
basis. The findings of the assessnent show that netro-
politan areas have concentrated on |ong-range plans too

exclusively, and thus often tended to (a) ignore
communi ty | evel or nei ghborhood needs and (hb)

i gnore denographic trends of the past 20 years in
which the greatest growth in travel occurred in
subur b-to-suburb trips.

Need for programming a period for resolution of
conflict. The netropolitan experience shows the
desirability of including sufficient time, technica
staff, and other resources into the planning process
in anticipation of the conflicts of opinion that
inevitably occur in a conplex planning process, and
the need to resolve these conflicts. ~The nost _
effective alternatives evaluation process is iterative:
public reviews are schedul ed Perlodlcally over the
course of the analysis, and it nore investigation of
a particular alternative is desired, or if a new
alternative is suggested, the evaluation process is
recycl ed.
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I nplications for public policy. The main shortcom ng of Federal
policy to date wth respect to alternatives analysis has been
Its failure to give specific guidance for how to conduct the

eval uation.  The proposed UMIA policy answers this deficiency by
calling for application of cost-effectiveness criteria to alter-
natives and by requiring analysis of subregional conponents of
transit Systens. Thus, the new policy offers a potential remedy
for the issues that have been cited involving evaluation criteria
and bal ance between |ocal and re?ional options. However, the

ef fectiveness of the policy in alleviating these problens is

not assured.

The proposed UMIA policy calls for analysis of the
relative cost-effectiveness of transit alternatives, and UMIA
proposes to |limt the extent of Federal aid to 80% of the
nmost cost-effective alternative. The results of a cost-
ef fectiveness analysis provide useful information about the .
relative costs of alternative ways to neet the sane objectives.
Dependi ng u?on the way it is defined and adm nistered, however,
the UMIA policy may have two undesirabl e consequences.

Both potential dangers stemfromthe failure of the policy
to define the factors to be built into the cost-effectiveness
analysis. First, because the policy does not clearly state whether
| ocal social and environmental goals are to be included in the
cost-effectiveness evaluation or nmerely "taken into account,”
the policy muy lead to excessive focus on |ow cost inprovements
to be inplenented in the short range, to the detrinent of |onger
range goals. In addition, because the policy does not explicitly
recogni ze the inportance of operating costs in the evaluation of
alternatives, the true cost-effectiveness of the various alter-
natives may not be determ ned.

~ The policy’s enphasis on subregional analysis is potentially
an |nBortant step toward structuring a planning process that
will be able to meet comunity-level needs as well as the needs
of the region as a whole. However, to be nost effective, it
woul d have to be coupled with initiatives to clarify decision-
making responsibilities and alter the mechanisns for raising the
| ocal share of transit financing.

Addi tional Federal activities mght be taken to address
the other issues affecting the conduct of the analysis of
al ternatives. For exanple, planning guidelines could describe
the need to programtine and resources for conflict resolution
into the process, or a fixed percentage of planning grants
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could be earmarked for this purpose. Finally, Federally
sPonsored research into the question of inproving the reliability
of patronage forecasts, and specifically the effect of anenity

factors, could benefit transit planning.

| npl enent ati on

In addition to generating information to gui de decision-
meking, planners nust create a program and schedule for putting a
lan 1nto effect. Most transit planning exam ned in the assessnent
as had the goal of producing a single, regionw de, |ong-range
plan. Little or no attention was paid to several |nportant program

pl anni ng questi ons.

pl anners have done little analysis of the optimal schedule
for staging of construction: which parts of the plan to inple-
ment first, and how to coordinate with existing transportation
systenms.  Their plans have tended to be inflexible instead of
preserving options both to respond to potential future problens
and to take advantage of future technol ogical devel opnents.

Anot her shortcom ng of many plans has been their inability
to direct and control transit-related effects, particularly |and
devel opnent inpacts. The enphasis on fixed, |ong-range plans
has tended to mnimze attention to short-range inprovenments,
despite evidence that such short-term plans are popular. |nstead
of constructing systens in small, independent increnents, planners
have conceived of plans as requiring one |ong-term construction

ef fect.

