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| NTRODUCTI ON
THE PURPGSE

Mass transit is beginning to stage a coneback. After
decades of declining ridership, a nodest upswing is in pro-
gress, at least in some netropolitan areas. Perhaps nore
Importantly, there is growing popular interest in mass transit.

Mpj or issues of the 1960s -- traffic congestion, the plight of
the poor and other mnorities -- are conmbining with the Issues
of the 1970s -- degradation of environnental quality, energy
shortages, and increasing gasoline prices -- to kindle nore

broadly based political support for nass transit.

Nearly all of the nation's metropolitan areas have some
type of mass transit system Six of themare served by rapid
rail transit on rights-of-way that are separated from autonobile
traffic. The rest use streetcars, buses, and trolleybuses.

Many of these systems were built by private entrepreneurs
during the Ferlod when transit was a profitmaking business.
Rout es werel ai d where they woul d serve the nost people and
bring the highest returns, or they were extended to pronote
new real estate devel opnents that, in turn, provided captive
markets for these lines in the preauto era.

Thirty years ago transit operations in U S. cities averaged
a decent 11%profit. Then, a downward spiral in ridership and
income began that led to an average |oss of 23 cents per paying
passenger.fnot i ncluding transfer passengers) by 1974. Even-
tually, ailing operations were sold to city governments, and by
fall 1975 al nost every mmjor private transit enterprise in
metropolitan ‘areas of nore than half a mllion popul ation had
been transferred to public ownership. In 1974, 90% of al
revenue passengers were carried on publicly owned systens.

The public sector dominates transit now. New public agencies
have assumed responsibility for transit operations, and they are
punpln% public dollars into the effort. he greatest commtnent
of both responsibility and nmoney is occurring in the netropolitan
areas that either operate rail transit systems or are building
new regional rapid transit systens.

The Federal Governnent entered the transit business
alon% with metropolitan areas. The Federal interest was spurred
by the parallel concerns of making urban transit conpetitive
w th urban highways, which had been receiving Federal support
since 1944, and shoring up the financially pressed transit
operators. Federal participation began in 1961 with a nodest
program to support first-time applications of innovative transit
concepts; by 1970 the Urban Mass Transportation Admi nistration
was able to begin providing substantial financial assistance to
both existing and major new transit projects in nmetropolitan areas.



Since then, through the Federal -Aid H ghway Act of 1973 and
the National Mss Transportation Assistance Act of 1974,
Congress has greatly expanded the capacity of the Federal
Government to aid urban transit. ----------- - -

Wien San Francisco’'s Bay Area Rapid Transit system --
BART -- began operating in 1972, it was the first new regiona
transit systemto come on line with the aid of Federal funds.
UMTA's $304 million contribution to BART was the |argest sum
the Federal CGovernnent had conmitted to a single transit system '/
The new BART was a natural focal point for public attention, and
consi derabl e debate has ensured over whether BART has been a
wi se investnent. Mich of the BART controversy centered on
technol ogy issues. BART was designed as the nost highly autonated
transit systemin the United States, but a series of unanticipated
t echnol ogi cal setbacks and financial limtations has kept the
system from performng at the expected service |evels.

BART al so raised questions that went beyond the nerits of
its technology. Wth enployment in the suburbs grow ng faster
than downtown enployment, is a radial transit system focusing
on the downtown the best_aﬁproach for neeting the region’s
transit needs? Does a high-speed regional rapid transit system
unfairly benefit the white-collar commuters who use it nost
often, while everyone pays a share of the costs? Sone BART
critics char?e that the system was conceived and brought into
being by self-interested property owners in downtown San
Franci sco who wanted to stinulate a rise in property val ues.

BART was the first major new transit programto request
aid fromthe Federal Governnent. By the ear 1970s a numnber
of metropolitan areas were drawing up plans that included much
hi gher price tags for the Federal share. Atlanta, for exanple
wanted over $1 billion to build its regional rapid rail system
Requests from Los Angel es were expected to reach as high as
$11 billion. During the same period, a nunber of researchers
be?an to report findings that rail systems were not cost-
effective -- that is, tor the sane cost, other transit prograns
woul d provi de nore service.

The issue of how decisions about new transit systems shoul d
be made underlies all these concerns. The purpose of planning
Is to put decisionmaking on a rational basis so that public
i nvestnments (and other public policy decisions) can be made
wisely and in the public interest. A particular type of transit
technol ogy, route configuration, or |evel of service may have
different inpacts in different nmetropolitan areas and even in
parts of one nmetropolitan area. One of the inportant functions

'-/ BART was conceived and construction begun without the expec-
tation of Federal support, and although the Federal contri-
bution was great conpared to the anount granted to other
new transit progranms, it represented only 19% of the total
BART cost.



of planning is to provide enough infornation about these inpacts
and the inpacts of alternative courses of action to provide a
solid basis for making decisions.

The effectiveness of planning depends on several factors.

One variable is the structure of the technical planning pro-
cess -- the activities that are undertaken in doing the planning
work. The past decade has w tnessed an evolution In planning
toward opening the door to public participation, toward broadening
both the range of options considered and the range of goals they
are intended to nmeet, and toward devel oping nore practicable
schemes for putting plans into effect.

A second factor is the extent to which constraint
are put on the technical planning

Propess by those who set it in notion. For exanple, the |egis-
ative mandates of the agencies responsible for planning can
seriously limt the range of alternatives that will be exam nea.
Simlarly, the controls political |eaders and the public exert
over these agencies influence the choice of options to consider
and the neans of considering them where and how the noney cones
has an especially powerful 1nfluence on the planning work.

The availability or unavailability of financing and the conditions

under which the financing is provided |limt the range of options
that are feasible.

Federal policy has influenced and will continue to influence
all the factors that shape transit planning. Federal regulations
affect the structure of regional planning organizations and the
scope of the technical planning process. The level and type of
Federal financing affects what a community can afford to build.

The central question is how to Shape Federal P0|iCK SO it
will strengthen community transit planning. Wat are the factors
that hel p communities fdcing critical technol ogical choices make
W se decisions that are consistent with both |ocal and national

oals for transit? Answering the question entails |ooking at
ow transit decisions have been made in the past.

Thus, the objective of this assessment has been to obtain
a better understanding of the inpact of different financing
mechani sns, institutional arrangenents, and technical planning
procedures. The ultimate purpose of the work has been to cast
|I8ht on prospective changes in national transit policy prograns
and adm nistration that mght inprove, in different ways and to
different extents, the way communities plan nmass transit systens.

SCOPE

The study focuses on the planning of transit systens rather
than broader transportation prograns. Yet because transit
plannlnP is closely related to other regional planning functions,

a

particularly highway and |and use planning, the study takes
account of these interrelationships.



The assessnent al so concentrates on rail rapid transit
rather than bus or other types of nmss transportation. '/
The focus has two explanations. First, the inpact of the new
BART and its technological difficultietended to frame a
particul ar concern about the way comunities nmake decisions.
about transit: nanmely, were they capable of correctly judging
the inpact and appropriateness of costly new transit technol o-
gies? Bus systens, In contrast, involve a |less awesone commit -
ment .

A more inportant reason for focusing on rail rapid
transit is the fact that until recently, conventional "heavy
rail" fixed-guideway transit, or technol ogical inprovements
on it such as personal rapid transit, have domnated the
i mgi nations of U.S. transit planners. Only within the past
five years has serious attention been given to the potenti al
for bus or “light rail” (sophisticated streetcar) transit,
using parts of existing highways, to neet transit needs. There
Is yet no exanple of a planning process that has resulted in
a final decision to build ope of these innovative systenms to
serve a nmetropolitan area.

This report is based on a review of transit planning and
deci sionmaking in nine netropolitan areas that have, or have
been considering, rapid transit systems. The areas were
selected to represent the full range of issues that arise at
different stages in the overall process of planning and
devel oping a transit system

. Boston and Chicaqo have |ong established rapid transit
systens for which extensions and other inprovenments are
currently being planned.

«San Francisco’s BART is the first new regional rai
transit systemin recent decades.

1/ The term “rapid transit" js post commonly used to. denote
electrified rail transit operating on exclusive rights-of-way,

al though it is sonetimes broadened to enconpass bus or other
fixed-guideway transit operating on exclusive rights-of-way.
The term “fjxed-gui deway transit” is a broad termused to refer
to any public transportation system operating on exclusive

ri ghts-of-way under direct lateral control, 1ncluding conven-
tional rail technology of any kind, nonorail, or any of the
several types of automated new technol ogi es.

2/ On the other hand, several cities soon will introduce new
light rail rolling stock on existing routes (Boston and San
Francisco) , several other cities are seriously considerin
new|l 1 ght rail systems (Dayton, and Portland, "Oregon), an
there are a large nunber of cities that have begun express
bus service on highway rights-of-way.



Washington, D.C., and Atlanta have regional rapid
transit systems under construction. The Wshington,
D.C., Metro systemis scheduled to begin service on
a 4-1/2-mle segnent in 1976. G oundbreaking for
Atlanta’s regional rail transit system occurred in
February 1975.

Denver has planned a fixed-guideway transit system
but has not yet started construction. |n June 1975,
Denver requested Federal financial aid to build the
first segment of its system

In Seattle and Los Angeles, voters tw ce defeated rai
transit proposals in referendum but serious planning
activity continues.

The ninth metropolitan area, Mnneapolis-St. Paul, is
attenpting to make a final decision after several years
of studying alternative transit schenes.

ORGANI ZATI ON

The assessnment involved three basic steps, and these
steps provide the structure for this report.

gg D ;-_ Establishing the National and Historical Context.
A br P8EP: i e ot The TrstorTear Trends Thtransit devel opment
and of the Federal Government’s response to the changi ng urban
transit situation provides a context within which the findings
of the assessnment can be nore realistically interpreted.

This review is contained in Part | of the report, which is
titled “The National Setting.”

Step 2: Assessing the Metropolitan Experience. The bul k
of the g%udy effort was an evaluation of the transit planning
and deci si onmaki ng process in the nine case netropolitan areas.
The eval uation identified a nunber of problens t hat affect
t he Rerfornance of comunity planning for transit. The discussion
of these problens, grouped 1n three categories according to their,
roots in financing, institutional, and technical planning considera-
tions, is contained in Part Il of this report, called "Metropolitan

Deci si onmaki ng |ssues.”

Ste? 3:  Developing Options for Public Policy. The
| essons Tear ne sments lead to

several courses the Federal Government could follow in taking
steps to Inprove transit pl anning. The mjor issues for Federal
policy and potential ‘remedies for these i'ssues are described in
“Part I1l: National Policy for Mass Transit.”



PART |
tHe NATI ONAL SETTING



CHAPTER 1
THE EVOLUTI ON OF THE TRANSI T | NDUSTRY

The history of public transit in the United States covers
a period of nearly 150 years. During the first part of this
period transit was the dom nant form of transportation in Amer-
Ican cities, but since the 1920s the use of transit has been
declining steadily. The decline was |nterruFted only during the
years of World War |1 when the supply of fuel and new vehicles
was severely constrained.

THE STREET RAI LWAY ERA

The street railwag was the predom nant form of public
transportation prior to the 1920s. The first fixed-route, urban
public transit In the United States was a horse-drawn, eight-
seater omi bus that began operating on New York Gty s Fourth
Avenue in 1831. The cable car, which was introduced in 1873,
more than doubled the horsecar’s speed, but the cost of burying
the cable limted use of this sKsten1to al ready densely devel -
oped corridors. In the 1880s, however, the electrification of
the streetcar expanded the range of public transit in the cities,
and until the end of World War | public transit ridership grew
more rapidly than the urban popul ation.

The extent of urbanization kept pace with the evolution
of transit technology. Until the late 1880s a typical city
had a two-mle radius, the distance a horsedrawn streetcar could
cover during the 30 mnutes nost people were willing to spend
to reach their destinations in the city core.

The electrification of the streetcar hel ped push the
devel opnment horizons of the city five mles away fromthe center.

During the height of the street railway era, lines |eapfrogged
past the densely devel oped part of the city to outlying areas
and even satellite towns. he spaces in between soon were filled

wi th new buildings, in part because of the new transit |inks.

~In the typical devel opment sequence, the appearance of
electric streetcar lines helped precipitate the conversion of
old residential streets to commercial and |ower-incone housing
areas. Higher-incone residents, who were offended by the
noi se and overhead wires fromthe streetcars sought property
in outlying areas those same streetcars had made accessi bl e.
The densest retail and industrial devel opment occurred where
lines intersected and at their termni. Comrercial activity
continued to focus on the historic core, but inportant subcenters
grew where new crosstown lines met the ol der radiating routes.



The Decline of Public Transit

Al though the ridership on street railways held steady
until the end of World War |, by the late 1920s a pattern of
serious conpetition between the private autonobile and public
forns of transportation in urban areas had begun to emnerge.

The autonobile had begun to assert itself as a major form
of transportation by the mddle of the 1920s. Wth gradually
i ncreasing personal income and the efficiency of mass produc-
tion, autonobile ownership and use expanded quickly. 1n 1900,
there were only 8,000 registered autonobiles in the United States,
but by 1925 the nunber had risen to 17 nillion. -/

The rising popularity of the automobile threatened the
transit industry in three main ways. First, the autonobile
directly conpeted with transit for riders, particularly for social
and recreational trips. Second, the w despread use of autonobiles
meant there was |less incentive to extend streetcar and other
transit to serve new housing and industrial devel opment. Third,
aut onobi |l es ‘increased congestion on the city streets and created
a situation in which the public transportation industry had to
conpete for patronage on the private automobile’s own ground,
where the latter performed considerably better.

In response to grow ng suburbanization and the grow ng
conpetition fromthe private autonobile, the public transporta-
tion industry in the 1920s began to shift fromrail to buses.

In 1922 alnost all transit patrons were carried by streetcar and
rapid rail, but bg 1925 over a billion passengers were being
carrLe?lannually y buses. By 1930 this nunmber had risen to

2.5 billion.

The shift to buses was at |east partially an unintended
secondary effect of the Public Uilities Hol ding CDnPany Act of
1935. This act prohibited utility conpanies from holding finan-
ci al interest In street railways. ility conmpani es had been
buying into streetcar operations since the turn of the century,
and profits fromtheir other nore solvent businesses offset the
financial setbacks transit operations were suffering. By re-
moving the renaining underpinnings of financial stability from
many of the relatively few surviving streetcar |ines, the Hold-
i ng Conpany Act accelerated the nodal conversion process.

TRENDS I N TRANSI T RI DERSH P

- The results of the transit/auto conpetition and ot her
econom ¢ pressures are illustrated clearly by the trend in total
nunber of passengers carried by public transit. Ridership on

1/ Us. Departnment of Transportation, Federal H ghway Admi nistra-
tion, Hghway Statistics, Summary to 1965, p. 12.




street railmaY operations nmore or |ess held steady durin% t he
1920s but fell during the early 1930s. By the time of the De-
pression, the privateaut omobi | e~ had corneredthe pleasure and
social trip market. Transit therefore depended increasingly

on work trips for revenue, and rising unenployment cut into work
travel. The | osses mght have been even greater if two other
forces had not come into play: a tenporary halt in the rapid
grow h of the autonobile |ndustrY and an influx of potentia
patrons into the cities fromfailed farmns.

The rally in transit ridership during the Wrld War 11
years, when a surge in enployment coincided with gasoline short-
ages, gave way to a steady decline that |asted nearly 25 years.
Bet ween 1945 and 1974 the total passengers carried by all forns
of public transit had fallen fromover 20 billion to just over
7 billion. There has been a slight increase in passengers
during the past two years, a large part of which is due to
fuel shortages-and rising prices. Figure 1 illustrates this
trend dramatically.

25 =
2a
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FIGURE 1: TOTAL TRANSIT PASSENGERS 1924- 1974

Source:  Wlbur Smth and Associates, Future Highways and Uban Gowth, 1961
Anerican Public Transit Association, “74-"75 Transit Fact Book




CAUSES OF DECLI NE

_ In the alnost three decades since Wrld VWar Il, the urban
public transit industry in the United States has continued its
econom ¢ decline. Even though average fares nationally have
risen faster than the consumer price index, passenger revenue
has not grown rapidly enough to offset increased costs. NMre
and nore systens have experienced operating deficits and many
privately owned systens have either ceased to operate or sold
their depleted operations to the nunicipalities they served.

The basic causes of the decline in mass transit can be attributed
to a number of interdependent factors:

« The urban population has grown rapidly outside the
central cities 1n which nost public transportation
systens are |ocated and where service is concentrated.
(From 1960 to 1970 al one the popul ati on outside central
cities in the United States increased by about 34%
conpared to a 1.5% population gain in centra

cities. Mst of the older central cities suffered de-
creases.)

« Suburban living in the United States is largely
autonobi | e-oriented, in part because housing and poF-
ulation densities are |ow and parking space is usually
freely available. Mreover, because of these |ow pop-
ulation densities and the w de dispersion of origins
and destinations, conventional public transit cannot
oEerate profitably and often is not even available to
t he suburbanite.

« Autonobile ownership has increased dramatically.
Even over the |ast decade there continued to be marked
change. Autonobile ownership per househol d between
1960 and 1970 increased from 1.09 to 1.27; the nunber
of two or nore autonpbile households rose from

13%in 1960 to over 30%in 1972. By 1972 only

20% of all households were without autonobil es.

These, of course, were concentrated anong the poor, old,
or too young -- the groups that are frequently con-_
sidered to be “captive riders” of public nmass transit
systems -- as well as anong dwellers in the centers of
the largest cities.

« Public transit fares have escalated while the user’s
perception of the cost of driving has gone down.

« Lack of innovative managenment and marketing in the
transit industry and conservative attitudes toward change
general |y have contributed to the difficulties of public
transportation.



- Federal prograns have been enacted and administered
unevenly, %|V|ng i mpetus to one form of transportation over
anot her. he support of highway construction from the

H ghway Trust Fund, for exnple, has provided relatively
certain annual funding at relatively high levels for

hi ghways.  Transit, in contrast, has no conparably de-
pendabl e and anpl e source of funding.

o Federal planning funds for conprehensive urban plan-
ning available from the Department of Housing and Urban
Devel opment have been only partly coordinated with trans-
portation programs within netropolitan areas. Coordi nated
planning is necessary to locate transportation services
where they will get the nost use and, conversely, to |locate
new devel opnent where it will be best served by public
transportation. Mich of the effort at coordination that
has occurred has been thwarted by the | ack of devel op-
ment controls and other powers necessary to inplenment

the plans.

o« During nost of the period in which the nation's urban
mobility problems were devel oping, the state and Federal
governments were |argely concerned with the problens of
transportation between urban areas. It is only in the

| ast few years that attention has increasingly focused
on the transportation needs within these areas, although
this shifting interest and concern has not yet caught

up with the needs. :

THE RAPI D | NCREASE | N OPERATI NG DEFI CI TS

Al though ridership has declined sharply and continuously
since 1945, it was not until 1963 that the industry as a whole
first experienced operating costs in excess of revenues. By
1973 (the nost recent year for which published data are available),
despite a small increase in revenue passengers for the first year
since Wrld War |1, the revenue deficit nationally had grown to
two-thirds of a billion dollars and was growing at a rate of over
33% per year.'/ The deficit stood at 13 cents per revenue
passenger.

Recent |y publ i shed data show that the annual
percentage growth rate in 1974 was nore than double the 1973
number as indicated in Table 1. / Because
of these dramatic increases and the major inplications of a
continuation of this trend, a 1975 national projection has been
obt ai ned based on up-to-date experience in nmajor netropolitan

1/ '73-'"74 transit Fact Book, American Public Transit Associ ation.
Table No. 1, p. 4

2/ 1bid,




TABLE 1 -- NATIONAL ANNUAL TRANSIT DEFICIT

Net Operating Annua
Deficit After Per cent
Year Taxes ($M i ons) Change
1968 $161
37%
1969 $221
30%
1970 $288
43%
1971 $411
25%
1972 $513
44%
1973 $738
72%
1974 $1, 271
33. 9%

1975 (proj ect ed) $1, 702

Source: Anmerican Public Transit Association, '74-'75 Transif
Fact Book for 1968 throu?h 1974; System Design
Concepts, Inc. forecast for 1975 (see text for
expl anation).

areas. Metropolitan transportation officials in each of the

cities listed are the sources of data for the forecasts of
deficits indicated.

The total 33.9% projected increase for 1975 in
the metropolitan areas was used as the basis for projecting the
national tigures shown in Table 2. This projection is presented
with some reservation, recognizing that the basis for the indi-
vidual figures varies widely. On the whole the individual esti-
mates are likely to be on the conservative side, tending to
reflect operators’ optimsmregarding their ability to manage
costs. Nonetheless this analysis does clearly denonstrate that
the rapid rate of growth of operating costs in excess of operating

revenues is _ reaching,an,order of mag-
nitude of major national consequences -- $1.7 billion. A recent



TABLE 2 -- TRANSIT OPERATING DEFICI TS IN 1974 AND PROJECTED
FOR 1975 IN SELECTED MAJOR METROPCLI TAN AREAS
(MIlions of Dollars)

Per cent
Metropolitan Area 1974 1975 I ncrease
New York* (Cal endar Year) 315.0 421.7 33.8%
Boston (Cal endar Year 141.6 159.0 12. 3%
San Francisco** (F.Y. 87.6 109.9 25. 5%
Los Angeles (F.Y.) 66. 8 97.1 47. 2%
Chicago (CTA only - Cal endar Year) 62.6 93.6 49. 5%
Phi | adel phia (Septa onIy? 58.5 75.1 28. 4%
Vashington, D.C. (Bus only - F.Y.) 17.5 38.4 121. 1%
Pittsburgh 23.4 30. 4 29. 9%
Atlanta ?F.Y.) 17.0 24.3 43.0%
Seattle 14.3 19.5 36. 4%
M nneapolis-St. Paul (Calendar Year)  12.0 24.3 102. 5%
Denver (Cal endar Year) 7.4 10. 4 45. 4%
Total s 823.7 1,103.7 33.9%

*NY.C.T.A only; based on interpolation of data for 11 nonths of F.Y. 1974
and prior years and projections of 1975 and 1976 cal endar years by MA

**Based on data fromfive principal operators covering all estimted 95 per-

cent of area's transit s¥stem.and extrapolated to cover the entire transit
service area in the San Francisco region.

Source:  Telephone contacts with officials in each netropolitan area in
March 1975. In each city, the nunbers for the two years use

common assunption,~ al though some of the numbers are inconsistent
with more recently reported data

U.S. Departnent of TransPQrtation projection of a $2.5 billion
deficit in &99% is unrealistically optimstic in light of
this trend.

Recent growth in deficits reflect, to an increasing ex-
tent, the financial inpacts of public takeovers of declining

Private systems coupled with extensions and inprovenents in the
quality of service. In addition, in contrast to a few years ago

1/ A Study of Urban Mass Transportation Needs and Financing, U S
por, July, 1974 pp. 4, 5.
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operators have been tending to hold the line on fares despite
rising costs.-& Average fares have been declining in real dollar
terms nationally during the last few years. Thus, in contrast to
earlier years, the financial problemis nore and nmore a result

of conscious policy decisions rather than a reflection of |
negl ect and deterioration in the level and quality of service.

The financial inpact of service inprovements was
illustrated during fiscal years 1974 and 1975. Transit operators
responded to the oil enmbargo and higher fuel prices with new
routes, route extensions, and nore frequent service, placing *
greater enphasis than before on innovative services. Ridership
I ncreased, but the gap between operating costs and farebox
revenues generally grew w der. For
exanpl e, WVATA here in Washington reported that the expanded
service increased operating costs by 12% while ridership grew
only by 2%

The National Mass Transportation Assistance Act of 1974
provided a total of $3.975 billion over six years, through the new
Section 5, for optional use to pay oPerating costs.  The funds
authorized are not to exceed $300 mllion for fiscal year 1975,
increasing annually to $900 million in fiscal year 1980.

The results of a tel ephone survey of major netropolitan
transit operators indicate their need for OEerating assi stance
is so great that nmost of them plan to use their entire allocation
of Section 5 funds for this purpose despite the requirenent of

much greater local matching share (see Table 3) . The local share
for operating assistance is at |east 50% conpared to
20% if the sane funds are used for capital inprovenments. It

is apparent that in at |east some of the netropolitan areas sur-
veyed the present level of transit service cannot be maintained
under the existing fare structure through the renainder of this
year wi thout the operating assistance funds authorized in the
1974 act.

1/ During the period 1949 to 1970 transit fares rose 3% per year

greater than the consuner price index; however, between 1971
and 1974 transit fares rose less than 2% per year, Wile the
consuner price index rose nore than 6% per year.



TABLES K
PROPOSED D) SPOS TLON F SECTION 5 FAGS F.Y. 1975
SELECTED METROPOLI TAN AREAS

METROPOLITAN F.Y. 1975 ALLOCATIONS | TRANSIT_OPERATIONS |CAPI TOL _ DEVELCPVENT|TRANSIT OPERATIONS
AREA (MLLIONS ( PERCENT) ( PERCENT) (TOTAL)
ATLANTA $2.4 100 0 $2.4
BOSTON $6.5 100 0 $6.5
CHICAGO $18.1 100 0 $18.1 \
DENVER $2.4 0 100 0
LOS ANGELES $24.0 100 0 824.0
NEW YORK $42.7 100 0 $42.7
SAN FRANCISCO $10.1 99 1 $10.0
SEATTLE $ 2.7 0 100 0
TWN CITIES $3.3 0 100 0
VWASHI NGTON  D. C. $6.9 100 0 $6.9
TOTAL $119.10 92% ) 8% $110.60

In summary, the financial stability of the transit indus-
try has undergone a dramatic reversal since 1945. As shall be
di scussed in the next chapter, the decline has spurred the con-
tinuing efforts for the Federal government to develop a sound
public policy for supporting transit operations.



CHAPTER 2
EVOLUTI ON OF THE FEDERAL ROLE

The evolution of Federal transit assistance is charac-
terized by a short but rapidly changing history. In a
little over a dozen years Federal involvenment has grown
fromtentative and snall-scale support for denonstration
projects to a long-termcommtment to provide a najor.
source of funds for all aspects of public transportation
operations and inprovenents. The follow ng account considers
four major periods in this history: the early evolution of
Federal transit legislation; efforts to expand transit support
in the late 1960s; attenpts to obtain operating subsidies; and

€S§2age of the National Mass Transportation Assistance Act of

EARLY EVOLUTI ON OF FEDERAL TRANSI T LEG SLATI ON

The Federal government becanme involved in supporting
urban mass transit about 15 years ago. As discussed, at
that time a severe post-Wrld War Il decline in transit

patronage was curtailing transit operations throughout the
country.

The first serious efforts to enact Federal transit
| egislation occurred in the |ate 1950s, stinmulated by concern
over the future of urban commuter rail services. In 1958,
Congr ess %assed the Transportation Act, which was an attenpt
to help the railroads out of financial difficulties they had
experienced since the end of the war. The act gave the Inter-
state Conmerce Conmi ssion power to discontinue _ _
unprofitabl e passenger service. This gave rise to legislative
pressure from mayors of large cities who could foresee serious
consequences from (1) a decrease in conmuter services previously

provilﬁd by the railroads and (2) an increase in city autonobile
use.

Despite protransit Iobbyin%mby the National League of
Cities and U S. Conference of yors, an urban nass trans-
portation bill introduced by Sen. Harrison WIlliams of New
Jersey in 1961 failed to pass. Financial support for mass
transit wound up, instead, in the 1961 Housing Act, at the
modest |evel of $25 million for 2/3 Federal share demonstra-
tion projects and an additional $43 million for |owinterest
capital 1nprovement |oans. In the same act, transit planning
becane one of the half dozen eligible activities under the
conpr ehensive urban planning program (Section 701)

1/ CGeorge M Smerk, Urban Mass Transportation: A Dozen Years

of Federal Policy, Indiana University Press, Bl oom ngton
and London, 9 1974, p. 36.
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The following year, Section 134 '/ was added to the
H ghway Act, in recognition that highway planning shoul d
be integrated with other transit and |and use planning in
cities. At this time, 25% of highway funds were being spent
on urban highways. Effective in 1965, the act required
“continuing, conprehensive and coordinated transportation
planning,” in cities greater than 50,000 people, as a pre-
condition for Federal aid to highway projects.

The 1962 act made no additional funds available for
either highway or transit planning. However, it tended to
i ncrease the anmount of transit planning undertaken and to
i mprove coordination between the system planning studies
for the two nodes. Actual project and program decisions
continued to be made seParately by the two Federal agencies
i nvol ved: the Bureau of Public Roads, then part of the
Commer ce Departnent; and the Housing and Home Finance
Admi nistration, where transit responsibilities were | odged.

During this period, local officials and the public becane
aware that balanced planning for urban transportation nodes
was fruitless in the absence of balanced Federal funding for
i mprovenents.  Highway planning during this period focused
on devel opi ng Iong-ranPe network plans for interstate highways
and connecting arterial systems in netropolitan areas to ac-
commodate rapid increases in auto traffic. Funding for the
interstate program in the formof 90% Federal support for
specific routes, tended to create an incentive for naxim zing
traffic estimates in order to have reason to build nore of
t hese high_caﬁaCity hi ghways. In response, those interested
in reducing the scale and inpacts of the highway systems to
protect the urban environnent sought financing for transit
facilities that could conpete with the interstate hi ghways,
particularly for work trips from suburban areas to downtown.

In 1962, a bill initiated by the executive branch to
provide $500 mllion in capital assistance to transit over
a three-year period failed to pass Congress. In the aftermath

of this defeat, a growing coalition of major cities, organized
labor, the transit industry, the railroads and equi pnment
manuf acturers went to work to build support for legislation

thgt becane the Urban Mass Tran%&ortatl%P Act ?f 1964 (49 U_S.
Code, Section 1601, et seq.) . en 1t became [aw in July 1964,

this act representedtie ti1rst Federal conmitment to nass
transit capital needs. It increased the denpnstration program
to $30 nillion and authorized $375 million through fiscal year
1967 for capital inprovenents and denonstrations. The 1964

1/ Title 23 U. S. Code.



act provided noney in the formof capital grants and |oans to
states and | ocal governments to assist themwth traditional,
fixed-route transit services. The Federal contribution to a
given project was limted to 2/3 of the net project cost.

Bet ween 1966 and 1969, Congress expanded the scope of
its interest in transit, reflecting a gromﬁng recognition
that construction of new facilities and preservation of
existing systens were not the only approaches needed to
remedy transit’s ills. Amendments to the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Act in 1966 (PL-89-562) made technical studies,
managerial training programs, and university (esearchLPro-
bgcts eligible for assistance. In 1968, Housing and U ban

vel opnent Act anmendnents (PL-90-448) w dened the definition
of mass transportation to nake services other than fixed-route
bus and rail projects eligible for Federal funds.

During the sane period, Congress took action that put

the transit program on an equal basis, in terms of organi-
zational structure, with other Federal transportation programns.
In 1966, Congress created the U S Department of Transportation
DOT), and, 1n 1968, the Urban Mass Transit Adm nistration

UMIA).  UMTA was | odged in DOT, and the transit program was
transferred there fromthe Department of Housing and U ban
Devel opnent. Al though this nove %ave transit status as a pernanent,
I ndependent program-- it was no longer merely an adjunct to the
housing program -- the transfer marked the beginning of the program :
gradual drift away from conprehensive planning and comunity

evel opment activities, to which it previously had strong ties.

EFFORTS TO EXPAND TRANSI T SUPPORT I N THE LATE 1960s

The 1966 amendments, followed by others in 1968 and 1969,
rai sed the authorizations b4 $790 mllion and extended them
through fiscal year 1971. he total conmtnent, therefore,
was $1.165 billion over six years, for a potential spending
average of just less than $200 mllion per year. Nevertheless,
by the late 1960s there was a grow ng conviction that the
Federal program was too weak to encourage nmany cities to nmake
maj or commtnents to new systens. Bond issues for new rail
system pl ans devel oped under the UMIA program failed in 1968
in Los Angeles, Atlanta, and Seattle and again in 1970 in
Seattle. Two causes were postulated: (1) the small size
of the Federal program (each of these individual area Plans
was estimated to cost several times the annual nationa
appr o riﬁ}ions) , and (2) UMIA's inability to make a nultiyear
comi t ment .

The Institute for Public Admi nistration, working for UMIA,
extrapol ated from planning underway at the beginning of the
decade to estinmate that a total capital expenditure for transit
i nprovenments of at least $35.6 billion and possibly $41.5 billion,



in current dollars, would be required during the period from
1970 to 1979. '/ The projections inplied that UMIA woul d be
called upon to finance as nmuch as two-thirds of this amount,

or up to $27 billion over the decade.

Congress began to consider two main options for providing
this support. One possibility was to open up the H ghway Trust
Fund, established to finance the Interstate System and ot her
Federal -ai d highway prograns in 1956, for transit use on a
| ocal choice basis. The alternative was to establish a
separate transit trust fund.

Early. in the N xon Admnistration, Secretary of Transpor-
tation Vol pe endorsed and pronoted the transit trust fund
pl an devel oped by James D Orma Braman, then DOT' s Assistant
Secretary of Environment and Urban Systens. The proposa
woul d have committed Federal automobile excise taxes to the
new fund. The National League of Cities-US. Conference of
Mayors and all the transit interest groups backed the plan
and managed to obtain support from prohi ghway groups, who
believed that the alternative was a "raid" on the H ghway
Trust Fund, which at that time was due to expire in 1972. 7/
However, the Council of Economi c Advisors and the O fice of
Managenent and Budget bl ocked the proposal in 1969 by arguing
that it would limt the Adm nistration's power to manage the
econony.

The conprom se worked out anong all groups was the 1970
Urban Mass Transportation Assistance Act, which authorized $3.1
billion over five years and gave UMIA contract authority %[.e: power
to obligate future appropriations), and a prom se of $10 billion
over 12 years. This nmeant a verbal commitment to spend about $850
mllion per year -- four times the authorizations of preceding years.
However, no special fund was established and Congress retained
authority for annual appropriations. °/

Even so, many transportation Professionals believed the
1970 act would rescue mass transit fromthe vagaries of the
annual budget process. As forner Secretary of Transportation
d aude S. %rinegar wote in a Novenber 1974 article ~/, the

1/ Institute of Public Admnistration “Estimates of Prospective
Capital Investnent in U ban Public Transportation" n.d., re-
printed in House Appropriations Hearings F.Y. 1973, pp. 618-644.

2/ George M Smerk, "An Evaluation of Ten Years of Federal Policy

= in Uban Mss Transportation,” Transportation Journal, Wnter
1971, p. 46.

3/ Public Law 91-453," 15 Cctober 1970

4/ Autonotive Engineering, Vol. 82, No. 10, November 1974,
pp.  57-59, 69.
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the $3.1 billion authorization brou%?t mass transit into the
“big |eagues” of Federal funding. arly in 1971, however,

the Ofice of Managenent and Budget (OWVB) confirmed the transit
Industry's fears by setting the capital grant approval ceiling
for fiscal year 1971 at, $269.7 nmillion, plus a $57 nillion

| oan to the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
(WWATA). The figure, obviously, was well below the $850
mllion figure the Uban Mass Transit Adm nistration (UMIA)

had told Senate and House appropriations commttees it could
obligate in fiscal year 1971.

ATTEMPTS TO OBTAI N COPERATI NG_SUBSI DI ES

Meanwhi | e nore and nore cities began to feel the need for
Federal operating assistance. The inpacts of inflation, popular
demands to hold the line on fare increases, and rapidly increasing
| abor costs were keenly felt, particularly in metropolitan areas
where there had been recent public takeovers. Spokesmen for
these cities argued that operating assistance was needed to

permt a necessary public service to continue. In response,
Senators WIIliams and Percy introduced an enprgenc¥ oper ating
assistance bill in 1971 that would have provided $75 mllion

a Year for five years to ease operating costs indirectly through
payment of interést on |oans to support operations. °/

The N xon Administration strongly ngosed direct operating
assi stance during this period. A Novemper 1971 DOT report to
Congress presented the spectre of an ever-growi ng heed or a
“bottom ess pit” for Federal operating assistance. Operating
subsi dies were expected to lead to high administrative costs
and crg?te incentives for inefficiency on the part of opera-
tors.

The initial alternative to operating assistance proposed
bK the N xon Adm nistration was transportation revenue sharing.
The proposed plan would have provided approximately $2 billion
Ber_year by 1975, to be given to nunicipalities on an unrestricted
asis for use in urban transportation. °/ This approach woul d
have provided no special priority for public transportation
over other transportation uses.

The alternative of tapping the H ghway Trust Fund had
not been discarded. Since 1968 the range of projects eligible

1/ “Percy-WIliams Measures Reintroduced,” Passenger Transpor -
tation, Vol. 29, No. 9, February 26, 1971, p. 1.

2/ U.S. DOT, Federal Assistance for U ban Mass Transportation,
Novermber, 1971.

3/ I.RT. Digest, Septenber-Cctober 1972, p. 18.



for Trust Fund support had been widened to include a few
activities related to bus transit. In that year, the Federal -
Ald H ghway Act (PL-90-495) allowed cities with popul ations
exceeding 50,000 to allocate highway funds to fringe garking
denonstration pr% ects. This program was based on a 50%
Federal share. ederal -Aid Hi ghway Act amendments in 1970
(PL-91-605) nade preferential bus |lane and fringe parking
projects eligible for 50% Federal aid and raised the Federa
share for these projects to 70% starting in July 1973.

The Hi ghway Trust Fund issue was addressed nore squarely
in 1973, when a Federal -Aid H ghway Act (PL93-87¥ was passed
that opened the door for transit capital grants fromthe
Hi ghway Trust Fund. The 1973 act provided the option to
use all Urban Systenms funds (up to $800 million fromthe
Trust Fund) for transit projects, as well as for highways,
and to substitute transit capital projects for urban inter-
state highways. The same act increased the $3.1 billion
uUMrA contract authority to $6.1 billion and rai sed the Federa
share of transit projects fromtwo-thirds to 80% of "net
project costs.”

The new | aw cane after nore than a decade of effort
bY | ocal governnents who wanted to be able to exercise
flexibility of choice among nodes of urban transportation.
According to Brinegar's article, as of fall 1974 the
overal | effect of the 1973 legislation had been to siphon
of f about 20% of otherw se allocated H ghway Trust Fund
nonies to urban mass transit capital projects. By that
time, according to Brinegar, Boston, New York, Philadelphi a,
and St. Louis had diverted $785 million of their interstate
hi ghway system noney for mass transit uses.

However, the 1973 Federal -Ai d H ghway Act stoPped short
of addressing the operating subsi dies issue. Bills for
pperatln% assi stance passed both houses of Congress late
in 1973 but died in conference after stron% Admi ni stration
opposi tion and pronise of a veto. _In his 1974 State of the
Union Message, President N xon again advocated special revenue
sharing, with augnented funding. ~/

Shortly after this the Adm nistration proposed the Unified
Transtrtat|on Assi stance Program (UTAP) , which would have
consol i dated the highway and transit programs in urbanized
areas and provided a common 70% Federal share. Sixteen billion
dollars in Federal assistance would have been available through
UTAP for fiscal years 1975 through 1980. In the first year,

1/ "Nxon Ofers a Program for Progress,” New York Tines,
January 31, 1974, p. 20.




-16-

$700 million in capital grants woul d have been disbursed at
the discretion of the Secretary and another $700 million by

a formula based on population. The second sum woul d be
available for either capital neeeds or operating assistance

at local option. Another $1.1 billion would be distributed

by formula for capital inprovenents only. The annual anount
woul d increase by 1980 to $2.7 billion. I\ This proposal would
have provided much of the additional flexibility desired by
transit interests -- local flexibility between hi ghways and
transit and between operating subsidies and capital projects.

THE NATI ONAL MASS TRAMSPORTATI ON ASSI STANCE ACT OF 1974

UTAP was not destined for passage intact. |n Novenber
1974, after a long and conpl ex |egislative process involving
i ssues of funding levels, allocation formulas, degree of
state versus |local control, and many others, the conprom se
National Mass Transportation Assistance Act of 1975 (PL-93-5C3)

enmerged. Although it draws heavily on the Energency Commuter

Relief Act introduced by Senator Harrison WIIliams and Cbngressnan

Joseph Mnish, the act 1ncorporates several aspects of UTA
including a section of funds to be allocated by formula and
a focus on urbanized areas as the planning and funding basis.

The National Mass Transportation Assistance Act of 1974
(PL-93-503)added a $4.825 billion authorization to the capital
program for total grant authority to date of $10.925 billion
-- $7.825 billion of it unobligated as of spring 1975. uwra
was instructed to admnister these funds on a discretionary
basi s between 1976 and 1980. Up to $500 million is reserved
for capital assistance to rural transit prograns.

The act added a new section (Section 5) to the UMIA Act
of 1964 that authorized the allocation of $3.975 billion to
cities in a block sum The sumis calculated on a fornula
that takes into consideration both the population and
popul ation density of each metropolitan area. The formula
grant noney can be used either for operating costs, on a

50% Federal share basis, or for capital project costs, on an
80% Federal share basis.