“Failure to stage construction in increnents also creates the
possibility that constructed fragments of the systemw |l be |eft
Isolated if steep cost escalation or other factors force a halt
to construction. Constraints that have hindered devel opnent of
optionally effective and flexible programs for inplenentation

i ncl ude:

« Inadequacies of financing npechanisns. As will be
discussed rn the next sectron, financing nmechani sms
have tended to encourage packaging of transit
proposals into extensive, one-tinme construction
projects rather than subd|V|éing theminto increnents,

nadequat e decisionnmaking forum As was discussed

n the rnstitutional sectron, the fragnentation_ of
he deci si onmaki ng forum and the absence of a single
e

I

[

t

| ead agency with appropriate authority and responsi -
bility has discouraged the setting of priorities for
i mpl ementing proposed transit inprovenents.

e Political pressures. In the context of the constraints
i nposed by financing nechanisnms and the weakness of
deci si onmaki ng agenci es, polithcal ressyres for iving
equal service to everyone' in the re8|on ave encolrage
si mul taneous construction of as much of the proposed
pl an as possible.
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| nplications for public policy. Federal policy has influenced
the devel opment of flexible inplenentation schedules by allow ng
these constraints to remain in effect. Utimtely, to allow

successful staging of construction, they would need to be
renoved.

The proposed UMIA policy attenpts to address the issues
by requiring devel opnent of plans that can be inplenented in
stages. Al though nmetropolitan experience bears out the need
for increnental staging, the policy could have the undesirable
effect of focusing too nuch on the near-term thus elimnating
opportunities for maeking investments that will pay off only in
t he IonP_run. In addition, it runs the risk of encouraging
metropolitan areas to concentrate the area’ s requests for
transit inprovenent in too narrow an area

TRANSI T_FI NANCI NG | SSUES

I ssues involving transit financing policy are closel
I nterconnected with issues that have arisen wthin both the other
two categories of investigation. Institutions nmust have access
to sources of financing to be effective in inplenenting plans, while
t he technical planning process nust Produce plans that are
financially feasible. he sources of funds and the conditions
under which they are made avail able have created significant
problens for metropolitan transit planners and deci si onmakers.

The current Federal program for transit support has evol ved
over a period of nearly 15 years, expanding froma limted
capital | oan pro?ran1begun in 1961. The present program makes
$11 billion available over a six-year period to support a range
of research, plannlnP, capital inprovement, and operating acti-
vities. About $8 billion of that sumis admnistered on a dis-
cretionary basis, while a $4 mllion sumis allocated on a for-
mul a basis for optional capital or operating purposes.

A wide variety of nmechanisns for financing is used on the
| ocal level. Bond issues supported by locally Ilevied taxes
have been perhaps the nost conmon nethod of |ocal transit sup-
port for large new systens. Sone states have earmarked state
tax receipts for transit in urban areas.

Characteristics of the Federal and |ocal financing prograns
have limted the transit planning and decisionmaking process in
a number of ways. The issues raised by the assessnent of
politian experience are grouped in categories corresponding to
four basic guidelines for assessment: ability of the financing
devices to achieve national, regional, and local goals; to provide
stabl e and predictable sources of funding;, to encourage a bal ance
bet ween | ong-range, regional, single-technology planning and
short-term responsiveness to |ocal needs; and to avoid unnecessary
adm nistrative delays at the Federal |evel.
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Achi eving National, Regional, and Local Goals

The basic purpose for public prograns of transit support,
as wll be discussed in the concluding portion of this chapter,
is to neet the various goals of public policy. Wereas in a
general sense transit financing has been successful in neeting
a range of national and |ocal goals, four issues have arisen:

e Insufficiency of current funding |levels. The national
goal of Tncreasing transit ridership has led to an in-
crease in transit service and, in turn, to soaring
operating costs. The National Mass Transportation As-
si stance Act of 1974 (section 5) provided-funds for op-
eratlnﬂ support, but the effects of inflation, conbined
with the escalating rate of growth in operating costs,
have left many transit operators with greater deficits
now than before the operating assistance was nmade avail -
able. These increases in operating deficits, as well as
the costs of proposed inprovenents, have created new
pressure for expanding the amunt of Federal supﬁort for
transit, and for increasing the flexibility in the uses
to which the funds can be put.