Formula grant provisions in the Act result in an automatic
subsidy of elderly and handi capped riders b% requiring that
t hese people be charged no nore than half the normal fare
during off-peak hours. The act also set aside $20 nillion
in fiscal year 1975 and again in 1976 for a study of the
advant ages and di sadvantages of “no fare” transit systens.

1/ A Study of Urban Mass Transportati on Needs and Fi nanci ng,
U'S. DOT report to Congress, July 1974, p. T-12.
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The Secretary is obligated to report back to Congress on this
bY June 30, 1975. The 1974 act also expanded the definition

of facilities eligible for capital grants to include |and and
property in the vicinity -of the transit corridor that is needed
to Integrate transit with socially, economcally, ‘and environ-
mental |y sound patterns of |and use.

In summary, from small beginnings in a program of
denmonstrations and |oans, the Federal Governnent's invol venent
in urban transit has grown into a major financial conmtnent.
Wi le this step represents a nmajor expansion of Federal support
for public transit, the findings of the assessment
indicate that a nunber of issues are still outstanding. The
maj or issues among them are discussed in the follow ng sections
of this report.
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PART |1
METROPCLI TAN DECI SI ONVAKI NG | SSUES

This part of the report conpares the findings of separate
assessnments of transit planning and decisionnakin% in nine netro-
politan areas.& The follow ng sections outline the assessment
met hodol ogy and briefly describe each metropolitan area by way of
provi di ng-an introduction.

THE STUDY APPROACH

The Assessment of Community Planning for Mass Transit has
been an inquiry into an evolving social process. The _
met hodol ogy for such an inquiry not only nust be able to describe
and analyze the many institutional, economc, political, and
technical forces that shape the process but also nust be capable
of studying the ‘changes that occur in these processes over
t1me.

The study results, consequently, nore closely resenble
historical analysis than classical technology assessment. The
informati on on which the assessnent is based was drawn frominter-
views with nmajor public and private participants in the planning
process and from exam nation of key plans and docunents.

The nature of this kind of investigation makes it difficult
to develop explicit standards on which to base the evaluation of
the experience of each netropolitan area. In exam ning planning
for mass transit or any other type of transportation, the history
of the setting in which the process occurs, the personalities
of the different participants, and the interrelationships of
| ocal social and economic factors with haPPenings and trends in
the national scene all cone to play in different ways. Ceneral
conclusions and trends can be drawn from a conparison of the
metropolitan cases, but their experience is not susceptible to
nunerical evaluative neasures.

1/ me findings of the case assessnents are contained in de-

tailed reports that have been prepared for each netropol -
itan area. These reports are contained in an appendix to
this vol une.
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Nonet hel ess, the data collected in this study supported
the formulation of alternative policies addressin? maj or transit
i ssues for Congress to consider. The findinﬁs yi el d gui dance
as to both the probable effectiveness of each policy option
and the obstacles to its acconplishnent.

This assessnment enpl oyed a set of evaluation guidelines to
orient the investigation in the nine metropolitan areas selected
for study and to provide the basis for conparative judgnents
about them  The guidelines were developed following prelimnary
visits to the nEtroPolitan areas that provided a general sense of
the major issues affecting the transportation planning process.
The guidelines were derived in light of these issues, a review of
Federal requirenents for transit planning, and an investigation
via the literature into the state-of-the-art in the field.

The eval uation guidelines covered major t%pics for inves-
tigation during the case assessnent process. hey dealt wth
the character of the institutional arrangements, the conduct of
the technical planning process, and the influence of financing
policy on transit decrlsionmaking.

During visits to each of the nine netropolitan areas, the
study team interviewed the principal representative of the trans-
Portation planning institutions and other main participants in the

ocal planning process. The visits were supplenented by interviews
with UMTA officials in Washington. Pertinent docunments--official
pl ans, reports, studies, and other material --were reviewed in each
case.

The information thus collected was used in conpiling a history
of the transit planning process in each case area, organized around
key decisions, such as the decisions to study transit, the selection
of a particular transit system and public ratification of the de-
cision to pay for and build the system The main political, insti-
tutional, financial, and technical characteristics affecting the

conduct of the planning process were then assessed against the spe-
cific guidelines.

- The same set of guidelines used in assessing each ‘case metro-
politan area was enployed in making a conparative eval uation of
the netropolitan experience. The conparative evaluation allowed
insight into |lessons |learned fromthe metropolitan case asses-
snents. These findings are conpiled in the three chapters in
this part of the report. [Each chapter corresponds to one of the
three categories of evaluation guidelines: [Institutional Context,
Techni cal Planning Process, and Financing for Public Transpor-
tation.
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DESCRI PTIONS OF THE NI NE METROPCLI TAN CASES

Special care was taken in choosing the metropolitan areas
to be studied. As explained earlier? the nine cities were se-
| ected because they are characteristic of different stages in the
| ong process of planning, englneerlng[1 bui | di ng, operating, and
modernizing a rail transit system hese stages are: (1) plan-
ning new extensions to long-established rail rapid transit sys-
tems (Boston and Chicago) or a recently conpleted transit system
ESan Franci sco); (%& constructing new rapid transit systens

Washington, D.C., Atlanta), or awaiting Federal approval to
begin final design (Denver); (3) conducting a transit system
planning effort with no system selection decision to date

M nneapol is-St. Paul) or after repeated setbacks at the polls

Seattle, Los Angeles).

Although the entire history of transit planning in each case
was examned, the fact that they represented different stages

in the planning Process offered two distinct advantages. First,
at each stage different issues arise and different decisions

have to be taken by policymakers. By selecting netropolitan
areas whose current or recent status of transit planning fel

into different stages, the study team could be assured of the
opportunity to interview key participants in each case whose

menories of the events under study were still fresh and who
of ten anht still be active in the process. Second, the ap-
proach allowed the teamto study how the same kind of decision

was made at different points in history and thus to better
understand how changes in Federal policy and the planning state-
of-the-art affected the decisionmaki ng process.

The follow ng descriptions summarize the status and focus
of transit planning in each of the cases and briefly describe
their population and transportation characteristics. The ac-
companying tables (See Table 4, Table 5) show contrasts and
simlarities among the metropolitan characteristics and place
the nine cases in the broader context of the nation's 33
| ar gest SMBAs.



TABLE 4: COMPARATIVE METROPOLITAN CHARACTERISTICS NINE SMSA's
. Density
Popul ation (peopl e per % Change Land Area
(000s) square mle) Popul at i on (square niles)
1970 1970 1960- 1970 1970
Atlanta SMBA 1,390 20 804 18 36. 7% 7 1,720 24
Center Gty 496 3,779 26 1.8% 131.5
Suburban R ng 894 560 68. 7% 1,596.5
Bost on SMBA 2,754 8 2,791 3 6.1% 31 987 30
Center Gty 641 13,936 5 -8 . 1% 46
Suburban Ring 2,113 2,245 11. 3% 941
Chi cago SMBA 6,979 3 1,077 6 12. 2% 23 3,719 10
Center City 3, 369 15,136 4 -5.1% 222.6
Suburban Ring - 3,609 1,032.3 35. 2% 3,496. 4
Denver SMVBA |, 228 27 335 29 32.1% 9 3,660 8
Center Gty 515 5,406 23 4. 2% 95. 2
Suburban Ring 713 200 63. 7% 3,564. 8
Los Angel es SMBA 7,037 2 1,729 8 16.5% 17 4,069 1
Los Angel es 2,810 7,364 20 13. 3% 463. 7
Long Beach 359 6, 059 16 4. 2% 48.7
Suburban Ring 3, 869 1,088 20. 3% 3,556. 6
San Francisco SMSA 3,108 6 1,253 11 17.3% 16 2,480 15
Center Gty 716 15,764 2 -3 .3% 45. 4
Suburban R ng 3,392 983 25. 4% 2,434.6
Seattle SMBA 1,422 17 336 28 28. 4% 12 4,226 5
Center Gty 531 6,350 19 -4. 7% 83.6
Suburban R ng 891 216 63. 0% 4,142. 4
Twin Cities SMSA 1,814 15 860 15 22.4% 14 2,108 20
M nneapol i s 434 8,135 14 -10. 0% 53.4
St. Paul 310 5,935 21 -1.1% 52.2
Suburban Ring 1,070 534 56. 0% 2,002. 4
Washi ngton, D.C. SMSA 2,862 7 1,216 12 37.8% 6 2,353 16
Center Gty 756 12,321 6 -1. 0% 61.4
Subur ban 2,106 919 60. 4% 2,291.6

‘ ] Rank anong 33 nost popul ous SMVBAS.

‘There figure reflect the annexation of 27 nmiles by Denver City between 1960-1970.

-Source: Uban Transportation Fact Book, American Institute of Planners

and Mbtor Vehicle Manufacturers of the U S., Inc., Mirch 1974,

A Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) includes acenter city (or
cities) , usually with a population of at |east 50,000, plus adjacent counties

or other political divisions that are econom cally and socially integrated
with the central area.
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TABLE 5: COMPARATIVE METROPOLITAN TRAVEL CHARACTERISTICS 1960-1970

. % Change . ' % Change
Work Trip Work Trip VWork Trip Work Trip
Gty Distribution Distribution Mbde Mode

1 1960- 1970 1970 1960- 1970

to city/to suburb To city/to suburb | auto/transit | auto/transi
Atlanta SVBA 82% -20%
Gty Residents (13) 27% 7% -14%  171% 1%  21% | 34% -23%
Suburban Resi dents 28% 38% 64%  117% 92% 3% | 113% - 98
Boston SMBA 34% - 9%
Gty Residents (12) 18% 5% - 18% 14% 44%  38% o -14%
Suburban Resi dents 20% 57% 1% 21% 74%  14% | 38% 5%
Chi cago SMBA 46%  -13%
Gty Residents (6) 39% 8% -20%  132% 53%  36% b -17%
Suburban Resi dent's 14% 39% 8% 61% 8%  11% | 71% 4%
Denver  SMSA 61% -37%
Gty Residents (26) 36% % 0% 79% 80% 8% | "28% -43%
Suburban Resi dents 24% 34% 72% 83% 89% 2% | 94% 2
Los Angel es SMSA 2%  -21%
| Gty Residents (25) 34% 12% 1% 41% 82% 9% | "30% -21
Suburban Resi dents 17% 37% 6% 26% 89% 3% | 34% -24
San Francisco SMSA 33% 1
Gty Residents (8) 31% 5% -12% 29% 56%  30% | 1I8% -9
Suburban Resi dent's 19% 45% 32% 22% 84% 7% 37% 19
Seattle SMBA 50% -19
Gty Residents (21) 35% 6% - 2% - 3% 4%  15% | 1I% -21
Suburban Resi dents 21% 38% Ta% 64% 90% 2% | 88% - 4
Twin Gties SMSA y 52% -16
~/cit Residents (8) 340 8% -19%  180% 69% 17%: a% -20
Suburban Resi dents 25% 33% 48%  114% 89% 3%, 99% -3
Wshington, D.C. SMBA 84% 4
Gty Residents (5) 20% 5% -18% 44% 49%  36% | 22% 8
Suburban Resi dent's 25% 50% 28%  129% 83% 8% | 107% 34

‘Los Angel es and Long Beach.
Source: Urban Transportation Fact Book, American Institute of Planners,

‘M nneapolis and St. Paul.

Autorobi Te Manufacturers Association of the US.,
A Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SNBA? includes a center city (or

cities) , usually with a population of at |eas

Inc., 1974.

or other political divisions that are economcally and socially integrated

with the central area.

50, 000, plus adjacent “counties
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Bost on

Boston is the nation's eighth largest netropolitan area
and its third nost densely settled. 1ts rapid transit system
is one of the oldest and nost extensive in the country and
agg;udes the first subway in the United States, built in

The Boston area devel oped an anbitious plan for a radial-
circunferential expressway system and suburban rapid transit
extensions in the 1950s and early 1960s. In the wake of an
expl osive reaction to these plans, a noratoriumwas called
on nost of the expressways in the early 1970s and, as a result
of the Boston Transportation Planning Review, the first trans-
fer of interstate highway funds to transit was achieved.

A nmgjor new conmtnment to transit inprovements has been made
with nmore enphasis on inproving inner-city services and re-
constructing aging transit facilities.

Boston's center city |ost popul ation at an 8.1%rate
bet ween 1960 and 1970. ‘Suburban popul ation grew at a nodest
ace of 11.3% Although it has a relatively high percentage of
oth suburban and citY_transit riders (14% and 38% respectively),
transit ridership declined by 9% in the Boston SMSA between
1960 and 1970.

Boston has received the second highest total amount of
UMTA transit assistance anong the nine case nmetropolitan areas.

Chi caqo

Li ke Boston, Chicago is a densely populated, |arge net-
ropolitan area wth a longstanding transit system It ranks
third in population and fourth in density in the nation.
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The Chicago area has had a long history of master planning
of transit and highway systens with successful inplenentation and
conpetent management of operations. Mst recently, enphasis has
focused on (a) coordinated rail extensions wthin expressway corri-
dors, (b) the successful establishnment by referendum of a new
Regi onal Transportation Authority, with taxing power, to coordinate
all services and to provide new services where needed, and (c) efforts
to plan, design, and finance a new subway to replace the elevated rapid

rail line defining Chicago’'s downtown “loop.” The new subway woul d
serve as the rejuvated heart of the regional rail systemand'|ink al
el evated, subway, and commuter rail lines with all of the hiqgh-

density central business district activities.

Chi cago experienced a decline of over 5% in center ﬁity %o?%la-
tion between 1960 to 1970, while suburbs grew by 35%  The suburban

growh was reflected in a more than doubling in the nunber of city-
to-suburb “reverse” commutes. Intrasuburban trips also grew, by
61% During the sane period, transit ridership declined in the
SMBA at a 13%rate. T%e |l evel of UMIA support to Chicago transit
prograns is third highest anong the nine metropolitan cases.

San Franci sco

San Francisco, the nation's sixth largest netropolitan area,
‘ranks eleventh in density. Its transit systemis the first new
regional system put into operation* in recent years.

The 1974 opening of the last link in the San Franci sco Bay
Area Rapid Transit system the tube under the Bay, clinmaxes nore
than 20 years of system planning and inplenentation for the |argest
singl e urban tranngrtatlon devel opment project conpleted to date
in US history. re has been witten about this process than
al nost any urban planning project, providing a wealth of |essons
for other areas. Interesting planning issues include |ocal
versus regional control of transit devel opment, the conduct of BART
extension studies, coordination of BART with several other well
established transit systems in the Bay Area, and the establish-
ment of the Metropolitan Transportation Commssion with authority
to veto projects of regional consequence and to allocate transit
devel opnent funds anong the many transit operators of the region.

San Francisco’'s center city lost 3.3%of its popul ation between
1960 and 1970, while its suburbs grew by nmore than 25% Intra-
suburban, suburb to city, and city to suburb work trips all in-
creased. The fastest growth rate, 32%occurred in trips to the

city fromthe suburbs. While auto use increased 33%in the SMSA
transit ridership barely held steady.

San Francisco has received nore UMIA support than any other
of the nine netropolitan cases.
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Washi ngton, D.C.

Washington follows immediately behind San Francisco in both
popul ation size and ?OEU[atlon density, ranking seventh in
popul ation and twelfth in density anong the nation’s |argest
metropol i tan areas.

~ The Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority is

within a few nonths of opening the first section of what may even-

tually be the largest single urban transportation devel opnent pro-

gramin US. history, if the area can find a way to refinance the
.$2 billion cost overrun. Al nost 20 years of intensive technica

pl anning studi es have included highly sophisticated in-

depth analytical work. Mst of the serious consideration of alter-

native systems was carried on Wthin a conplex Political

and institutional framework peculiar to the capital, involvin,

Congress and the various ad hoc and standing agencies of the

Federal executive branch., — A variety of interesting issues have

been associated with inplenentation of the system route |ocations,

i mproved service to the inner city, joint devel opment around sta-

tions, potential extensions, and the conplexities of nultistate
and local financing.

Washi ngton was anong the nation’s’ fastest grow ng areas
between 1960 and 1970, ranking in sixth place. The center city
| ost a bare 1% of its popul ation, but suburbs grew by over 60%
This relatively high suburban growth rate led to an increase of
129% in intrasuburban work trips. The region showed the
| argest increase in transit ridership anong the nine cases, al-
t hough the figure was only 4%

Atl anta

Atl anta has |ess population than any other area studied except
Denver, and only the Denver and Seattle areas are lower in density.
Even so, planning of its regional transit system was begun relatively
early, in 1960.

G oundbreaking for Atlanta’s 40-mle regional system took
place in Februar¥. The planning history has been strongly in-
fluenced by two factors. First, a business-oriented power-
elite wwth a mssion to make Atlanta a focus of internationa
business activity played the domnant role in Atlanta transit
deci si onmaki ng. Second, there was a close correspondence between
the timng of the planning effort and the evolution of Federal
transit programs, which neant that Atlanta al ways expected to be
the first major recipient of UMIA funds for a new regional system'/

I7 Construction had begun on BART before it received Federal

assistance; Atlanta expected to have the first new system
to be supported by UMIA funds fromthe start.
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The recent activities in Atlanta have centered on whether or
noththe transit system would receive UMIA support, and how
nuch.

The Atlanta region grew at a relatively fast pace between
1960 and 1970, second only to \Washington anong the nine. cases.
Changes in travel patterns reflect a 117% increase in i ntrasub-
urban work trips and a 171% growth in work trips fromthe city
to the suburbs. The percentage of suburban residents who drive
to work--92%-is highest among the metropolitan cases. Transit
use declined by 20% in the region between 1960-1970.

Denver

Denver ranks near the bottom of the large SMSAs in popul ation
and density and is the |east denseI% popul ated area anong the nine
cases. It is served b¥ a reglonal us system and has requested
UMTA support to begin tinal design and construction of a first
link in a regional rapid transit system

Denver took steps to become the first region in the nation to
buil d an advanced technology rapid transit system In 1973, voters
apProved a sales tax levy to permt further work on a tentatjvely
defined personal rapid transit system At that point, UMIA inter-
vened to require a nore thorough analysis of alternatives, and
Denver responded ‘wth a proposal for an automated rapid transit
sKsten1that could build in demand-responsive features. _

The entire process has been characterized by close cooperation
between regional transit planners and |and use planners.

Denver’'s popul ation gained at a relatively fast pace (over 32%
bet ween 1960 and 1970. The nunber of work trigs grew as well,
and at a particularly rapid rate between suburban origins and
destinations (83% and fromthe city to the suburbs (799 .
Rel atively nore workers commute by auto in Denver than in any
of the cases except Los Angeles, and it has the |owest rate of
transit use. The region lost transit riders at an overall rate
of 37% between 1960 and 1970.

~ To date, Denver has received the smallest anount of UMIA
financial support anong the nine cases.

Seattle

Among the nine netropolitan areas only Denver is |ess
densely settled than Seattle, and it ranks seventeenth in pop-
ul ation anmong the nation’s | argest SMSAs. It operates a regional
bus transit systemthat includes several lines of trolley buses.
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_ The doubl e defeat of the proposed Seattle rail system

in 1968 and 1970 was followed by a successful referendumin
1972, which provided new regional taxes and authority to take
over the regional bus systemand to inplenent the short-range
bus transit inprovenent program Cautious efforts are underway
to initiate new | ong-range system planning for fixed guidemay
transit, considering a wder range of technologies and system
configurations.

Seattle’s center city declined in population between 1960
and 1970, while the suburbs grew by 63%-the third fastest rate
anong the nine cases. Wrk Trips originating in the suburbs
ﬂrew significantly, while city commuters declined in nunbers. A

i gh ‘percentage of the area’s workers drive, and their ranks
doubl ed between 1960 and 1970. The nunber of transit commuters
fell 19% over the same period.

Los Angel es

Los Angeles, second |argest metropolitan area in the United
States in ternms of population, has a center city that is | ess densely
popul ated than any of the case cities except Denver and Atlanta.
Al'though it is a region known for sprawl and snmpbg, Los Angel es once
supported the nation's nost extensive interurban streetcar system

~ The Los Angeles area has experienced two defeats of v$;y
anbi tious fixed-gui deway system plans, in 1968 and 1974. | an-

ning for the last of these two referenda  brought to sharp focus
the issues of |ocal versus regional service and control, the incre-
nmental approach to inplenentation versus the grand |ong-range naster

plan, and the need to carefully evaluate a range of alternative
technol ogi es and system configurations. Los Angeles now westles
with changes in its planning process and institutional structure
as it noves toward a first-stage inplementation of some type of
fixed gui deway system

Bet ween 1960 and 1970, both the suburban areas and the two
cities in the Los Angel es SMSA (Los Angel es and Long Beach) .
gai ned popul ation at a noderate pace. Changes in distribution
of work trips saw relatively high growth in intrasuburban and
city-to-suburb trips. Auto use grew both in the cities and in
the suburbs, while transit ridership declined by 21%

M nneapolis-St. Pau

_ M nneapolis-St. Paul/ or Twin Cities, falls mdway down the
list of Iarge SMSAs in ternms of popul ation and density. The
area has taken a strong interest in transit inprovenents over the
ast decade and a half, as is wtnessed by the trend-setting
i collet Mall transitway that was opened in Mnneapolis in 1965.
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Twin Cities is the only one of the nine cases that has not
get.officially proposed a fixed guideway transit system  Planning
odies in the region have been_enga%ed In system pl anning studies

since 1967. At present there is debate among proponents of a
conventional rapid rail transit system supporters urging utili-
zation of advanced technology such as a group rapid transit
concept, and others who argue for placing enphasis on community-
| evel service and policies to pronote fewer and shorter trips.

Twin Cties suburbs gained in popul ation between 1960 and
1970, but their two central cities both suffered |osses.  Significant
gains occurred in work trips within the suburbs and fromthe two
cities to suburban destinations. All the increased travel was
accommodat ed by aut onobi | es, whose users nearly doubl ed in nunber
between 1960 and 1970. Meanwhile transit use declined at an
overall rate for the region of 16%

Next to Denver, Twin Cties has received the smallest portion
of UMIA funds anong the nine cases.

Sunmmary
The nine case metropolitan areas vary widely in status of
transit system planning and operation and illustrate a range

of population and travel pattern characteristics. However,

each of the case netropolitan areas experienced a nore rapid

rate of growth in their suburban areas than in their central cities
bet ween 1960 and 1970, and in six of the nine cases, central city
Bopulation fell. The Eattern of suburban growth was acconpanied

y a surge in auto work-trip travel--ranging froma |low of 32%

to 84%-and a corresponding decline in transit use in all case

regi ons except \Washington, D.C. and San Franci sco.

These changes in population distribution and travel patterns
can be correlated with the national decline in transit ridership
and correspondi ng decrease in operating revenues. The situation
underlines the difficulties the nine metropolitan area cases, and
many other U S. cities, have been facing in the course of planning
new or inproved transit systems--and it points to the urgency of
the reasons for doing so.
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CHAPTER 3
[ NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTEXT FOR TRANSI T DECI SI ONMAKI NG

The metropolitan cases examned in this study adopted a
variety of institutional arrangenents for urban mass transportation
Blannin% and deci si onmaki ng. hese arrangenents have been shaped

y the historical setting of each case, local politics and
institutional factors, and Federal |egislation and admnistrative
requirements. Despite the variations that exist anong the netro-
politan cases, their commn experience underscores a nunber of
I ssues that have affected the planning and deci si onmaki ng process.

During the past two decades a fundamental shift has occurred
in the institutional character of the process. Wth the decline
of the private transit industry, the role of the public sector
has come to dominate the transit field. ©On the local level, there
has been a vast increase in the number of public authorities in
district planning, developin%, and operating nass transit systens.
On the Federal level, there has been a major increase in the |evel
of Federal assistance to localities for mass transit.

~ The Federal policy, procedures, and regulations acconpanying
this assistance have enphasized a dlst%ﬂctl reglonal anroach to
urban transportation decisionmaking. e intent of current
Federal policy is that planning should be done by -- and plan-
ning funds should go to -- a single Metropolitan Planning
Organi zation, representative of all the political jurisdictions
in the urban area. By executive branch requirenent, all capita
project and technical study grant requ?ﬁts re also subject to
review by a single areaw de agency. Ihis chapter discusses the
I nadequacy of nbst regional anning organi zations, as they are
presently structured, to deal effectively with nore |ocalized
needs and concerns.

Along with this regional orientation Federal policy also has
sought to pronote multinodal planning and a greater integration
of transportation plann|n%‘m4th_other netroFolltan.poI|cynak|ng
and planning functions. chieving a nmore closely integrated
rel ati onship between transportation and |and-use plﬁnning has
been one of the canons of policy for some time. LIKew Sg,

Federal policy has sought to achieve an Integrated, multinoda
approach to urban transportation planning in order to bring nass
transit, highway, aviation, and other nodal agencies into an
integrated regional forum for decisionnmaking.

_ ~One of the central issues discussed in this chapter is the
inability of Federal policy to acconplish either of these latter
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two objectives. Neither effective integration of highway and
transit planning nor meani ngful coordination between transit
and | and use deci sionnaki ng has yet occurred except in a limted
way.

Instead, partly due to their enphasis on regionw de plan-
ning and partly due to a conbination of other reasons, Federal
policy and programs have given rise to an institutional structure
for transit decisionmaking that often lacks the political or
statutory authority to develop and carry out responsive and ef-
fective programs. Modst of the organizations that have been
created or designated to assure multinodal and nul tifunction
coordination do not have the statutory power to finance or ad-
mnister the programs they plan. Thus, in spite of Federal
requi rements, transit decisionmaking responsibility renmains frag-
mented anong regional and |ocal agencies of governnent. The
resulting conpetition and confusion makes it difficult for the
Bublic to identify the public officials and institutions responsi-

le for the process and hold them accountable for their actions.

This chapter describes these issues nore extensively.
Following a general review of the generic institutional structure
and the evolution of the Federal role, the basic guidelines that
shaped the assessment are defined and the experience of the netro-
politan areas is reported.

CGENERAL GUI DELI NES FOR METROPOLI TAN ASSESSMENT

The institutional context for transit planning and
deci si onmaki ng was assessed according to a number of broad
guidelines. These guidelines were derived by examning the
general characteristics and functions of the types of partipat-
Ing organizations in light of Federal |egislative and adm nis-
trative requirements and current planning theory.

Basic Elenments of the Institutional Structure

The variety of institutions that participate in the decision-
maki ng process tfor mass transit include Federal, state, and |oca
governments, as well as special purpose units of government and
coordinating agencies. The participants in. the metropolitan

deci si onmaki ng process interact through policymaking and techni -
cal coordination comrittees tied together by statutes or formal
agreenents.

Organi zati ons. The principal organizations on the regional |evel
are Metropolitan Planning O ganizations and special purpose
netropolitan transit authorities. The Metropolitan Planning
Organi zations (MPGs) are set up to meet Federal requirenents for
linking the transit authorities (and special purpose organiza-
tions) wth areaw de conprehensive planning. Local and state
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governnments also play an inportant role in netropolitan transit
deci si onmaki ng.

Metropolitan Planning O ganizations. Most MPCs are regional
counciTs of government or metropolitan planning comm ssions.
These organi zations usually have responsibility for areaw de
conpr ehensi ve Flann|ng and for review ng areaw de applications
for all Federal grants. In the past, nost transportation plan-
ning was done by other agencies, and in some cases this practice
has been continued. Recent Federal |egislation has given these
bodi es increasing strength, and they may begin to play a nore
significant role in developing integrated regional nultinodal
work programs than they have in the past.

Metropolitan transit agencies. Created by state |egisla-
tion, netropolitan transit authorities or special districts
usual |y are enpowered to plan, design, construct, and operate
transif systems. The nunber of these special purpose authori-
ties has increased wth the w despread public acquisition of
transit properties. Many of the responsibilities of transit
operating authorities overlap to some degree with those of the
Met ropol itan Planning Organizations. However, the operating
authorities are nore involved with day-to-day probl ens and are
often limted in their authority to plan and to finance the im
pl ementation of significant new capital facilities.

Local governnents. The role that |ocal nunicipal govern-
ment s p|a¥ In the transit planning and decisi onmaki ng process
vari es. raditionally, the large central cities whose |eaders
first pronoted rapid transit systens have played a commandi ng
role, but the growth of suburban areas has eroded the influence
of the center city. Nevertheless, several ma]jor cities still
control transit operations, While nunicipal powers over |and use
and traffic managenent also nake |ocal governments inportant
participants in the process. -

State governments. Traditionally state governnents have
pl ayed a key role in the urban transFortat|on pl anni ng process
t hrough state highway departnents. n recent years, a greater
nunber of states have established departments of transportation
(pOrs) with nandates for nultinodal transPortation pol i cymaki ng
and planning, and, in a few cases, transit operations. ‘As the
state role in providing financial assistance to localities in-
creases, state DOTS W Il have nore | everage over Ilocal and
metropol i tan areas.

Responsi biliti es. The follow ng paragraphs briefly describe the
key responsibilities of the different agencies involved in tran-
sit decisionmaking. Sone functions typically are shared by
several agencies; others usually are assigned to one organiza-
tion. The pattern varies in every netropolitan case.
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Conpr ehensive planning. This responsibility usually is shared
by the areaw de planning agency and local city, town, and county
governments. Wi le the powers that the areaw de agency hol ds over
the | ocal governnents may vary it usually is limted to coordinating
| ocal |and use plans while actively pursuing plans for regional ser-
vices (sewers, water, health, and other programs). There-is sone
give and take over housing, schools, transportation, and other issues
of both local and regional significance, although the inportance of
the regional role is becomng nore widely recognized.

_ Long-range regional transportation planning. The areaw de plan-
ni ng agenpy.and/or another FederalTy desi'gnated body usually takes
responsibility for formulating regional, nultinodal transportation
plans.  Conponents for that plan often are devel oped by the state,
transit authorities, and/or local units of government.

Transit system planning. Areawide transit planning usually has
been The responsibiTity of special purpose transit agencies. \hen
this is the case, transit plans becone subel ements of |ong-range re-
gi onal conprehensive plans and transportation plans. In sone regions,
the transit planning function is performed by areaw de planning
organi zati ons.

Transit programming. Transit programming -- setting priorities
anong projects, develpp|n? schedul es, and budgeting -- is a pivota
activity. Like transit planning, it traditionally has been done by

transit agencies, but in recent years areaw de planning organizations
have begun assuming this responsibility.

H ghway programming. Responsibility for schedulin% .
and budgeting urban highway PFOJeCtS traditionally has been |odged in
state highway departments, although regional planning organizations
have played a bigger role in recent years.

_ Transit financing. Decisionnmaking responsibilities for transit
financing are hel'd by those agencies and units of governnent wth
authority for operating and for raising funds for transit projects.
Power for taxing, bonding, and expenditure of Federal funds usually
Is held by transit authorities or special districts, the state, and
| ocal governnents. Increasingly Metropolitan Planning O ganizations
are beconmng involved in finance policy by virtue of their function
as the regional channel for Federal transit funds.

Final. design, inplenentation, operation, and maintenance. Once
a project is planned and programmed, and financing has been arranged,
the final design, construction, operation, and malntenance functions
are the responsibility of transit authorities or of |ocal government.
Transit |?provenenfs requiring changes in traffic managenent and
parking, TOr exanple, are the domain of |ocal governnents.

Urban devel opment inplenmentation and | and use controls.
Al though UMIA does not require these functions to be part of
transit decisionnmeking, the relationship between transit and |and
use devel opment is wdely considered to be a critically
inportant ‘consideration.” |n nost areas, |ocal governnents
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possess the basic land use controls, but in some cases regiona
commi ssions are devel opi ng review powers over |and use planning.

Federal Legislation and Adm nistrative Reqgul ations

The amount of Federal legislation that has some bearing on
the institutional context for mass transit decisionmaking is
consi der abl e. Some of these policies and requirenents have been
di scussed in earlier sections of the report. Qhers include
the specific laws and prograns relating to areaw de conprehensive
pl anning, housing, air pollution, relocCation assistance, elderly
and handi capped provisions, transportation research and devel op-
ment, and civil rights. In one formor another all these can
directly or indirectly affect the procedures of the planning
process.

The Federal legislation and requirenments discussed in this
section have a direct bearing on the institutional context for
urban transportation planning and devel opnent process. Wthin
the past two decades, Congress has taken steps to centralize
| ocal planning efforts within regional organizations. The
Federal Covernnent also has attenpted to structure the institu-
tions to maxim ze cooperation between transit and hi ghway plan-
ning, and between these transportation functions and other area-
wide planning functions. Finally, the Federal Governnment has
devel oped nore detailed requirenents to enhance the accounta-
bility of the decisionmakers to the public and to strengthen
community participation in transportation planning.

Forum for decisi onnmaking. Federal policy has encouraged a
regional framework for transit planning In order both to inprove
coordi nation between planning functions and to give all affected
jurisdictions a voice in nmaking decisions whose inpacts cross
jurisdictional boundaries. ’

When transit noney for capital costs first becane
avail abl e through the Urban Mass Transportation Act _
of 1964, no requirements for organizational structure were speci-
fied in the law. ~ The admi nistering agenc¥, which at that time
was the Housing and Home Finance Agency, had to determne only
two general facts about an applicant to approve the application:
(1) did it have the legal, financial, and technical capacity to
carry out the proposed project; and (2) would it exert satis-
factory continuing control over the use of the facilities and
equi pnent .

~The Uban Mass Transportation Adm nistration Planning
Requi rements Cuide of February 1966 elaborated on the directives
of the act. The guidelines list criteria for relating the trans-
portation function to areaw de conprehensive planning, as is
described in the subsection on coordination anbng organizati ons.
They al so indicate that whenever possible transportation planning
shoul d be the responsibility of the same agency carrying on
conprehensi ve planning for the urban area.




- 34-

Section 701 of the Housing and Urban Devel opment Act of
1965 put teeth into the regional planning concept by requiring
that planning grant allowances "for the solution of metropolitan
or regional problenms"” should be distributed only to "organiza-
tions conposed of public officials. . . representative of all poli-
tical jurisdictions within a netropolitan area or urban
region. . . .°

Several Federal acts in recent years have recognized
the need for coordinating the planning and devel oprment
of burgeoning netropolitan and urban activities. The
nost inportant acts are the Federal-Aid H ghway Act of 1962; the
Denonstration Cities and Metropolitan Act of 1966, and the
Federal - Al d Hi ghway Act of 1973.

The Federal -Aid H ghway Act of 1962 established a signifi-
cant provision for coordinating highway planning and devel opment
with other netropolitan planning activities in urbanized areas
of more than 50,000 population. Section 134 of the act required
hi ghway projects to be based on a "continuing, conprehensive

transportation process. . carried on cooperatively by state and
|l ocal communities.. .." This provision is often called the 3-C
planning requirenent. It resulted in the creation of new plan-

ning organizations to certify that regional transportation plan-
ning conforned to the 3-Cs.

The Urban Mass Transportation Act anendnments in 1966 required
techni cal studies for urban mass transportation projects to fit
into "a unified or officially coordinated urban transportation
systeni which was, in turn, part of the conprehensive devel opnent
plan of the urban area.

The UMTA pIanninP requi rements guide also mandated an area-
wi de approach. Legislation for Denonstration Cties and Metro-
politan Developnent in late 1966 (Section 207) reinforced the
concept of regionwi de coordination by requiring an areaw de plan-
ning agency to certify that regional transportation projects are
consistent with an official conprehen5|veSPIan acceptable to
state, regional, and |local governnents. omewhat redundantly for
transportation planning, the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act

of 1968 extended the requirement to all Federally assisted pro-
jects. , Quidelines for the clearinghouse-type grant review
process were provided by the Ofice of Managenent and Budget's
Grcular A-95 three years later, in 1969.

Grcular AA95 is to date the single nost inportant state-
ment of Federal polic reg?rding conpr ehensi ve planning for
metropol i tan areas. he A-95 process requirements specify
inportant interrelationships for information exchange between
pl anni ng organi zati ons.
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The Federal-Aid H ghway Act of 1973 expressed the intent
of Congress to encourage better coordination of the various
transportation services within each city. To inplenent that
policy, in Septenmber 1975 the adm nistrators of t(he Federal
H ghway Adm nistration and UMIA issued joint regulations
requesting governors to designate a single Metropolitan Planning
Organi zation in each metropolitan area for receipt of available
pLanning funds. '/ Acconpanying the letter were guidelines stating
that:

« The agency should be a netropolitan organization
responsi bl e for continuous conprehensive planning
(including transportation).

. The agency should have sufficient resources to coor-
dinate the devel opment and nonitor the execution of
a unified work program for all transportation planning
activities, and to produce short- and |ong-range
transportation service and capital inprovenent pro-
grams for the area.

The agency should be the same organization ﬁerforning
khgéfunct|ons established in accordance with Circul ar
ThisH%Xint communi que was one of the steps planned by
umrA and F to work cooperatively in establishing a coor-
di nated approach to the new urban planning process. Mst of
the designated Metropolitan Plannin% Organi zations (MPGs) are
now receiving funds. Utimtely, the agencies seek to achieve
a unified, integrated nultinmodal transportation planning pro-
cess.

Since the passage of the National Mss Transportation
Assi stance Act of 1974, the inportance of the MPGs has increased,
as they may be the recipients of new Section 5 funds (for
Ek&lonal use to meet operating or capital costs) channeled by
A through the states.

Accountability of decisionnmakers. UMIA's 1966 guidelines
al'so ouiTine who should be represented on the planning

body. These requirements reflect the earner provisions of
Section 701 of the Housing and Urban Devel opment Act of 1965.

1/ Draft regulations were published in Novenber 1973, and
by the time of final publication nost nmetropolitan areas
had designated a Metropolitan Planning Organi zation. The
final regulations appeared under the title "Planning
Assistance and Standards:  Urban Transportation Pl anning”
ag7ghe Federal Register, Vol. 40, No. 181, Septenber 17,




- 36-

As explained, the UMIA guidelines specify that |ocal units
of general governnent should be represented on the planning
body receiving funds. The quidelines require elected officials
or their appointees to provide the representation. Recent pro-
visions outlining the requirements for the designation of 03
reinforce UMTA's conmitment to seeing that |ocal elected offi-
cials are adequately represented on the decisionnaking body.

Public invol vement. The 1966 guidelines call for involving
transit agencies or Operat ors, state and | ocal transportatl on and

pl anni ng agenci es, and mejor private interests in the planning
process through technical or special advisory committees.

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 provides for
citizen and public agency review of all major Federally spon-
sored projects, including transit projects. The environnental
i mpact statenent and review process gives the public and Povern-
mental agencies the formal opportunity to comment upon al
aspects of a project’s effect on the environment.

Recent UMIA guidelines also call for conmomity participation
through official public hearings. . ‘Specific statutory require-
ments for public hearings are contained in the Uban Mass Trans-
portation Act of 1964, as anended in 1970. These provisions
formal ly tie together the environmental assessnent and public
i nput aspects of the planning process.

None of the statutory requirenents of admnistrative regul a-
tions spell out howto put citizen participation into practice.
UMFA gui delines, including the recent proposed policy '/,
enphasi ze the inportance of obtainin?_connunity input in the
early stages, but there are no specific directives for doing so.

In summary, these Federal statutes and admnistrative guide-
| ines have shaped the organizational structure of urban trans-
portation planning. They either explicitly nandate the participa-
tion of specific actors and agencies or require a particular
structure in which specific program responsibilities can be
acconpl i shed.

@ui delines for Metropolitan Eval uation

In evaluating the various metropolitan, local, and state
institutional structures for transit decision-making, a nunber of
general guidelines were applied. These guidelines, |isted below,
were derived from Federal eligibility requirements and a review
of institutional characteristics that would pronmote continuous,
cooperative, and coordinated planning and decisionmaking in an
efficient and timely manner. These guidelines help illumnate
the variations and probl em areas anong the cases.

1/ “Proposed Policy on Major Urban Mass Transportation |nvestnents,
Urban Mass Transportation Adm nistration, Federal Register,
vol. 40, No.. 149, August 1, 1975.
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The forum for decisionmaking should be clearly designated and

Sshout 0T Tvot VE_atd Y The Tnstiturional
Structure has been examined to deterdtl Ne the extent to which
responsibilities of each participating institution have been
stated at all levels of planning and I nplementation. Inter-
agency coordination should include other |ocal, state, and

regi onal agencies as appropriate to provide the necessary policy
and technical information. Cooperation w th conprehensive |and
use ﬁlanning bodies is particularly inportant. The relationship
of these agencies within the decisionnmaking forum should be
cooperative, not negatively conpetitive.

Decisi onmakers should have iy il

am||t¥. The participants operating 1n the forum should have
properly designated decisionnmaking authority, and the public
shoul d have formal channels for hol ding decisionmakers account -
able for their actions. Under some circunstances, direct elec-
tion of decisionmakers may provide a greater degree of account-
ability. planning agency boards filled by elected officials from
| ocal governments are nore directly accountable bodies than those
with boards conposed of appointed local officials or private

i ndi vi dual s.