« Lack of financing incentives. Nofinancing incentives
are ﬁrOVIded for achieving certain national goals such
as the goal of optimzing the use of highway and street
space for transit.

« Narrow purpose funding. Sone goals, particularly |oca
and regional goals i1nvolving coordinated devel opnent of
transit systens and surrounding |and uses, cannot be
met because transit systems are narrowl y defined.

In part to keep the price tag |ow, estimtes presented
to voters in regional referenda do not provide for
many of the costs of infrastructure necessary to achieve
optimal land use in the vicinity of transit stations

and corridors.

« Separate funding of highways and transit. Separate
funding and admnistration of transit and hi ghway

prograns at all levels of governnent has tended to pre-
vent_éand will continue to prevent) use of highways to
provi de transit caPaC|ty, even though this is an ob-

j ective of national policy.

Inplications for public policy. Several kinds of policy ini-
tiratives woul d be able to address these issues.

The increasing need for oPerating assi stance could be ad-
dressed if a greater portion of the Federal transit program were
made avail able for operating assistance as well as capital aid.
If the current funding levels are insufficient to continue
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inproving the nation's urban transit, or even to keep current

| evel s of service in operation, the Federal Government should
consi der increasing the ambunt that isavailable, while assuring
that funds are used nost efficiently. If UMIA'S new require-
ment for determning the cost-effectiveness of alternative pro-
posed transit inprovenents is admnistered appropriately, as

was di scussed in the previous section, it should encourage
identification of the nost cost-efficient way to nmeet particul ar
conbi nations of transit goals. To raise the level of tota
avai | abl e funds, a policy decision could be made to (1) increase
the levels of authorization in the transit program (2) increase
the amount of Federal highway noney that is made available for
transit, or (3) put the highway and transit programs on a jointly
funded basis.

~The latter approach would allow the most effective planning
and inplenentation of transit inprovenents that use highways.
Expandi ng the existing transfer provisions for using Federal
hi ghway noney to support transit may have undesirable conse-
quences. Currently, metropolitan areas may use funds fromthe
Federal -Aid Urban Systems (FAUS) portion of the highmax program
for either transit or highway projects. Also, under the inter-
state transfer provisions, they have the option to exchange funds
earmarked for certain interstate highway segments for transit
funds. Cenerally speaking, there is evidence that the decision
to use the interstate transfer provision results not only from
| ack of adequate transit funds, but also fromthe desire to
retain the large sums of Federal aid involved even when it be-
comes obvious that a interstate segment should not be built.
This kind of pressure has provided the incentive for hasty de-
ci si onmaki ng based on inadequate technical planning support.

If the highway and transit prograns were put on a joint
funding basis, conplementary highway and transit programs could
be undertaken, thereby reducing inefficiencies in the overal
urban transportation system and resulting in nore transit service
per dollar spent. The need for this kind of econony is becom ng
i ncreasingly necessary inasnuch as in recent years the total
amount of financing available for urban transportation as a whole
has been decreasing in real dollar terns.

The issues related to goals also point tothe fact that the
Federal Governnent has not successfully taken advantage of the
opportunity to use financial aid to achieve specific nationa
purposes. ~ The significance of this opportunity is discussed in
the concluding section of this chapter.

Stability and Predictability of Fundi ng

The 1974 National Mss Transportation Assistance Act
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permtted |ocal decisionmakers to program section 5 funds over
athree-year period with reasonabl e assurance that they woul d
receive the authorized amounts because they are based on a
statutory formula. Because nost Federal transit funds are
adm ni stered on a discretionary ProLect-by-project basi s,
however, there is no assurance of the anount a local area wll
receive year by year. (The recent UMIA pledge of $600 nmillion
to Atlanta over the duration of the currently authorized program
is one of the few exceptions to this situation.)