The general public should be effectively involved. Citizens
shoul d participate in the transit planning process fromits

begi nning and shoul d have open lines of comunication with final
deci si onnakers. A responsive process includes representatives
of all interested and affected groups including the business and
financial community, |abor organizations, environmental groups,
representatives of the handi capped and the elderly, and the
citizens of inpacted nei ghborhoods. The planning and design
program should be structured in such a way that citizens can have
an rnput into the fornulation of goals and objectives and the
eval uation of alternative transportation solutions. Drect com
muni cation with decisionmakers should be possible throughout the
process, and the decisionmakers should not rely exclusively on
public hearings to provide citizen input.

METROPOLI TAN EXPERI ENCE

This section examines the institutional structure for _
deci sionmaking in the nine netropolitan cases. The evaluation is
subdi vided into categories corresponding to the guidelines
di scussed above.

Forum for Deci si onmaki ng

During the |ast decade Federal policy has fostered a
distinctlﬁ regi onal approach to urban transportation and deci sion-
maki ng. ecently this orientation has been coupled with an
effort to achieve a nore unified nultinmodal planning process
that would be closely coordinated with areaw de conprehensive
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planning. However, the institutional devices that the nine netro-

Bolltan areas have adopted in response to them are distinguished
trelr conpliance with the formrather than the substance of

the Iaw

Al though the foruns for decisionnaking in nost of these
metropolitan areas are designated clearly in a formal or officia
sense, the real process of decisionnmaking is characterized by
a lack of clearly specified responsibilities for policymaking,
plannin?, and inplenentation and a considerabl e anmount of conpe-
tition for these functions anong regional, local, and state
agencies. The institutional nmechanisms devised by each netro-
politan area reflect the interplay of these conpeting forces.

The Metropolitan Planning Oganization forum In four of the
metropolitan cases, the principal forumitor decisionmaking is
provided by the traditional council of governments or regional

pl anning commission. In Twin Cties, Atlanta, Seattle, and Los
Angel es, local governnents and nodal agencies ne%otiate agr ee-
ments on regional transportation policy inside the boardroons

of these agencies or within their subcommttees. The four agen-
cies are the official Metropolitan Planning O ganizations (MCs)
in their respective regions.

Anong the nine cases, these four foruns, with the |and use
pl anni ng organi zation in nom nal conmand, adhere nost closely in
structure to the Federal guidelines for MPGs. In theory, this
type of institutional. structure offers the possibility for inte-
grating conprehensive areaw de devel opnent policy and plans,
I'ncluding long-range regional transportation plans, with nmass
transit planning and project inplenentation.

As the follow ng exanples illustrate, however, the division
of responsibilities 1s not always so neatly drawn, and conpeti -
tion exists over policymaking and priority-setting responsibili-
ties. In addition, because nost Metropolitan Planning O ganiza-
tions do not have statutory authority to raise funds and inple-
ment projects, they often are at a disadvantage in relation to
speci al purpose transit operating agencies.

M nneapolis - St. Paul. Mnneapolis - St. Paul offers an
exanple of a relatively clearly defined decisionnmaking structure.
In 1974, the state legislature acted to clarify the responsi-
bilities of the two main actors in the transit field, the Metro-
politan Council (the MPO and A-95 agency) and the Metropolitan
Transit Commission. The Metropolitan Reorganization Act of
1974 directed the Metropolitan Council to prepare a conprehensive
devel opment guide for the area. The guide was to include poli-
cies for all fornms of transportation and constitute a policy
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eval uation framework for review ng the Plans and programs of the
Metropolitan Transit Commission (as well as the-other areaw de

commissions) . In turn, the Conmssion was required to prepare
a transportation devel opment program that inplements the Metro-
politan Council’s policy plan. his explicit relationship sets

mass transit plans and priorities firmy within the context of
overal | netropo||tan,,rqw1h and |and yse SILCX nd draas t he
di stinction between olircy deci sions"” a technl ca ec

However, full resolution of past conflicts between the two
organi zations will not occur until the present process of selec-
ting a transportation devel opment programis worked out. The
Conmi ssi on has devel oped several plans for automated fixed-
QU|demaY transit systens, while the Council has supported a
regi onal bus system The Conmi ssion argues that the choice in-
volves a “technical decision” and therefore is the Conm ssion’s
prerogative; the Council says it is a question of policy and
therefore should be decided by the Council

Atlanta= In Atlanta, the forumfor transit planning also
is distinguished by a relatively close integration of conpre-
hensi ve regional planning and transportation planning. The
Atlanta Regional Commission is the official MPO and A-95 review
agency for the area. It is enpowered to prepare a Devel opnent
Qui de to shape regional growth. Regional transportation policy
and priorities are fornulated within the ARC, although the pro-
cess occurs through a conplex structure of special commttees
whose nmenbers still enjoy a considerable degree of autonony.

The process is spelled out in the Atlanta Region Transpor-
tation Planning Program It allows the Metropolitan Atlanta
Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA), the Georgia State Departnment of
Transportation, the mayor of Atlanta, and the representatives
from ARC s nenber counties to reach policy decisions within
ARC s Transportation Policy Subcommttee.  The menbers of this
subcommttee fornulate the area’s annual work program and
al though the ARC board reviews the work progkﬁnland sets priori-
ties among its elenents, neither the state nor MARTA al ways
adheres strictly to them

Thus, the forum permts a relatively close integration of
conpr ehensi ve areaw de planning and urban transportation plan-
ning, but it is not likely toR?Iace ARC in a conmandi ng policy-
maki ng position as long as MARTA and GDOT have their own power -
ful project inﬁlenentation authorities. As an operating
authority in the mdst of developing a najor rapid transit
?ystenl MARTA can exercise a powerful voice in the regional

orum

Seattle. In Seattle, the major participants in the transit
pl anning process have not clearly defined their respective res-
ponsibilities. Fromthe official point of view, the Puget Sound

I srons."
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Council of Governnents (PSCOG), which is the designated MPO and
A-95 review agency for the region, is responsible for areaw de
conpr ehensive planning, including transit planning. Despite its
regi onal pollcynakln? and planning authority and Its role as a
channel for Federal funds, PSCOG exercises little effective
control over Metro, the primary transit operator

Covering the nEtroPoIitan area of Seattle and enpowered
with voter approval to [evy taxes, Metro has the potential to
assume a broader range of functions than the special purpose
transit districts found in other cities. |Its enabling |egislation
gives it planning and devel opment authority over solid waste,

wat er supply, netropolitan planning, and parks and recreation,

as well as transit, pending approval in referenda for each func-
tion. A though Metro has not received voter approval to carry
out all these functions, its potential role in the netropolitan
area is considerably nore powerful than that of PSCOG

~In terms of mass transit, which Metro was enpowered to oper-
ate in 1972, the two agencies are in sharp disagreenent over _
mﬂlch one is responsible for transit planning and policymaking in
the area.

Los Angeles. Like Seattle, Los Angeles is a case in which
the regional conprehensive planning organization provides a
poorly integrated forum for regional policymaking. The Southern
California Association of Governnents (SCAG is the officially .
designated MPO. It has A-95 review powers, a state mandate to
develop the Southern California conponent of the statew de trans-
portation plan, and authority to review and approve state
assi stance funds for the region’s transit operators.

Wthin the six-county region covered by SCAG the major
transit operator is the Southern California Rapid Transit
District (SCRTD) . Although SCAG s powers have grown over the
past few years and it can influence the rapid transit planning
activities of SCRTD, it has no direct power to shape SCRTD s
pol i cymaki ng and planning activities. As a single-purpose
agency with an explicit nandate fromthe state legislature to
design and inplement a rapid transit systemwthin Los Angeles
County, SCRTD traditionally has acted Independently. Prior to
the Novermber 1974 referendum neither UMIA nor SCAG was able to
get SCRTD to effectively coordinate its rapid transit activities
with the countg or any of the other counties in the region, and
di sagreenments between SCAG the Board of Supervisors of Los
Angel'es County, the city, and SCRTD made it inpossible to
reach a workabl e consensus on the nature of the rapid transit
policy and plan.
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Legislative initiatives now being taken in California na¥
create a new structure for policymaking and priority setting for
transit that would clarify and rationalize the fragmented forum
in Los Angeles. Under the proposed Assembly Bill . 1246, SCAG
woul d retain responsibility for |ong-range regional transporta-
tion planning and coordination, but the primary forum for deci-

si opmaki ng woul d be placed on the county level in a Los Angeles
County Transportation Comm ssion that would have responsibilities
for policymaking, transit service coordination, short-range
transportation planning, and the approval of a public mass tran-
sit system The responsibilities of SCRTD would be clearly
limted to operating the transit system

G her kinds of forums. The other five cases provide exanples of
a range of types of decisionnaking forunms. None of themare as
directly linked to |and use planning organizations (and MPGs) as
the previously described case exanples. San Francisco's Metro-
politan Planning Conmm ssion, which is separate fromthe region’s
conpr ehensi ve planning agency, is a strong nultinmodal forum
Denver and Boston represent ad hoc solutions to the problem of
establishing an integrated metropolitan planning organization.
In both these cases, the idea of making the regional planning
organi zation the unbrella for areaw de transportation policynmak-
!ng gave way in the face of conpetition between relatively

i ndependent agenci es; and each of the public agencies, while
preserving their fundamental autonony, joined together in a
forum in which they could achieve ne?otiated agreements. Wash-
ington is a case in which the netropolitan transit authority has
pro¥;ded the decisionmaking forum while in Chicago the forumis
In flux.

San Francisco. In the San Francisco area, the Metropolitan
Transportation Comm ssion represents a clearly designated regional
forum for transportation decisionmaki ng which many critics never-
t hel ess believe has not yet lived up to its potential. Created
by the state legislature, MIC is nandated to prepare a regional
transportation plan that should include highway and transit
elements.  MIC is the MPO for the region '/ and, as such, pre-
pares the annual |ist of projects for which UMIA funds are soli-
cited. It has policymaking and priority setting authorities
and is empowered to allocate state transit funds to operators
within each county of the region. Aside fromthe Bay Area Rapid
Transit District, MICs responsibilities cover four other major
transit operators. Two of these operators, East Bay's A C
Transit and San Francisco's Muni, are |arger than BART.

1/ The Association of Bay Area Governnents (ABAG , not MIC, is
the A-95 review a%ency with |and use plannln% responsibilities
for the region. agreenent, MIC acts as the transportation
reYEemgfgency for ABAG although ABAG retains final review
authority.
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The MIC has come under criticismfor not exercising its
authority nore forcefully. Although the Comm ssion does have
priority--setting and project approval powers, it is sonetimes
reluctant to curb the demands of the transit operators. Some
observers speculate MIC s reluctance to exercise the power it
does have stens fromfear of legislative reprisals. In the
eyes of these critics, MICis too concerned with protecting the
or?anlzap|on and too |ittle concerned with setting any basic
policy direction. Another interpretation of MIC s cautious
stance may be in order, however, as the Conmission only has had
since 1970 to organize itself and establish credible control
over the activities of transit operators |ike BARTD that have
pol i cymaki ng, inplenentation, and financial powers of their own.

It should be noted that the MIC is one of many regional
speci al - purpose districts in the Bay area. Al though the
Associ ation of Bay Area Governnents is supposed to coordinate
their activities, it is too weak to do so, and there are peri-
odic novenents to establish an effective regional government
within the area

Denver. Denver’s forum for transportation decisionmaking
is calTed the Joint Regional Transportation Planning Program
(JRPP) . Established in 1971, the JRPP is nade up of the
Regi onal Transportation District (RTD) , the Col orado Departnent
of Hi ghways (CDH) , and the Denver Regional Council of Govern-
ments (DRCOG. Although DRCOG is the A-95 agency for the area
the JRPP itself is the designated VPO Wthin it, however, each
agency retains independence. The JRPP board consists of the
executives of the three agencies, and it approves fund|n%
requests and al |l ocates funds anong the three agencies. ut the
RTD has full responsibility for all aspects of-transit decision-
maki ng, and the CDH holds sway in highway matters. _
responsi ble for preparing |ong-range regional transportation
pl ans, takes a strong position vis-a-vis the other aﬁencies on
many 1ssues. The situation makes it difficult for the agencies
operating within JRPP to establish priorities anong their pro-
grans.

Boston. In the Boston area the Massachusetts governor
receniTy designated a Metropolitan Planning O ganization which,
| i ke Denver’'s, is based on an association of statuto[y agenci es
joined together by a menorandum of understanding. Unlike the

nver’s JRPP, however, the Secretary of the Executive Ofice of
Transportation and Construction (EOIC) of Mssachusetts has a
central role to play in the MO The MPO is conposed of the
five agencies that, under state |aw, have responsibilities for
sone aspects of the 3-c transportation planning process. Aside
fromthe state EOTC, these are the Department of Public Wrks
(DPW, the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA)?
the Advisory Board to the MBTA, and the Metropolitan Area Plan-
ning Council (MAPC).
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The MPO includes the requisite Planning functions and is
representative of |local and state Oficials. Transportation

pl anning and inplementation activities are covered by four of
the agencies, and conprehensive |and use Planning and A-95
review functions are the responsibility of the MAPC. In addi-
tion, the nmembership of the MAPC and the Advisory Board of the
| MBTA represent local cities and towns within the Boston area as
well as the Gty of Boston and state officials.

The central role played by the Comonweal th Secretary of
the EOTC sets this forumapart fromthe others described. As
chairman of the Committee of Signatories, the Secretary can
coordinate the activities of the nenbers and play a pivotal
role in negotiating priorities for the annual |ist of projects
seeking Federal funds and for the allocation of both state and
Federal funds. The EOTC s influence is enhanced by its close
working relationship with the Central Transportation Plannin
Staff %CTPS), which is the technical planning armof the EOTC

Washi ngton, D.C. The Washington case is special due to
the involvenent of Congress and the jurisdictional peculiarities
of the multistate national capital region. The Washington
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority was created by interstate
conpact to plan and operate a regional transit system At the
tine the, Metro systemwas adopted in 1968, there were no A 95
requi rements, and 3-C coordination was still Iar%pl focused
on highways. The Transportation Planning Board (TPB) , which is the
3-c agency and a part of the Washington Metropolitan Council of
Governnents (COG) , accepted the Adopted Regional System as
given in its long-range plan. COG (with TPB) is now the
regional A-95 and MPO body, but its reviews of WVATA's pl ans
for changgs in the Metro systemtend to be rubber-stanmp exer-
ci ses. st of the menbers of the Transportation Planning Board
-- representatives fromthe region's jurisdictions -- also sit
on tﬂe M?ATA board, and alnost all transit decisions are reached
in that forum

The opportunity will be presented for TPB to exercise its
potential role when the current effort to update the |ong-range
transportation plan noves further along and begins to deal wth
the question of extensions to the Metro system

Chicago Chicago historically has had an array of transit
pl anni ng "and deci si onmaking institutions with overlapping and
conpeting responsibilities. This situation allowed the Gty of
Chicago to retain paramount control over the decisionmaking
process. A nunber of factors recently have altered this
situati on.
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The creation of the Illinois Departnent of Transportation
(1DOT) introduced a new force on the scene which is increasing
it-s power. I DOT has replaced the city as the dom nant force on
the Chicago Area Transportation Stu%g (CATS) , the body that has
tenporary status as the region’s MPO.  The governor still has
not made a final designation.

. In addition to the establishnent of IDOTl, the Chicago Tran-
sit Authority has becone dependent on state, county, and Federal
subsi di es and has consequently |ost a measure of its autonony.

Finallg, the creation of the Regional Transportation Authority
(rTA) has-introduced a new force on the scene.

The Regional Transportation Authority was established by
the state legislature in 1973 and approved in a referendumin
March 1974. Charged with setting fares, determning schedul es,
contracting for the management of transit services in the region,
and preparing the fivejyear transit devel opnent program the
RTA commands an array of transit funding mechani sms and has
power of eminent domain. On matters of service and policy,
the RTA is advised by the Metropolitan Area Transportation Coun-
cil, whose nenbers, appointed by local officials, can adopt
resol utions and hold public hearings. The direction in which
the Chicago area institutional structure is evolving suggests an
increasingly powerful role for the state and the RTA

Di scussion. This review of the different institutional patterns
for decisionmaking suggests several trends or issues that appear
in one formor another in the metropolitan cases. One is the
growi ng influence of state governments in the process; another
is the adequacy of traditional councils of governnents to
effectively performthe additional responsibilities many of them
have been asked to assume; and a third is rooted in the way

deci si onmaki ng powers generally are distributed anong the state,
regional, and |ocal agencies that participate in the process.

The role that state governnents are playing in the transit
pl anning and deci si onmaki ng process is becom ng increasingly
Inportant. Although state highway departments traditionally
have played a key role in the urban transportation planning process,
the advent ‘of nore state departnents of transportation wth respon-
sibility for mass transit indicates a strong trend toward a
mul timodal role. This role will be expanded as nore states begin
to provide more f I Nnanci al assi stance to transit authorities facing
increasing operating deficits and as state DOTS begin to intercede
as policy nmediators in the fragnented regional deC|sionnakin?
process. The Federal Hi ghway Act of 1973 and the NMIA Act o
1974 have both enhanced the influence of state governors by way of
MPO desi gnation requirements and the stipulation concerning
Section 5 funds for optional capital or operating assistance.
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There is a need for involvement by the state-|evel execu-
tive branch, backed by strong legislative direction, to deal wth
several typical problens:

« In the absence of a paralleling involvenent with transit,
the major state role in hithay prograns often has led to
biases in transportation planning that have worked
against transit.

« Opportunities for localities to inmprove public trans-
portation through traffic engineerln? and hi ghway
managenent measures often have been toreclosed by the
state, when they should be creatively and energetically
pur sued.

« The creation of |land use control ﬁomers necessary at the
metropolitan level to carry out the |and devel opment _
obj ectives associated with transit requires state |egislation.

. State action is needed to rationalize the tangle of special
pur pose independent transportation agencies and the various
metropolitan planning functions.

« State legislation is generally required for transit natchin,
nmonies -- even when they are to be collected only wthin
metropolitan areas. States are becom ng increasingly
involved in providing financial assistance for transit
-improvements and operations.

e The National Mass Transportation Assistance Act of 1974
del egates significant responsibility to states in
al [ ocating operating subsidies. This will place even
reater pressures on states both to review the per-
ormance of local transit operations and to provide
financial assistance for the [ocal match.

The metropolitan cases in which the state role has begun
to be felt nost clearly are Los Angeles, San Francisco, Boston,
Chi cago, and Washington, D.C. California s CALTRANS is responsi -
ble for thelpniyaration of a statew de transportation plan under

Assenbly Bil and the state provides funds for both transit
capital and operating assitance. The Illinois DOT has an in-
creasing role in the Chicago netropolitan area. |In Massachusetts,

the Executive Ofice of Transportation and Construction provides
an effective centralized forum for establishing and coordinating
transportation policy. As head of the MPO, it can play a |ead
olicy role in transit decisionmaking, while the Massachusetts
ay Transportation Authority functions nore and nore as a tran-
sit operating agency. In the Washington, D.C., area, the
Maryl and Departnent of Transportation is assisting suburban
counties with their share of the capital costs of constructing
the Metro system
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Anot her issue involves the controversy that developed in
some areas over the official designation of Metropolitan Plan-
ning Organi zations, Since the passage of the H ghway Act of
1973 which required -governors to designate official Metropolitan
Pl anning Organi zations in areas receiving Federal transportation
assi stance, UMIA has generally favored the designation of the
traditional A-95 review agencies and areaw de conprehensive
pl anni ng organi zations. This approach has met with criticism from
many |ocal public officials and transit operators.

On one level the criticismstems froma common political
and bureaucratic desire to protect institutional prerogatives.
Some local officials are concerned that the |aw gives the state
(and, by inplication, the state highway departnents) too nuch
power over |ocal decisionmaking issues. They fear highway
Interests will predomnate if decisions are nmade in one multi-
modal forum

O her local officials have different concerns. For exanple,
transit operators argue that they should have the responsibility
for making transit decisions since they produce up to 70% of
operating revenues. They feel their practical experience in the
freld qualifies them above regional planners to be able to
represent their custoners’ best interests. On the other side,
it is said that transit operating agencies are too narrowy
concerned with transportation alone and tend to be unresponsive
to the public. To the extent that they have independent sources
of fundlnP, they can operate with a degree of freedom that may
override local 1nterests or disregard coordination with other
regional or local entities.

A different kind of criti smaquestions the ability of tradi-
tional regional planning agencies to effect|yely carry out tran-
sit decisionmaking responsibilities. Hstorically, these agen-
cies have had to depend on the participating jurisdictions to
|nF|enent deci sions reached in the regional forum because they
sel dom have direct statutory authority over the activities of
| ocal governnent. The MPO designation did not alter these
fundanent al weaknesses.

It also has been argued that regional planning agencies
shoul d become MPGs because they can provide the mechanism for
integrating regional |and use planning and transportation plan-
ning. This argument is difficult to connect with experience.
The record suggests that truly effective coordination is not yet
conmonpl ace. i ghway and transit nodal agencies operate under
separate policies and ﬂrograns, and neither transit nor highway
pl anners have established effective coordination between their
activities and conPrehensive |l and use planning. = Although there
was some sharing of data base and assunptions, in none of the
metropolitan cases can the rapid transit plan devel oped by a
regi onal agency be said to rest on strong commtnents from | ocal
muni ci pal authorities to inplement conplenentary |and use plans.
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The question of cooperation between regional, |ocal, and

state agencies |eads to the issue of the manner in which policy-
making, priority setting, and other powers are distributed in the

nmetropolitan areas. The mgjor source of these conflicts lies in
the fact that the separate responsibilities of ea?h o‘ the |evels
of government in the metropolitan areas are not clearly enough
defined for anY one agency to have decisive responsibility for
resolving conflicts and establishing budgeting and progranmm ng
priorities. There is a broad spectrum of responsibilifies amng .
the. agenci es rangi ng from regi onal_ conprehensive planning to detailed
proj ect engineering and construction of capital projects or the

i npl ement ation of operational inprovenents General agreenent

exi sts about the distribution of responsibility at the extrenes
of the spectrum but the area of priority setting and budgeting is
t he subject of nuch conpetition.

Hovthis conpetition is resolved will depend on establishing
a forumin which one lead institution has well defined and well
supﬁorted responsibility for formulating policy and priorities.
Such an institution could be a metropolitan planning agency, a
speci al purpose agency, a local governnent body, or a state
agency. Noone institutional framework will be appropriate for
everﬁ metropolitan area. Aside from enhancing the effectiveness
of the decisionnmaking process, defining the |locus of these
responsibilities nmore clearly will make that process nore
responsi ve and account abl e.

Accountability and Authority of Decisionnmakers

Hi storically, the question of how accountable and responsive
transit operators were to the public was not a pressing concern
Most transit conFan|es_mere privately owned, and though they were
regul ated by public utility comm ssions, they were concerned
primarily wth the requirenents of the private market. In the
1960s, however, an increasing number of transit conpanies came
under public ownership, and people began to pay nore critical
attention to the factors contributing to the accountability and
responsi veness of these public entities. The formal powers of the
transit agency, the method of selecting its governing board, its
source of funds, and the extent to which it was subject to the
control or oversight of other public institutions are all subjects
critics have begun to exam ne nore closely.

These concerns al so have appeared in the nine netropolitan
cases. Although each case has a different history and different
traditions of l'eadership, a review of sone of their common charac-
teristics shows that the question of the accountability and
responsi veness of their transit decisionmaking institutions
is an increasingly inportant issue.

In general terms, the institutions for decisionnaking in
the nine metropolitan cases have several characteristics that

bear on the issue. First, they are usually regional entities
with special mandates from state |legislatufes to performtransit

pl anning and operating functions. Second, with tPe exceptigns of
San Francisco’'s BART and A.C. Transit, they are all gove neg By
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either directly appointed boards or boards conposed of |ocal
elected officials. Third, although they tend to need |egisla-
tive and voter approval to secure financing for major public
works projects such as rapid rail transit systens, once that
financing is sucured, th%% are able to operate with relatively
unrestral ned autonomny. V|ousIK these three characteristics
are not reflected equally in each of the cases, but some aspects
of one or the other do appear in all the nmetropolitan cases.

In nost of the nmetropolitan areas, the agency responsible for
mass transit planning and operations is a special-purpose
organi zation with an aPp0|nted board that ends to regard its
mandate from a regional -perspective. Al though variations exist,
t hese organizations are ﬂenerally public authorities or special
districts, and, in all the cases, critics have rai sed questions about
their representativeness and their ability to resRond to changing
times. n many cases, the agencies were ‘established to carry
out transit programs on which [ocal consensus had already been
reached. Under these circunmstances, the agency’'s prograns tend
to gather such nmomentum that they are difficultf to check or
change. This problemis nobst serious when a transit agency has
diffrculty responding to special |ocal concerns or requirenents
because it is focusing on its mandate to build a regional rapid
transit system

_ _The_follpmﬁnﬁ paragraphs discuss the transit decisionmaking
institutions in the nine cases in terms of the measures they
enploy to gain accountability. The descriptions are grouped in
categories by type of transit agency.

Public authorities. The two predom nant types of special-
purﬁose agencies found in the netropolitan cases are public
authorities and special districts. In general, public authori-
ties are nonprofit public corporations established by state

| egi sl atures.  They have appointed boards and do not normally
have independent powers of taxation. Atlanta’s MARTA, Boston's
MBTA, and the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
are exanples of this type of special body. Chicago's RTAis a
transit authority that does have taxing powers.

Atlanta . The Metropolitan Atlanta Regional Transit Authority
(SMARTA) was created by the Georgia legislature in 1965 e§%ressk¥_to pl
esign, construct, and operate a rapid transit system The MARTA
board I1s made up of 10 nenbers appointed by |ocal officials
representing the Gty of Atlanta and the four suburban counties.

The question of fair representation on the MARTA board has
been as issue since its creation. The business and civic |eaders
who were the driving force behind the creation of MARTA in the
1960s were not directly accountable to any particular consti-
tuency. \When MARTA was established, the apgropriate conposi tion
of the board became 4 poi nt of contention between the Cty of
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Atlanta and the suburban counties. The decision was nade to
dimnish the influence of local politics on MARTA's board by
excluding elected officials. [Instead, the nembers are appoi nted
by local county officials and the mayor of Atlanta.

The Gty of Atlanta and Fulton County, which enconpasses
the city, domnate the MARTA board with six nenbers, but there
IS new pressure to increase the representation of suburban
DeKal b County because it produces 40%of the sales tax revenues
that support MARTA.  Although Cayton and Gm nnett voted agai nst
the MARTA referendumin 1971, they retain voting representation
on the board.

Washington, D.C. The Washington Metropolitan Area Transit
“Authority (waTA) Tsan interstate conpact approved by Congress
and created to cut through the institutional jungle of the
Washi ngton netropolitan region. The WWVATA conpact clearly
spells out WMATA's powers to design and construct the regional
Metro rail system

Wthin WMATA, decisionnmakers can be held accountabl e due
both to the realities of the Metro financing situation and the
composition of its board. The board is made up of two del egates
from each of the three major political subdivisions of the _
national capital region. ~They are appointed from the nenbership
of the District of Columbia Gty Council, Maryland s Washington
Suburban Transit District, and the Northern Virginia Transporta-
tion District. The Nhrrland del egation can include two “quali-
fied residents,” but all the rest of the delegates to WWATA nust
be local officials accountable for their actions to their con-
stituents.

WMATA' s financing plan is a negotiated agreement anong al
the participating local governnents. Board nmenbers nust have
backing fromthelir jurisdictions before the financing plan can be
changed.  Financial aspects of WWATA deci si omaki ng, therefore,
have tended to be kept in the public view

Boston. Public checks on transit decisionmaking in Boston
are now exercised nore through the state executives than through
the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA). Since
the reorganization of the transportation functions in the Boston
region, the responsibility for transit decisionnaking has
shifted nore and nore to the Secretary of TransPortat|on and
Construction. As the Secretary serveS at the pleasure of the
governor of the Commonwealth, this structure nakes the governor
ultimately accountable for major transit policy decisions.

This shift of_respon5|blllt¥ to one clear y designated el ected
official has increased the formal control that the public may
have over the mass transit decisionmaking process.

: Chicago_ In the Chicago region, the exact source of ac-
countabiTity is difficult to pin down. As noted earlier, the
Gty of Chicago has sought to maintain a domnant role in the
pl anning and deci si onmaki ng process, but the influence of both
the State of I[Ilinois and the Regional Transportation Authority
has growmn. Wth regard to public authorities, the Regiona
Transit Authority has major powers that neither Atlanta nor WATA
possess.
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The RTA was approved by the voters of six northern Illinois
counties in 1974. The margin of the vote showed a majority of
sugport for the authority in the Gty of Chicago rather than the
subur ban counties, and the question of suburban versus city repre-
sentation on the RTA board becane an issue. The resolution was
to establish a nine-person board in which four nenbers are
chosen by the city, four are chosen by the suburbs, and the
ninth menber is selected by the other eight to serve as chairman.
The current chairman of the RTA was chairman of the Chicago
Transit Authority before assuming his new post.

The RTA possesses extensive powers. Aside from being
authorized to contract for the management of transit services
and set fares and schedules, it can levy a nmotor fuel tax and
tax parking lot revenues. It also receives a portion of the
state sales tax and is enpowered to commt up to $500 mllion
in general obligation bonds. Although it is too early to
evaluate the record of the RTA it is clear that it has a
uni que set of powers that may neke it a nodel for regional
transit authorities.

Speci al districts. The second major institutional form that
speci al -purpose agencies take is the special district. Like
ublic authorities, special districts are created by state
egi slatures, but they usually have broader independent powers.
Their governing boards usually are nmade up of representatives
of local nunicipal and county governnents, and often they have
powers of taxation and eninent domain. Special districts nust
still go before the voters for approval of general purpose bonds.

The metropolitan cases offer two prinmary exanples of the
special district form the Southern California Rapid Transit
District and the Bay Area Rapid Transit District. The first is
a Prime exanmple of the problens of accountability and responsiveness
that can arise in such cases, while the second represents the
attenpt to overcone sone of these problens through the direct
el ection of the BARTD board nenbers.

Los Angeles. The Southern California Rapid Transit District
was created by the California state legislature in 1974 with an
explicit mandate to desigg and inplenent a mass rapid
transit systemw th Los Angeles County. SCRTD is
governed by a board appointed by local officials. The
conposition of the board is such that the City of Los
Angel es, which is the jurisdiction nost interested in
obtaining mass transit service, is underrepresented in
conparison to the County Board of Supervisors and the subur-
ban jurisdictions within the county. The 11 nenber board
has five menbers appointed by the Los Angel es County Board
of Supervisors, four appointed by a spectal city selection
commttee representing 76 cities in the county, and only two
appoi nted by the Mayor of Los Angel es.
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The SCRTD board has been unable to produce a plan for rapid
transit that responds to all the needs of its constituents.
Predi sposed to building a |arge-scale regional system SCRTD
has been caught between the needs of the city and the denand
for equal treatment from outlying jurisdictions. As a result,
scrTD sought to develop a rapid rail systemfor the entire
region instead of a nore flexible plan with only one short
segment of a rapid rail systemin the city. The cost of the
adopted systemultimately defeated it, and only recently have
the Gty of Los Angeles, SCRTD, and SCAG begun to investigate
an incremental approach to developin% a plan. Both the crty
and the County Board of Supervisors have sought ways to make
SCRTD nore representative of the area.

San Francisco. The Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BARTD)
was established 1n 1957 to plan, construct, and operate a regi onal
rapid transit system Unlike SCRTD, BARTD has secured approval
of its bond issue and receives special earmarked |ocal taxes
provided by the state legislature. Oiginally, BARTD s 12-
menber board was appointed by local officials in Alameda, Contra
Costa and San Francisco counties. But controversies over |ack
of responsiveness to |ocal needs, cost overruns, and the manage-
ment of the District led to a directly elected board whose
nmenbers represent nine sub-BART districts. This is the first
exanpl e of such a transit board for a regional rapid transit
district. However, A C. Transit has had a directly elected
board for many years and has been consi dered by nobst observers
to be a conpetently nanaged, responsive transit operator.

Denver. Denver's Rapid Transit District (RTD) bears
mentioning because so far it has managed to be reasonably
representative of the area. Al though RTD s board can be
sald to have been predisposed to designing a particular type
of systemfor the Denver area, the syStem won solid voter
approval in the local referendumin 1973.

Denver’'s RTD, which bears the responsibility for the bulk
of deci sionnmaki ng~ has a board that is _structured to reflect
the will of elected officials. RIDs 21-person board is
aﬁp0|nted by the officials of the Part|C|pat|ng jurisdictions,
The mayor of Denver appoints 10 de Sgates and the suburban
counties appoint a total of nine. Wthin each county the
appoi ntees are subject to confirmation by a mpjority of the
muni ci palities in that county, a procedure that provides an
addi tional degree of public responsiveness. The renmaining two
board menbers are appointed by the other 19 to represent the
region at large. Due to the dom nating nunber of Denver repre-
sentatives, the RTD board is able to bear greatest allegiance
to people who produce the bulk of the sales tax revenues that
wi Il be used to finance the RTD transit proposal
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Variations. Among the metropolitan cases, Seattle and
M nneapolis-St. Paul offer variations on the common pattern

t hat shoul d be noted.

Seattle. In the case of Seattle, the transit institution
is simlar to a special district in its representativeness and
authority, but unlike the other cases, Seattle's Mtro has

owers over prograns other than transit. This makes it nore
i ke a general purpose governmnent.

M nneapol is-St. Paul. Mnneapolis-St. Paul provides a
uni que exanple of a transit operator, the Metropolitan Transit
Commi ssi on, whose board nenbers are directly appointed by the
areawi de conprehensive planning organization, the Metropolitan
Council. The provisions for accountability, therefore, are
found in both agencies.

Both MIC and the Council were created in 1967. The
Metropolitan Council was created to establish a franmework
to coordinate regional developnent in the Mnneapolis-St. Paul
metropolitan area. Sixteen menbers of the Metropolitan Counci
are appointed by the governor on a nonpartisan basis, after
consulting with nenbers of the legislature fromthe candidate’s
Council district (a regional subdivision that corresponds to
legislative districts rather than county lines) . The chairman
of the Metropolitan Council is appointed by the governor as
the seventeenth voting menber of the Council and nust be
experienced in the field of nunicipal and urban affairs.

M nnesota’s recent Metropolitan Reorganization Act( 1974) has
designated the Metropolitan Council as the policymaking body
with final approval power for transportation devel opnent in
the netropolitan area. The Metropolitan Transit Comm ssion
covers the same seven-county area as the Council. It iIs
enpowered to plan, construct, equip, and operate a transit
system in accordance with the Council’s policy plans. The
act directs the Metropolitan Council to appoint the menbers
of the Metropolitan Transit Conmission as terns of present
members expire. The governor still appoints the chairman of
t he Conmi ssi on.

Discussion. This review of the patterns of accountability

found anbng transit agencies raises a nunber of issues. One

i ssue concerns the effectiveness of the different approaches

for providing formal public control over decisionmkers. A
related, but nore inportant, question exam nes how the decision-
maki ng forum can be made equally responsive to |ocal needs as

wel | as broad, regionwide concerns. A final issue points up the
advantages of increasing the state legislature’s role in overseeing
community transit activities.
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The main formal channel for accountability is the mechanism
by which the transit decisionnakers are placed in (or renoved
from office. UMIA regulations call for adequate representation
of local elected officials on the agency that receives UMIA
grants, and nost boards of transit agencies and Metropolitan

| anning Organi zations alike are conposed of |ocal officials
who are elected or appointed to office. The experience in the
nine cities shows that elected officials -- mayors, conm s-
sioners -- and high-level appointed officials of |ocal govern-
ments tend to be responsive because they owe their office to

the public. Board menbers who bear primary responsibility for

a functional area such as transit or highways or other special
purpose agencies tend to |ook out for their subject area interest
rather than nore generalized expressions of the public wll.

The experience of San Francisco’'s Bay Area Rapid Transit
District (BARTD) offers a different nodel for board represen-
tation: direct election of board menbers. BARTD IS the

only exanple anong the cases of a regional transit district
with a directly elected board. Conversion to an elected board
was effected in fall 1974 in an effort to make BARTD nore
responsive to the concerns of the public. However, because
the board menbers are elected fromlarge districts, each
containing several political jurisdictions, there may not be

a clear sense of conmon interest anong the constituents of
any one board menber. A C.'s board menbers have little public
identity; no incunbent board nenber has ever been defeated.
BART | i kely will continue to generate greater public interest
than A C., but seats may go to special interests that can
afford to support candidates’ canpaigns. Unlike elections for
general - purpose governnent office, such elections may not
attract enou?h interest to ensure significant popular support.
Thus, the effectiveness of using an elected board to inprove
accountability is not proven.

In BART's case, as in several others, an inportant accounta-
bility issue has been the dom nating role played by the engineering
contractor. To the extent that transit decisions are made by
hired consultants and not the menbers of the board, the process
cannot be responsive. Consultants are unlikely to place top
priority in conserV|ng public funds unless appropriate contract
Incentives are created. They are nore likely to seek to continue
to work in their field of specialization, and this self-interest
may provide incentives to bias the results of planning studies in
the direction of projects which will utilize their expertise.

Anot her means for ﬁaininﬂ accountabilitﬁ Is illustrated
by the Boston case. There the public has the recourse for
hol ding the Massachusetts governor responsible for the transit
Eglicy_fornulated by his appointee, the Secretary of the

ecutive Ofice of Transportation and Construction. The
governor and the secretary are not only accountable, but they also
bring visibility to the decisionmaking process, and to their
role init. However, the transfer of decisionnmaking power to
the state executive grew out of circunstances sonewhat peculiar

to the Boston region -- the |ocation of the state capitol in the
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city and its tradition of involvement in city affairs, the
power vacuum created by the weak regional planning body, and
ot her considerations. ~Athough in every case there is” room
for stranger state |eadership, the Boston nodel m ght not be
appropriate in nany regions.

Visibility is a key ingredient for creating an accountable
deci si onmaki ng process. Cases in which major decisions are
reached in foruns dom nated by conpeting nodal agencies offer

articularly little recourse for the public. In Atlanta and
nver, for exanple, regional transportation policy tends to
be decided in a process of negotiation between node interests.
In Atlanta, the Gborgia Departnent of H ghways and the Metro-
politan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority have equal status wth
the representatives of |ocal governnents when they do business
in the Transportation Policy Subconmittee of the Atlanta Regiona
Commi ssi on. Decisions tend to reflect the trade-offs between
the two powerful agencies; yet, these trade-offs are rarely
debated publicly by the board of the subcommttee’s parent
organi zation.  The structure of Denver's Joint Regional Planning
Program offers |ess accountability, because this agency does
not include political representatives. It is strictly a forum
for negotiation between, the state highway agency, the transit
district, and the conprehensive planning body.

The question of fair representation on the boards of the
deci si onmaki ng agencies is another issue. There is a trend
toward nmore representation for suburban jurisdictions vis-a-vis
the center cities. In Atlanta, this issue involves a further
dinmension: the suburban jurisdiction (DeKalb County) that has _
requested nore representation on the MARTA board provides a substanti al
portion of the sales tax revenues that support the agency. In
San Francisco, the representation issue was resolved by agplying
the one man-one vote principle, on which basis BARTD has been
divided into nine districts principally on the basis of population.

At the heart of the representation question is the issue of
structuring decisionmaking bodies to represent both |ocal interests
and regional interests in a fair manner. To date, several factors
have kePt the process from respondi ng adequately to the needs of
regi onal subsections. One reason involves the structure of the
transit agency boards. Each local elected official (or high
| evel appointee) who sits on a board is responsible to his con-
stituents for making certain that they get a fair share of any
transit inprovement plan. The pressures of conpetition tend to
produce overextensive plans that serve everyone nore or less
equal ly, rather than snaller plans focused on parts of the region
that may have specific transit problens. The Los Angel es case
is a particularly good exanple of this problem Atlanta’' s MARTA
has attenpted to avoid this kind of distortion by forbidding board
menbers to hold |ocal office, but in practice del egates have re-
mai ned responsive to the local jurisdiction by which they were
appoi nt ed.
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The procedures for obtaining local financing have rein-

forced the regional perspective. In alnost all the cases,
the transit agency has had to secure the lion's share of its
| ocal funding froman areawi de referendum In San Francisco,

Los Angeles, Denver, and Atlanta, anong others, the approva

of plans for regional rapid transit systens depended on the
voters’ approval of a mechanism for financing these plans.

Requiring voter approval of such mechanisns is an ultimte
means of assuring accountability. At the sane tine, however,
it may oblige transit planners to devise plans that satisfy
| ocal demands but are too large to be financially feasible.
The need to get the suburban vote in order to ralise the noney
for a rapid transit system may force the planner to make the
systen1n0re extensive than it need be. Again, this is nost
clearly denmonstrated in Los Angeles.