The short term of the Federal financial commtment to
i ndividual metropolitan areas has conbined with changes in
umrA policy and the |ack of secure financing on the |ocal |evel
to keep local decisionmakers from being able to determne in
advance the amount of funding support that will be available
to them  This problem has led to:

« Loss of local support. Lack of firm Federal comm tnent
to a specific Tevel of funding has underm ned popul ar
support for transit in several metropolitan areas,
Partlcularly at the time of referenda on raising the

ocal share of the costs of inplenenting a plan.

. Repetitions and delays in planning. Several netropolitan
transit officials have conplained that UMIA unfairly
i mposed new planning requirenents late in the planning
process, causing (or threatening to cause) del ays.

o« Pressure for state aid. Stability of funds required
fo plan and program effectively has been best achieved
when |ocalities do not have to rely primarily on |ocal
taxi ng powers and particularly on the property tax.

In general, only states have the power to |evy taxes
that can provide stable, reliable funding for the

| ocal share of transit inprovenents over time, and
iﬂ recegt years sone states have acted to provide
that aild.

I nplications for public policy. The need to rembve uncertainties
5ggUT‘TUTUT€‘Tﬂﬁﬁ$ﬁ§‘ﬁVg%Tﬁﬁeé|ty suggests consideration of anore
systematic, rational basis for distributing Federal transit funds

among netropolitan areas. The two alternative courses are to con-
tinué to use the discretionary grant approach and tie the award of

these grants to achievenent of specific program objectives, 4 tgq
al l ocate nost or all of the funds by fornula.

The alternative of having UMIA distribute funds by carefully
formul ated criteria has been the subject of a year-long investiga-
tion by UMIA staff for a set of criteria to guide investment deci-
sions.  Such criteria would differ fromthe proposed policy by
allowing UMIA to judge directly whether a transit proposal is
justified. To date, no conclusions have been reached. Each urban
area has such highly individualized characteristics that |ﬁ IS

gi;;icult to, devise general criteria that adequately take these
I fferences into account.
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Alternatively, a large portion of the funds could be allocated
by formula, while some funds could be retained for discretionary
di stribution by the Secret ary. Experl ence In the nEtrop0| |tan areas
indi cates this would be a highly satisfactory approach. |f most
funds were allocated by fornula, year-to-year funding |evels would
be stable, and decisionmakers would have sufficient advanced notice
of future funding levels to allow sound planning and progranm ng.

There are difficulties involved in devising and adm nisterin
an equitable allocation fornula. However, a nore equitable fornmula
could be devised if highway and transit funds are conbined and dis-
tributed under one formula. This approach would allow |arger netro-
politan areas with relatively greater transit needs and relatively
fewer highway needs to direct nost of their allocated funds to the
transit program while smaller netropolitan areas, whose h|ghmag
needs (and needs for transit that uses highways) are likely to be
greater, could devote proportionally nore of their allocated re-
sources to highway purposes.

The portion of the funds that remain in the discretionary pro-
gram coul d be distributed according to criteria for achieving _
Congressionally fornul ated goals and objectives. Keeping some kind
of discretionary grant programis inportant to allow giving support
to cities beginning major transit devel opment prograns. Under nost
fornul as, especially if they are based on neasures of existing
transit service, cities like Atlanta would not receive the |arge
amounts of capital assistance they would need to undertake major
new construction efforts.

Long-range, Regional, Single-technology Planning Versus
Short-term Responsiveness to Local Needs

Several aspects of Federal and |ocal financing nechani sns have
encouraged enphasis on planning to serve the |ong-range needs of an
entire region, usually with a single technology, rather than specific,
often nore short-term needs of subareas of the region. This problem
has been discussed in the previous two sections; the discussion here
focuses on ways in which financing policy contributes to the inbal ance:

. Conpetition for limted Federal funds. The national pro-
gram s discretionary grant approval process has been one
of the factors encouraging many netropolitan areas to
conpete with each other in preparing and submtting plans
for larger fixed-guideway systens in order to obtain
“their share” of the funds.” This tends to build a netro-
politan commtnent to a very expensive and fixed |ong
termplan. The 1973 increase in the Federal share from
66-2/ 3% to 80% increased the incentive for |arge systens
because of |ower |ocal share requirenents.