The nost prom sing approach for renmoving the distortion
is to make changes in the financing basis for transit inprove-
ments.  The changes, discussed in nore detail in Chapter 5,
basically involve providing transit agencies with the means
to finance systems wthout having to go to the voters. The
fornmula grant program authorized by the National Mass Trans-
portation Assistance Act of 1974 is a step in this direction.
In addition, UMIA's recently proposed investment policy would
heIP acconplish this goal by requiring metropolitan areas to
build (and obtain financing for) transit proposals in separate
subsystem i ncrenents.

The exam nation of the metropolitan areas al so underscored
the need for nore state |egislative oversight of urban transit
programs. California has taken the lead in this area, largely
In response to the problem of finance, administration, and
t echnol ogi cal devel opnment at BART. Extensive staff work has
been undertaken by the Legislative Analyst’s office and the
Assembly Committee on Transportation. Georgia has established
the MARTA Overview Cormittee (MARTOC), a legislative committee
to oversee, MARTA's program he M nnesota Legislature has
moved to resolve the controversy between the Metropolitan
Council and Metropolitan Transit Comm ssion.

Legi sl ative oversight is an essential part of a responsible
state transit program Argunents in favor of a strong state
role in transit have been explained. For these sane reasons,
hi ghly conpetent state |egislative review should be encouraged
in areas where nmajor Federally funded transit devel opment
prograns are undertaken.

In summary, several actions mght be taken to increase the
extent to which transit decisionna inﬁ organi zati ons can be held
account abl e.  Deci si onnmaki ng bodi es should fill their boards wth
hi gh-1evel officials representing |ocal governnents, not node-

oriented interests. Direct election of board nenbers is a
possi bl e course, although not a panacea. Local financing
mechani sns shoul d be nade available that renmove the need to
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overextend plans to gain regionw de financial backing. In-
creased state participation 1n financing and decisionnakin%
coul d provide an additional measure of accountability. Fihally,
establ1shing a procedure for legislative review at the state

| evel could provide a range of benefits.

| NVOLVEMENT OF THE GENERAL PUBLIC

Good citizen participation prograns allow public partici-
pation in an effective way w thout unnecessary disruption or
delay in the planning process. Experience proves that unless
adequate public participation occurs, programs are likely to
be stopped or to result in projects that [ater will be
recogni zed as ill concei ved.

The extent and effectiveness of public participation in
transit decisionmaking has evolved over tine. Elections --
the ultimate form of public participation, at least in the
sense of nunbers -- have been a recourse throughout the period
of planning in the nine cases. During the past decade, Public
information prograns ainmed at civic organizations gradually
came to be supplemented by citizen advisory groups. Recently,
partly in response to Federal requirements, efforts have been
made to bring citizens fromall major constituencies into the
pl anning process to help define goals and evaluate alternative
solutions. Yet, although public officials increasingly regard
public participation as an integral part of the planning and
deC|S|onnak|n% process, well structured participation prograns
have not yet beconme a common feature of that process In many
areas.

Early progranms: the sal es-bitch approach. The experiences in
VWashington, D.C. and AtTanta provide excellent illustrations
of earlier approaches to citizen involvenent.

~ Washington, D.C., Prior to adoption of the regional Mtro
rai 17systemn_ 1968, the Progran1for i nvol ving the Washi ngton,
D.C area public in the planning process relied on public
information techniques followed by public hearings. The
pl anners gave slide shows and made speeches at various clubs
and organi zations throughout the region. After the region’s
jurisdictions had approved a "proposed regional system" the
plan was presented at a series of 11 public hearings, nost of
whi ch were sparsely attended. Voters fromonly five communi-

ties (out of some eight jurisdictions) had the chance to register
their will at the polls.

Even after the system was adopted and nmoved into fina
design, the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority’s
. approach to public involvement renained defensive and reactive,
and citizens had to resort to legal action to win the chance
to review route and station area plans.

Atlanta. The failure of the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid
TranSitT Authority to bring the public 1nto the decisionnaking

process except in a perfunctory way was cited as a major reason
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for the defeat of the transit issue in 1968. Shortly after
it was established in 1966, MARTA began an informal public
information effort that was, |ike Washington's, a canpaign
to sell rapid transit. The approach reached an audience
conposed nostly of businessnmen andmﬁublic figures -- not the
general public. Public hearings, ich were required by
MARTA' s enabling |egislation, occurred at the end of the

pl anni ng process, after prelimnary engineering had been
done and the plans already had been presented to |ocal
jurisdictions.

To gain support for its 1971 transit proposal, MARTA
undertook a nuch w der-reaching public information canpaign
that was considered to have been an inportant factor in
MARTA' s success at the polls that year

Later, nore participatory prograns. Denver, Twin Cties, San
Franci sco’ s BART extension studies, and, especially, the Boston
Transportation Planning Review provide exanples of nore

t horoughly participatory public involvenent prograns.

Denver. Denver citizens were involved in planning its
re?ional transit system from the beginning, although the
effectiveness of the public role dimnished during the course
of the process. Citizens and public organizations actively
particiPated in fornmulating goals and objectives for both the
regional transportation Flan and the conplenentary |and use

| an that was being devel oped sinultaneously. The Regiona
ransportation District organized citizen advisory councils fCACS)
for this purpose, and they worked closely with the RTD consultants.
However, after the 1973 referendum the CACs were reorgani zed,
and they were provided little opportunity to contribute to the
eval uation and selection of alternatives.

Twin Cties. The early phases of |ong-range planning
conducted by the Twin Cities Metropolitan Transit Conm ssion
in cooperation with the Metropolitan Council. relied on a 41-=
menber Advisory Commttee on Transit (ACT) , a vol unteer group
conposed of representatives chosen by the conm ssioners them
selves. The group heard presentations on all projects but
due to poor attendance at neetings and other reasons they did
not have significant influence on the Comm ssion's decisions.

However, when the Metropolitan Reorganization Act of 1974
pl aced responsibility for |ong-range conprehensive transportation
planning wth the Metropolitan Council, it also contained a
provision for public agency and citizen involvenent that led to
t he establishnent of a_Trans%ortation Advi sory Board. Overall,
the Transportation Advisory Board appears to have the potenti al
for being a nore effective channel for agency and community i nput
i nasmuch as it has been assigned its own staff coordinator and
appears to have better access to the Metropolitan Council
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San Francisco. Corridor studies for proposed extensions
to the BART system in San Francisco provided a well-structured
approach to community participation, quite in contrast to the
original BART F[ann|ng_process. (That process had been a sales
campaign with limted interest group involvenent in the plann|n%,
sgn1l%r to the Washington, D.C., and Atlanta experiences described
above.

The extension studies, conducted over the past few years,
enpl oyed a structure in which each study was governed b% a
"board of control" conprised of representatives from BART
fromthe Metropolitan Transportation Conm ssion, and -- after
pressure was applied -- fromaffected [ocal jurisdictions.
Citizens' advisory conmittees were set up to advise each board,
al though they had bigger roles in some studies than in others.
In the Northwest Extension BART study in San Francisco"s Ceary
Street corridor, which was considered a nodel for citizen
participation, a community advisory consultant was hired to
assist the citizens' council. The citizens enunerated goals
and evaluation criteria and used themto evaluate and sel ect
final options from anong about 40 prelimnary alternatives.

The process was relatively open and fluid; the participants
generated new options in the course of the eval uation

Boston. The Boston Transportation Planning Review was a
maj or experiment of nationw de significance in its approach
to devel oping an open, participatory study process. It greatly
expanded and refined the process of citizen and public agency
participation in the transportation planning process. Numerous
I ndividuals, groups, and agencies that previously had had
little interest or neans for beconin? involved in transportation
deci si onmaki ng were provided with a torumin which conflicting
views could be debated and resolved, or at |east thoroughly
explored to identify conmonality of interest and bases for
conprom se

The Steering Goup that devel oped the BTPR study design
was a broadly based body representing cities and towns, state
agencies, and private organi zations throughout the Boston area.
It continued in operation throughout the 18-nonth BTPR pl anni ng
period in a policy advisory capacity as the BTPR "Wrking
Committee,” where it had a significant role in decisionmaking.
Many of the same groups continue to be involved in Boston
regional transportation planning through nenbership on the
Joint Regional Transportation Committee.

Citizen reaction. One of the Iessons learned fromthe experience
of the nine case netropolitan areas with comunity invol vement

is the difficulty in stimulating interest anDnP citizens during
the early stages of systens planning. Typically, the public
,remains general ly approving of system plans until final design
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and construction begin. Then, long after the system selection
deci sion has been nmade, communities or citizens [aunch efforts
to make inprovenents -- and in sone cases, Significant changes.
Experiences in San Francisco, Washington, D.C., and Atlanta
illustrate this situation well.

San Francisco. The Berkel ey subway/el evated fight was
the nmost prolonged and costly battle of the many that occurred
during the BART-building years. It received national atten-
tion and involved expert w tnesses from Canada and ot her U. S.
metropolitan areas. After several ultimatunms and extremne
pol ari zation between the comunity and BART, Berkeley over-
whel m ngly approved a bond issue gby an 82% margin) to finance
the extra cost of several mles of subway. The fight cost
BART heavily because of over two years’ delay in construction
because of the loss of credibility of its engineers, and because
of the polarizing effect it had in comunities throughout the
ar ea.

Atlanta. Several transit station area plans in Atlanta
have cone under attack by | ocal citizens whose homes or
busi nesses woul d be displaced. The Decatur Street Station
plan, for example, is tied up in three |awsuits.

Washi ngton, D.C. Washi ngton's adopted regional Metro
system 1s being challenged at several points, and a fornal
study has already recomended one alignment shift (on the
Geenbelt line) .  Another such study I's underway (in Anacostia),
and others are likely to follow in the wake of outspoken citizen
opposition to portions of the system plan.

Di scussion. There are several explanations for the tendency

for public reaction to occur after plans have been approved.

The nost obvious reason is that people tend to discount all

but the nost immedi ate and nost direct threats. Pl anning
involves the intangible future, while the bulldozer at the

door cannot be ignored. However, neither BART, MARTA, nor

WVATA provi ded adequate channels for citizen review during

the system design and planning process, so little opposition from
the affected groups and individuals mght be expected.

Al so, awareness of the potential undesirable side effects of
transit construction was slow in coning. Throu?hout the period

of system planning in Washington, the public believed generally
that transit was a harnless alternative to destructive highways --
underground and out of sight. Likewi se, Atlantans in 1968did

not oppose the transit system because it threatened disruption.

Merely providing better opportunity for public participation --
even after citizens have |earned through experience, as in San
Francisco, that transit systens can bring undesirable changes to
nei ghbor hoods -- does not guarantee that a broad range of citizens



-60-

W ll participate significant%y in system planning. Experience
in Washington, Atlanta, San Francisco, and Denver shows a
marked increase in number of participants and |evel of par-
ticipation once corridors have been defined and citizen groups
are organi zed according to neighborhoods that will be affected.
This fact points Up a general 1nadequacy of the transit system
pl anning process as it has been performed in many of the cases,
which is 1ts tendency to make system | evel decisions before
any attention is placed on corridor-1level issues.

Even at the corridor |level, however, structuring a good
program for citizen participation does not assure that all
Interest groups will participate, or that those who do
participate wll never wthdraw their support fromthe com
gronlse_tran5|t program that is negotiated in the study process.

ime brings change to the balance of interests in any community.
G oups that may have kept out of the process -- due to other, nore
pressing concerns at the tine, or due to culturally based
reluctance to participate in a process involving on the whole

an educated and articulate group of people -- nay be notivated to
take action -by subsequently occurring events.

Anot her issue brought to light by the netropolitan experience
points to one of the pitfalls inherent in the concept of .
citizen participation. The purpose of encouraging citizen in-
vol venent is to be able to understand the range of public val ues
and objectives that bear on the project being planned. The
pl anning process can provide the forum for discerning the
trade-offs between objectives that conflict and for reaching a
consensus between deci sionnakers and the public over how to
bal ance these trade-offs. It is inportant, therefore, to
avoid allowng the interests of any one group of citizens to
dom nate decisionmaking unfairly.

I'n summary, building conmunity participation into transit
pl anni ng consunes tine, and if the process Is poorly managed,
it can waste time. On the other hand, it is a vitally inportant
task. Community participation should be regarded as a procedure
for collecting necessary data -- the values and opinions of the
constituency the plan is being nade to serve.
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CHAPTER 4
TECHNI CAL PLANNI NG PROCESS

~In each of the netropolitan areas exam ned by the study, the
rapid transit proposals put before the public rested upon a
conpl ex process of technical planning and design work. This
“technical planning process,” perforimed by protfessionals, plays
an inportant role in decisionnaking. It provides the information
that the responsible public officials draw upon in making plans
and decisions. There is a constant interplay between decision-
makers and pl anni ng Professionals during a planninﬂ study, so
that the resulting plans and recomrendations are the joint pro-
ducts of the two groups. For the purposes of this assessment,
the distinction between themis drawn as clearly as possible.
The influence that decisionmakers exert in shaping transit plans
was di scussed in the previous chapter; the effect of the adequacy
of the technical planning workitself is discussed here.

The quality of the proposals presented to decisionnakers in
the nine case cities was |largely influenced by the conprehensive-
ness (or lack thereof) of the scope of the proposals. This
conpr ehensi veness varies trenendously fromcity to city, reflect-
ing a number of factors, including the state-of-the-arf of the
technical planning process at the time of the study; changing .

i mges of mass transit and its inpact; changing Federal guidelines
and requirenents, coupled with the availability of technica

study funds; and the amount of |ocal pressure applied in support
of a given transit alternative.

Many of the proposals for nodern fixed-guidema¥ transit sys-
tens originated in the early 1950s. At that tine, heavy rai

rapid transit of conventional technol ogy (except for the use of
advanced train control technol ogy) was basically the only f or m of
major transit system under consideration. This formof transit
was aimed primarily at saving the ailing downtowns of najor netro-
politan areas and providing an alternative to mgjor new radial
freeway construction.

_ Increasin?ly the tendency has been to consider several alter-
native types of technology for mass transit systems including
light rail, personal rapid transit (PRT) and group rapid transit
(éﬁT), and several types of bus systens ranging from extensive
networ ks of busways to |owcapital inprovenents on existing street
systems.  The range of objectives and inpacts of concern for
transit system planners has al so been increasing rapidly. Typical
concerns now include not only the revitalization of downtown but
al so service to suburban centers and nei ghborhoods, nobility of
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nondrivers, reduction of air pollution, and conservation of energy.

Techni cal aspects of the transit planning process have
undergone corresponding simlar increases in conplexity over the
last 25 years. Early transit studies usually relied upon data and
t echni ques devel oped in connection with highway studies to justify
the need and deternine the corridors of a rail system  Recent
studi es have used data and techni ques devel oped nore specifically
for the-evaluation of several alternative transit systens.

Federal guidelines and requirements have beconme nore demand-
ing over this period. They have begun to exert a profound effect
on the conduct of the technical work, although to date they have
been distinctly unsuccessful in inplenenting the IonP-he
Federal policy of integrating transit, highvva)ﬁje and [ and-use
planning in a single, Interrelated process. verthel ess, these
requi rements already have become too great a burden in the eyes of
many netropolitan officials, and some netropolitan officials” have
expressed strong resistance to the recent efforts of uwa to sub-
stantially increase the planning requirenents.

Throughout the past 25 years the influence of the proponents
of one transit system or another also has had a great effect on
the technical work. Many studies, especially early ones, were
designed to justify an already favored type of system and thus
were biased in one nmanner or another. I'n some cities where no
one transit systemwas the clear favorite, the technical process
has Produced much nore inpartial information concerning the merits
of alternative transit proposals.

These thenes highlight the |essons |earned in the netropoli-
tan cases, and this chapter will describe them nore extensively.
Fol l owi ng a general discussion of the basic elenments of the
techni cal planning process and the Federal policies and guide-
lines that have sﬂaped it, the relevant experience in the nine
metropolitan cases will be reported. The chapter ends with a
concl uding discussion of the significant findings and their
inmplications for UMIA's recently proposed transit investment

policy.
CGENERAL GUI DELI NES FOR METROPCLI TAN ASSESSMENT

The technical transit planning work in the nine case study
metropolitan areas was assessed according to a number of general
ui del ines.  These, gui del ines were devel oped to conformto the
tate-of-the-art of "technical planning and the requirenents of
Federal agencies. This section describes the general context of
the technical planning process, as it is currently understood.
Next, it outlines the Federal role in local planning efforts.

Finally, the general guidelines derived fromthis information are
set forth.
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Basic El ements of the Technical Planning Process

Transportation planning generally is performed within the
context of the conprehensive planning process. The conprehen-
sive planning process strives to enconpass the aggregate of urban
area goals and plans involving all of the elenents of the urban
environnent: |and use, transportation, other major public works,
the regional econony, conservation of open space and other aspects
of the physical environnent, housing and conmunity facilities, and
often is extended to enconpass various elenents of social welfare
planning. Since none of these factors is static during the seven-
to 20-year planning period for large-scale rapid transit systens,
it is generally recognized that work programs for transportation
systems planning and their urban context nust be continuously
integrated during all phases.

The process of planning a mgjor new transit systemis often
termed "system planning" to distinguish the process which |eads
uE to a formal conmitnent to a new system or mgjor conponent
thereof, fromthe nore detailed type of transit planning associ-
ated with inplenmentation and operation of an existing transit
system  System pl anning has several objectives:

« The determination of transit needs within the region of
its comunities;

« The sel ection of nodes and routes;
« prelimnary engineering and architectural design;
«Mil tiyear progranm ng of construction; and

« ldentification of related general corridor and station
area devel opment opportunities.

The inplenentation phase of the planning process follows
after system sel ection and progranm ng deci sions have been made.
It generally includes final design and construction and is not of
primry concern in this assessment. However, certain elements of
both inplementation and transit operations decisionnaking need to
become 1 nvolved in the system planning process. For exanple,
| arge system plans are alnost certain to require significant
changes during the process of making final system design and con-
struction decisions. leeMAse_sKsten1plann|ng must concern itself,
at least at a general level, with internodal coordination --
through transfer arrangements and | evel s of service and capacity --
as well as with the systenis abilit% to neet the changing transit
requi renents of the region within the limts of a varrety of
practical operating considerations.
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Wthin the system planning phase, there are six basic work
steps. Although these steps inply discrete stages in the system
pl anning process, they are in fact closely interconnected. ~Step
1 is determination of transit goals; Step 2, data collection,
anal ysis, and nodel building; Step 3, devel opnment of alternative
systems; and Step 4, evaluation of alternatives. The conpletion
of these tasks leads to SteF 5, the system sel ection decision.
This decision is closely related to Step 6, which involves pro-
grammng and initial design of the selected system

Ste? 1. Determination of transit goals. The goals to be achieved
by [he proposed new transit system provide the basis for the

eval uation of alternative transit systems and should strongly
influence the entire transit planning process. Goals include not
only transBortat|on obj ectives, but also |and use, social, and
econom ¢ objectives. They should be devel oped through a partici-
pat ory Process and should provide for identification of groups
most affected by options to be studied.

Step 2: Data collection, analysis, and nodel building. The
availabllily Of data 1or transportation planning purposes had
increased dramatically by the md-1960s as a result of the high-
way and conprehensive netropolitan planning processes that were
established in nost netropolitan areas during that period. Prior
to that period earé¥ system pl anni ng studies, such as those for
San Francisco’s BART and the Chicago Area TransEortation St udy.
(CATS) , both of which were initiated in 1955, had to assenble
their own land use data, conduct traffic surveys and make fore-
casts of travel on the test networks, all within the franmework

of the system planning process.

Today much of the data base being used in conprehensive
pl anning, particularly the origin-destination data, dates from
that period. In contrast to the massive data collection prograns
of the major netropolitan highway programs, nore recent transit
and hi ghway system planning has relied on data from published
sources such as the census or on small sanple surveys. In
addition, local and regional planning agencies have provided data

on existing and future land use and rel ated subjects.

The availability of this conprehensive data base on urban
travel during the 1960s made possible an enormously inprove un-
derstanding of the conplex relationships involved in trip _
generation,” travel patterns, choice of nodes, and their relation
to such factors as land use, travel- tine, and various aspects of
travel costs. A host of forecasting nodels for every aspect of
pl anning has been devel oped to afairly high |level of sophisti-
cation. The fact that these nodels are sophisticated does not
necessarily inply that resulting forecasts are assured of accur-
acy, of course, since this depends on several, factors:
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The validity of the assunptions nade as inPuts to the
forecasts. €Se typically include forecasts of land use (the
geographi ¢ distribution of popul ation and enploynment) and neasures
of performance and cost of traveling on each link of the transit
system and the conpeting highway system (such as fares, tines for
each portion of the trips, parking costs, fuel costs, and tolls) .
If these input assunptions are in error, the forecasts of rider-
ship can be expected to be in error as well.