. Availability of financing for capital inprovenents only.
Ihere can be li1ttle doubt that the avall ability of
Federal funds for capital inprovenents only has created
a bias in local decisionmaking in favor of heavy rail
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rapid transit systens or other fully grade-separated
flxed-?U|demay systems. Such systems can only be justi-
fied if they attract high patronage. Since commuters
provide the bulk of transit patronage, planners tend to
extend heavy, fixed-guideway systens into the suburbs to
maxi m ze service to commuters (and thus maxim ze patronage).

« Need for regionwi de voter support for local share. At the
regronal level, t(nhe need to gain approval 1n referenda for
transit financing bonds or taxes also has led to fixed
| ong-range plans for overly extensive, single-technology
systens serving the entire region. A specific technol ogical
concept with broad voter recognition and appeal often
was required in order for netropolitan |eadership to gen-
erate sufficient interest to raise the necessary |ocal and
state funds to initiate a transit planning program even
with Federal funding. (lronically, the decision to present
an extensive regional systemto voters in several cases
resulted in defeat of the proposal because it was consid-
ered too expensive.)

| nplications for public policy. Recent Federal policy initiatives
have Taken steps to deal with aspects of these issues. The ear-
marking of a portion of the UMIA program for operating assistance,
at local option, renoves sone of the incentive to invest in cap-
ital-intensive systems, at |east for smaller metropolitan areas,
The fact that these funds are available on a fornula distribution
basis reduces somewhat the incentive to conpete for a discretionary
grant in those areas.

I ncreasing the portion of the Federal aid to be allocated by
fornmula in the manner discussed in the previous section could extend
these advantages to |arger netropolitan-areas. There would be
| ess of a Federal-level incentive to bypass local needs in order to
devel op a regi onwi de plan that mght gain nore total Federal aid.

Avoi dance of Unnecessary Adm nistrative Del ays

Many transit planning and operatin%Wagencies have conpl ai ned
about the anount of tine that it takes UMIA to %ﬁprove grant con-
tracts or anendnents. Several aspects of the UMIA program contribute
to this situation:

o Small, centralized UMIA staff. The staff is small in
relation to the size of the program a problemthat is
exacerbated by the fact that field officials nmust seek
central office approval for nost decisions.
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e Project-by-project approach. The discretionary grant pro-
gram has put UMIA Tn the position of having to judge which
types of technology are "best" in nmetropolitan areas,
wgich is a time-consumng responsibility.

e FEqual level of attention to major and minor decisions.
Conplai nts have been nmde that UMIA Tol TOWS an equally
rigorous process for routine bus purchases as for najor
new systens, although the availability of Section 5 for-
mula grant noney may be relieving this problemin sone
areas. UMIA has urged localities to use the formla noney
for routine purchases. In 1arge Metropolitan areas where
most of the fornula funds will be needed to support op-
erations, however, the problem described wll persist.

Inplications for public policy. Placing a portion of the funds in-
0 the tornmula grant category has allowed UMIA to reduce the |ike-
lihood of creating unnecessary admnistrative delays. By calling
for cost-effectiveness analysis on the local |evel, the proposed
investnent policy attenpts to reduce the time and effort required
for UMIA to review ?rant applications, but unless agreenent is
reached on explicit y defined cost-effectiveness criteria, the Kind
of analysis will vary fromcity to city, and UMIA still wll be
required to assess the technical aspects of |ocal planning.

~ Two approaches nmight be taken to reduce delaﬁs in the grant
review process. One alternative is to increase the size of the
staff, both in the central office and in the field, and to del egate
additional responsibilities to the field offices.

The nore effective a?proach mght be to put a greater portion
of the UMIA programon a fornula allocation basis. Funding would be
continuous and there would be |ess need for tine-consunm ng techno-

| ogi cal judgnents in order to decide among grant applications.

THE ROLE OF NATI ONAL GOALS

The previous sections of this chapter described a nunber

of issues concerning the structure of the institutions .involved
in transit planning the content Of  the technical planning

process, and the nechanisns used to finance mass transit systemns.

These issues take on special inportance today because of the
growi ng support the Federal Governnment has given public trans-
portation, and the ongoing debate about where to go from here.
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At the root of any effort to resolve these problems is a
broader issue involving the question of establishing nationa
goals for public transportation. The purpose of such goals
should be to provide specific direction for Federal financing
policy, for regulations governing the responsibilities of
deci stonmaking institutions, and for requirements affecting
the technical planning process. Althou numer ous statenents
of goals are contained in Federal |egislation and admnistrative
guidelines, critics of the current situation argue that these
goals often are fornulated in a way that is too general and
broad to be useful.

In other words, existing goals offer no concrete answers
to the central questions of how much public transportation the
nation wants to buy, what purpose it should serve, and who
should pay for it. These questions underlie a national debate
over how we mght go about a rational, systematic process of
setting specific objectives and developing criteria to determ ne
whet her national policies and programs are acconplishing what
they set out to do.

The participants in the debate do not contend that
Federal policy for public transportation has not addressed
itself to any goals, or that it has failed to recognize the
broad array of purposes related to social and environmental
concerns that public transportation can serve. |n general,
the Federal role in transportation has broadened from one
that placed primary enphasis on the economic regulation of
transportation activities to one that both pronmptes the
devel opnent and inprovenent of the nation’s transportation
system and seeks to protect society against the potentially
adverse inpacts of transportation devel opment.

Statenents of current policy are found in several acts of
Congress.  The Declaration of Purpose $Sec. 2 (a)g_of t he Depart -
ment of Transportation Act of 1966 states that national trans-
portation programs should provide fast, safe, efficient, and con-
veni ent transportation at the | owest cost -- as long as they ar,
not detrimental to the general welfare, the econom c growth and
stability of the nation and its security, and other national
objectives, including those governing the utilization and con-
servation of the natron’ s resources.

The successive acts of Congress creating Federal support for

mass transportation --- the Housing Act of 1961, the Mass Transport a-
tion Acts gf 1964 and 1970, and tﬁ% Nat i onal Mass %ransportat|gn
Assistance Act of 1974 -- in conbination call for preserving and

revitalizing existing nmass transportation systens, increasing
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nmobility to |ower-inconme people and transit dependents (including
the handi capped) , attracting new riders, and using nmass transit

to influence and support desired devel opment patterns and inproved
envi ronmental conditions.

Current national transportation policy, as set forth nost
recently and conprehensively by the Secretary of Transportation
in "A Statenent of National Transportation Policy," incorporates
these |l egislative goals:

Federal policy for urban transportation should

at once respond to |ocally determned transpor-
tation goals and serve such national objectives

as the enhancenent of our cities as vital commer-
cial and cultural centers, control of air pollution,
conservation of energy, access to trans-

portation for all citizens and particularly

t he di sadvantaged, facilitation of full i

enpl oyment and nore rational use of land. /

Recogni zing that goals exist, the record of the debate
suggests that they nmust be nore sharply defined if policymakers
are to be able to determ ne whether the ains of national policy
are being achieved. Both the record of Congressional hearings
on transportation polic% and evi dence gathered in the netro-
politan areas examned by this study point to the need to
clarify the goals, objectives, and criteria that are applied °
to public transportation

During 1974, the Appropriation Committee’s Subconmttee
on Transportation of the U S. House of Representatives held
hearings on national transportation policy. ° Oher hearings,
devoted to different transportation-related purposes, also
aired discussion about national transgortation policy, as did
studi es and publications outside the Federal Governnent. Al though
the various statements do not reflect agreement about the
substance of particular goals and objectives that should be
establ i shed, they do show the major concern that the nation
shoul d fornulate nore specific goals and objectives for what it
wi shes to achieve. The problemis not that no general goals
exi st, but that Congress has not directed UMIA to use goals and
objectives as a firm basis for nobilizing, dispensing, and
eval uating the use of Federal funds. Financial incentives could
be offered for achieving specific objectives.

1/ A Statenent of National Transportation Policy by the Secretary
of Transportation, Septenber 17, 1975.

2/ Department of Transportation and Rel ated A%encies Appropri ati ons
for 1975, Hearings before a Subcommttee of the Commttee on

Appropriations, 93rd Congress, Second Session, 1975.
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The problemis also reflected to varyin%%degre$F in the
metropolitan areas examned by this study.” Wile the genera
goal s of increasing nobility, enhancing ‘environnmental quality,
and shapinP the pattern of land use remain Qverriding concerns
of netropolitan transit planners, nore questions havé arisen
regarding the best types of transit systems to reach these

oal s. ternatives such as light rail or trolleys, PRT,
usways, fornms of paratransit, and conventional buses are
being explored and nore information sought on the relative
merits of each

For sone, this questioning has -been spurred by UMIA s
shifting policies. he main inpact on nmetropolitan transit
pIanninP of the lack of clearly defined goals has been the
difficulty of determning in advance how nuch_Federal assistance
will be provided, and what it will pay for. The problens
related to this instability of funding were described in the .
financing section of this chapter.

As yet neither UMIA nor the several cities that are
planning rapid transit systens have devel oped any one neans
for weighing the advantages and di sadvantages of alternatives
in order to come us with the one nost suitable for their

articular purposes. One reason this is so, and for why the

ocal as well as the national debate runs on, is that it is
difficult to reach agreement on specific criteria that can
measure when goals for public transportation have been
achieved. Each urban area has such highly individualized
characteristics that it is difficult to devise general .
criteria that take these differences into account. Until
such agreement is reached, it will be difficult indeed to
pin down what UMIA s investment should achieve, and how, in
turn, the local planning institutions and technical process
shoul d be structured.

Consi derations for public policy. The practical issue in the
debate about goals tor public transportation may have less to
do with whether goals and objectives can be set-and nore to
do with vwho should set them and who shoul d have the power to
carry out the prograns to achieve them

Setting specific national goals and objectives is not
wi thout precedent. Although they are sinplistic exanples,
the interstate highway program and the space program are both

cases in which Congress has set specific goals and established
the institutional and financial neans to achieve them Mre
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appropriate exanples are the goals Congress has established
for cPean air and water. These have specific objectives for
linmiting pollution content in maxjmum amounts during specified
peri ods and by certain dates. Criteria are being developed to
measure effectiveness.

The purposes of public transportation nmay not be so sus-
ceptible to specification. But there are exanples to be found.
For instance, in the short termcriteria could be based on in-
creased accessibility of the population to transit. In the long
term criteria mght be derived to build links between transit
and patterns of urban growth. For exanple, urban areas could
be required to prepare urban growth plans, backed by incentives
and growth contours, in which transit service was provided to con-,
centrations of housin% and enpl oyment. Fornulation of such criteria
merits careful study because of the conplexity of the relation-
shi ps between |and use and urban devel oprent.

The task of exploring whether goals and objectives shoul d
be set and, _ i f so, what they might be, can be approached on
either the national level or the |ocal netropolitan |evel.

On the national level, a number of approaches mght be
taken. DOT and UMIA could be nandated to exam ne the question
of goals, objectives, and criteria, and report to Congress by
a certain date; a national conmm ssion could be established
with the same mandate; or alternatively, a legislative conm ssion
coul d be enpowered to explore the matter and, if required, prepare
|l egislation for consideration by Congress. In any one of these
cases the inportant task will-be to bring the matter to a
| egi slative forum where the issues can be fully debated and
deci sions, made on the appropriate course of action. Responsi-
bility for the task mght also be left to local authorities.
In this case, the Federal government would have to make the
requisite powers and funding available to the localities to
carry out their prograns.

Regardl ess of the approach taken, reaching an agreenent
on precise national or |ocal goals and objectives poses
difficult questions. But the kind of goals that are set will
underlie whether nore specific policies to shape transit
institutions, planning, and financing will achieve their
i ntended effects.