The accuracy with which current behavioral relationships are
measufed and 1 ncorporated rn (he nodel.  Predrcting transrt rraer-
ship involves several basic torecasting steps. Measur enent s of
trip generation and trip distribution yield an estinated total
nunber of future daily and peak hour trips. Using these numbers,
modal split forecasts predict the proportion of future travelers
who will use transit instead of auto.

Simply stated, the key statistical nmeasurenment in nodal split
| ooks at the average proportion of travelers between any two
points who use transit instead of auto, assumng a given set of
conparative travel time and cost conditions for a given Purpose of
travel (work versus other) or time of day (peak versus off-peak) .
The nodel s used for forecasting the nodal split can take a vari et
of specific mathematical forns, but a common, sinple formis a se
of "diversion curves" that relate nodal split (percent who go by
transit) to. conparative tinmes and costs, with different curves for
different trip purposes or times of day, and perhaps for different
i ncone classes of the travelers.

Ceneral |y speaking, the ability to measure these relation-
ships inmproved during the 1960s as experience was passed from one
study to another. A degree of standardization of procedures
occurred largely as a result of Federal H ghway Adm nistration
efforts, thus providing conmparability and inprovenent in the con-
fidence with which these nmeasurements were made. This is nuch
| ess true, however, regarding transit and nodal split relation-
ships. Mijor transit planning studies generally came along |ater
were fewer in number, and tended to be nore peculiar to the |ocal,
technol ogi cal, institutional, and political circunmstances than the
maj or highway studies. They were often less oriented to objective
techni cal assessment of narket potential and were perforned com
paratively independently because, unlike FHWA, UMIA did not pro-
vide a strong technical coordinating role.
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One of the remaining relationships that has not yet been
assessed, but is of mjor inmportance in transit system planning,
Is the effect of various amenity aspects of new transit tech-
nolo%ies on patronage -- i.e. how nmuch additional transit trave
can be expected (either in new trips or diversion from autos)
due to such factors as air conditioning, smoother riding quali-
ties, reduced noise, reduced crowding, and nore pleasant esi%n
of the stations and vehicle interiors. The nodels that have been
devel oped for transit forecasting provide a framework for incor-
poration of such factors once the necessary enpirical investiga-
tions are done, but until recently there was li1ttle opportunity
to carry out those investigations because of the |ack of transit
facilities and services that possessed these amenities. Research
of this type will be perfornmed under the BART Inpact Study.

The stability of all of these relationships over tine. There
is relatrvely Tittle evidence regarding the ftong termstapility
of these relationships because the conprehensive data bases
required to nmeasure these relationships have been assenbled only
once for mgjor original system planning efforts in nost netro-
politan areas, and nost of these data collection efforts occurred
during a relatively short period in the late 1950s and early
1960s. There is a limted anobunt of evidence fromthe Vﬂsh|n?ton
D. C, area, where repeat surveys were conducted, that sone o
these behavioral relationships are fairly stable over a medium
range tinme period even under rapidly changing conditions --
growth in population, affluence, auto use and suburbanization,
decline in transit use, and other factors. However, no enpirica
know edge exists as to how stable they will be under the different
of changes that are taking place today.

Step 3: Devel opnent of alternative systems. The devel opnent of
alternative systens to meet transit needs is the heart of the
creative design process. It involves an effort to search for
different strategies to conbine existing transit and other ele-
ments of the transportation systemwth a wde range of potentia
i nprovenments including elements of existing, evolutionary, and
new technol ogi es. These can be combined in a variety of geo-
graphic configurations and levels of service. The systens should
be devel oped tfo provide transit services for all major functions
and needs of the area and all segments of the transit market,
including CBD- and non-CBD-oriented travel, Eeak and of f - peak,
regional |ine-haul and community |evel short-haul travel, ‘com
muters, nondriving groups, and others. The process of devel oping
these alternatives should be guided by the transit goals, by
interaction with interested participants, and by feedback fromthe
eval uation process.
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St ep4: Evaluation of alternatives. The evaluation of alternative
urban transportation systens is oeconln%lnuch more conplex in
response to four trend$ or pressures. First, the surge of public
concern for human equality and environmental enhancenent during
the 1960s led to the consideration of nontransportation goals

addr essi ng soci al, econom c, environnental , and urban desi gn

consi derati ons. Second, sone of the same pressures, institution-
alized in the National Environmental Policy Act, gave rise to a
need to give serious consideration tO several system alternatives
rather than sinply justifying one alternative. . Third, the desir-
ability for an interactive transportation planning process was
recogni zed, as descri bed. Fourth, UMIA's efforts to require

cost effectiveness anal yses al so influenced the approach to alter-
natives eval uation

_ The eval uation process previously had been seen as a one-
time conprehensive assessnent of all alternatives considered,

| eading directly to system selection. For several reasons,
this approach is bein% repl aced by a two- or three-phased
eval uation process. or one thing, nost PFOJeCt budget s cannot
afford to fully develop and evaluate all feasible alternatives.
An initial evaluation effort mght be performed in very little
depth to “screen out” options that are far too costly or disruptive,
or fail to meet mniml standards of service, or other criteria.
This effort mght be sinply designed to narrow down the |arge
range of possible alternatives and to aid in packagi ng various
conmponents of the existing systemw th conponents of new systens
or service inprovenents. Decisions to adopt and nove forward
with early inplenentation of a selected component m ght possibly
be nmade at this early stage if it were found that a clear consensus
was reached.

This mght be followed by the major conprehensive round of .
system devel opnent and eval uation, wherein all evaluation criteria
woul d be applied to the alternative systens in depth, followed bY
an effort to select a preferred system However, this period wll
al nost always fail to obtain consensus in any major system plan-
ning effort involving diverse interests and alternatives. Thus
it 1s usually desirable to pro?ran1a conflict resolution period
that may involve devel opment of conprom se systems, packaging of
conponents in different conbinations, effortS to set priorities
anong conpeting conmponents of a system and the |ike. The eval u-
ation work at this stage may concentrate on very Particul ar inpacts
(and their amelioration) that have given rise to greatest concern
anong partici pants.
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A resolution of conflict process is a phase of planning that
al ways occurs in any conplex planning process involving diverse
interests. However, it is unfortunately alnost never anticipated
in planning work programs. Because this is so the resolution of
conflict alnpbst always takes place under the worst type of condi-
tions: deadlines are not met, staff resources are not available
to assist in devel oping conpronise Pplans or performng special
anal yses, and opportunities are mssing to continue the interac-
tion that is required in order to resolve the conflict. These
activities shoul'd be recognized as essential Parts of system
pl anni ng work prograns.

Step 5: Selection of the system The technical transit planning
process cannot be designed to present a definitive answer as to
what transit systemis best for an area. The technical process
shoul d provide information on the forecast success of transit
alternatives in achieving goals. This estimated performance as
wel | as other pertinent data should be used by the decisionmakers .
in their selection of alternatives. Thereforé, the major responsi-
bility of the technical planning process is to ensure that al

t hose who shoul d have an opportunity to participate in

deci si onnmaki ng are adequately informed of such data.

Step 6: Programming and initial design. Mst transit planning
Fas a producing a single, regionw de, |ong-range
plan. Little or no attention was paid to several inportant pro-
gram pl anning questions. planners have done little analysis of
how best to proceed in reaching the end stage of inplenmentation
whi ch conponents to build first, and how to coordinate early com
ponents wth existin% transit and other systems. Their plans have
tended to be inflexible instead of preserving options both to deal
with conceivable, if not predictable, future problens and for
taking advantage of future technol ogical devel opnents. Neither
have they considered how inplenentation mght be staged over tinme.

Anal ysis of all of these Progran1planning consi derat i ons
shoul d be an inportant and continding part of “system planning.
Indeed there is growing recognition anong |eaders in the transit
field for systemplanning to take on this type of enphasis.
new draft policy regulations require “incremental” planning with
an enphasis on setting priorities, considering mxed-node Systens,
and establishing nultiyear inprovenent programs. Despite this
recognition of the direction that system planning nust nove,
however, actual acconplishnents are few

A's

Federal Pl anning Cuidelines and Requirenents.

Federal legal and adm nistrative guidelines influence the
content and practice of technical planning. Metropolitan
areas seeking financial assistance from UMIA for both technical
study grants, under Section 9, and capital devel opnent grants,
under Section 3, nust conply with a variety of admnistrative
requirements and procedures. The bulk of these are prescribed
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E% adm nistrative guidelines rather than by Federal [egislation.

wever, Federal |egislation has strongly influenced the planning
rocess, and nost adm nistrative regulations have roots in
egislative directives.

The UMIA adm nistrative guidelines are derived from
statutory provisions set forth in Section 4 of the U ban Mss
Transportation Act. They are enbodied largely in the agency’s
External Qperating Manual. Mre specifically, the UMIA Pl an-
ning Requirements Quide sets out an extensive listing of factors
to be covered in both urban conprehensive planning and transpor-
tation planning. These requirements are prlnarllﬁ concer ned
with the scope of concerns to be dealt. with in the planning
process and with the qualifications of the public agencies that
sponsor the work. The Cuide defines required elenments for conpre-
hensive planning and transportation plannin?, descri bes how
the two processes nust interrelate, and outlines the format
and content of a transit devel opment program It explains
requirenents for preparing grant applications. The Quide does
not describe or require technical procedures for acconplishing
any of the planning el enents.

Li ke the Guide and the External Operating Mnual, the
recently published joint UMIA-FHWA regul ations for urban
transportation planning are limted to descriptions of the
required plans. '/ The new regul ations require netropolitan
planners to prepare (.1) a long-range general transportation plan,
Including a separate plan for inprovenents in managenent of the
exi sting transportation system (2) an annually updated |ist of
specific projects, called the transportation inprovement program
(Tip), to inplenent portions of the |ong-range plan; and (3) a
mul ti'year planning prospectus supplenented by annual uni fied
pl anni ng wor k prograns.

Federal environnental |aws also have shaped the technical
planning process. The nost significant statutory requirenent
Is contained in Section 14 of the Urban Mass Transportation
Act. This section requires a detailed assessment of the signi-
ficant social, physical, and economc effects of a proposed
UMTA project that includes devel opment of alternatives to the
proposal . The assessment process nust provide anple opportunity
for public participation. Section 14was added by the Urban
Mass Transgortat[on Assi stance Act of 1970 apparently in res-
ponse to the National Environnental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA
and the Department of Transportation Act of 1966. It expands
the legislative intent of Section 4(f) of the Departnent of
Transportation Act. which was intended for the protection of
significant publicly-owned Iand of a public park, recreationa

1/ UMIA-FHWA "Pl anning Assistance and Standards:  (Jpan
Transportation Planning, " op. cit.
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are a, wildlife and waterfow refuge, or historical sites.
Fol | owi ng the NEPA | anguage, Section 14 requires the Secretary
to find that "no feasible and prudent alternative" exists to

a project where any adverse effect results.

The effect of the environnental requirenents is to
call for a transportation system planning approach that enbodies
t horough consideration of alternatives. ~These requirenments are
simlar to the approach described in the earlier discussion of
the el enents of the technical Planning rocess. However, when
the new regul ations were pronul gated, they were applied to
al ready selected systens. This resulted in delays probably
wel | beyond the intent of the NEPA |egislation.

UMTA recently took stePs toward defining more clearly
a general approach for devel oping and eval uating alternatives.

The agency promulgated a draft policy statenent _
t hat requires each community to determ ne which alterna-

tive transit inprovement "best serves the area’s needs, taking
into account. the social, econonmic, environnental, and urban
devel opnent goal s.

UMTA's new Eolicy calls for transit alternatives to be
devel oped in packages of conbinations of transit nodes, each
appropriate to the service requirenents of a specific corridor.

| mprovenents nust be considered that enploy effective manage-
ment and operation of existing transportation systens as well

as construction of new facilifies. The plan should be

impl emented in increnents, based on analysis of projected 5-

to 10-year transportation needs, with priority given to the
area’s nore i medi ate needs. The evaluation of the alternatives
must indicate which one is the nost cost-effective plan for
meeting the area’s goals. It nust provide

full opportunity for public involvenent fromthe early stages

of the process.

UMTA proposes to base the extent of Federal conm tnent
on "the cost of the initial increnent of the plan which provides
for the transportation needs of the conmmunity in a cost-effective
manner.” The locality could opt to apﬁly the Federal grant toward
a nore costly alternative so long as the coverage
of transportation service is essentially the same.

_ . The approach UMIA adopts in adninisterin%_the new
guidelines is critically inmportant to their ability

to inﬁrove the quality of urban transportation planning --
and the quality of urban transportation as well.

CQuidelines for Metropolitan Eval uation

The netropolitan cases were selected to represent diverse
pl anning issues that arise in different types of situations.

1/ UMTA, "Proposed Policy for Major Urban Mass Transportation
| nvest ments, " op it
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These situations ranged from decisions regarding reconstruc-
tion or extension of |ong-standing Public rail transit opera-
tions; to decisions regarding the planning and eval uation of

new rail or new technology systens or the rejection of such
systems; and, finally, to decisions involving the inplenentation
of entirely new rail systens.

, Although a variety of technical planning activities were
underway in each case. four categories of crtically inportant
pl anning activities were defined for purposes of the assess-
ment . set of guidelines was fornulated for eval uating how
these steps were carried out. The four categories _
are not all-inclusive and that they are neant only to provide a
framework for focusing the assessment on key elenents of the
pl anni ng and deci si onnaki ng process. The categories and
their corresponding assessment guidelines are discussed bel ow

Broad, explicit goals and objectives should guide technical
planning _and decl Sionmaking.  The technical process nas been
examned to determne the explicitness of the goals and

obj ectives, the extent to which they were enployed as criteria
in-evaluating alternative systems, who participated in goa
setting, and the relationship of goals to other regional

obj ectives, insofar as these have been defined in the com
prehensive netropolitan plannin? program In addition, the
goal s and objectives should reflect the interests of all major
constituencies and types of travel needs. They should al so
encourage a nultinmodal transportation strategy appropriate to
the area and not be nerely designed to |ead the eval uation
process toward a predeterm ned sol ution.

A range of realistic alternative solutions should be devel oped.
| | Y S been exam ned 10
eval uate their technical relationship to the projected transit
market, the relationship to areaw de goals, and the degree
to which the alternatives were determned by narrowy defined
olitical considerations, as distinct from political decisions
ased on solid technical evaluation of how the alternatives
affect, or serve the objectives of, various constituencies .
Assunptions that were nmade for each alternative have been
examned to determine if they are unnecessarily restrictive or
costlﬁ for the efficient functioning of the proposed system
and thus if they had a significant negative influence on the
resul ts of the eval uation.

The eval uation of alternatives should be thorough and fair.
The 1Tnvestigation considered both the effectiveness of eval ua-
tion techniques and the validity or reasonabl eness of the

data, particularly the forecasts, used for testing the alter-
natives. The range of factors used in the evaluation and the
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wei ght attached to inportant considerations such as cost ef-
fectiveness and the achi evenent of defined goals and objectives
al so have been examned. A critical question was the extent to
whi ch bal anced consideration was given to the full range of
goal s and objectives as opposed to excessive concern wth a
particular class of them such as those that are quantifiable,
those relating only to systemusers, or those relating only to
particular |and devel opment interests. Simlarly, the evalua-
tion should consider the effects on all major interests. It
shoul d make technical information available to decisionmakers
and the public and provide sufficient opportunities for the
results of the evaluation to be reviewed by all interests.
These coments should be given appropriate consideration in the
course of planning.

Apractical and flexible plan of inplenmentation should be
developed. The Tnplenentation plans have been examned to de-
ermne the influence exerted by availability ?or | ack of avail -
ability) of Federal financing as well as the effect of |ocal

finance requirenments on decisionnmaking. The ability of the

plan to respond to changing circunstances and permt staging of

| mpl ement ati on al so have been consi dered.

One factor that has been considered throughout is the
participation of the public in each of these phases. Public
participation is discussed in greater detail in the decision-
maki ng chapter and is only briefly nentioned here as it relates
directly to the technical process.

METROPOLI TAN EXPERI ENCE

This section evaluates the  technical
procedures that planners in the nine case metropolitan areas
foll owed in developing transit plans. The information is
subdi vided into categories corresponding to the guidelines

used in assessingthe Metropol itan experience and descri bed
in the preceding section.

The assessnent of technical planning processes |ooked at
the following study activities in the nine netropolitan cases:

« The Boston assessment focused on the Boston Transpor-
tation Planning Review, carried out between 1971 and
1973. This study was established to reevaluate najor
hi ghway proposal s.
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Recent planning for Chicago transit inprovenents has
called for extensions to existing commuter rail |ines
into suburban counties, expansion of regional bus
service, and additions to the central city-focused
rapid transit system including proposals to depress
the elevated | oop and add new "distributor” |inks.
The loop and distributor subway proposals have been

evolvin? since 1965. The first plan was published in
1968. t was updated in 1971 and subsequently subjected
to an environnental inpact analysis, conpleted in

1973, that reaffirmed the same scheme. In June 1974
t hese proposals -- and other subway, commuter rail, and
bus inprovenents -- were included in the 1995 Trans-

portation System Pl an.

planning for San Francisco’s rail system was grounded in
a 1947 joint Arn%-hhvy study of alternative bay cross-
I ngs. n 1956 the Bay Area Rapid Transit Comm ssion
prePared a prelimnary engineering study for a rapid
rail transit system ~ In 1961 principal technical
studies were conpleted that led to a plan for a
five-county Bay Area Rapid Transit system In 1962
the systemwas trimred to three counties, and a bond
issue to build it won approval in referendum In
recent years, technical studies have been undertaken
to plan BART extensions.

Seattle's mgjor transit plans were proposed in 1967,
1970, and 1972. The 1967 plan, published by the Puget
Sound CGovernnental Conference, called for a 47-mle, four-
leg rapid rail systemfocused on the CBD. Voters
rejected the Froposal in 1968. Two years later the

same plan, bolstered by evaluation and discard of

several bus alternatives, was again presented to voters
and defeated. In 1972 a new study produced a short-term
bus inprovement program that won approval in referen-
dum that fall.

Like Seattle, Los Angeles took rail transit proposals
to the polls twice, I'n 1968 and 1974, and both times
the proposals were turned down. Several plans were
produced prior to 1968, but the system placed before
voters was based nost directly on an engineering

study begun in 1967. Planning for the recently _
rejected systembegan in 1972. A plan for a 116-mle
system was” published in July 1973 and was foll owed

by another round of alternatives analysis leading to a
proposal for a 145-mle rapid rail system published
In March 1974. This plan was defeated in a referendum
vote in Novenber 1974, and subsequently a new system
pl anning effort was begun.
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Washington, D.C. , initiated transit system planning
with the 1959 Mass Transportation Survey, which nade
prelimnary proposals for a 33-mle rail transit system
and a network of new highways. Between 1960 and 1962

a new study team using new data and incorporating
prelimnary engineering, produced a new plan that
recomrended an 83-mle rail transit system and reduced
the highway nileage proposed earlier. Subsequently,
transit plann|n% and highway planning took separate
courses. The 1962 transit plan was trimmed to a 25-nile
"bobtail" systemfor the District of Columbia only and
was approved for construction in 1965. A new technical
study process began in 1967 to extend the systemto the
suburbs; it produced the 98-mle regional system that
was approved for construction in 1968.

Atlanta’ s early technical plans were devel oped in 1960-
1962.  In June 1961, the regional conprehensive plan-
nlnﬁlbpdy called for a 60-mle rapid rail system
Prelimnary engineering studies resulted in a plan for
a 66-mle rail system which was published in 1962.
in 1967 an update of this plan recomended a 54-mle
rail system which was cut back to 40.3 mles and
resented to voters in 1968. The plan was rejected.
arlier in 1968 an alternatives analysis was begun
that led in 1969 to a draft recommendation for a busway
system By 1971 the busway sYsten1had been rej ected,
and a nodification of the earlier rail plan -- coupled
with a program for short-term bus inprovements and a fare
reduction -- was approved that year 1 n referendum

Denver began transit system planning in 1971, and in
1972 a first phase plan was published that laid forth

a concept for future |and-use configuration and a

conpl ementary regional transportation concept. It

was the goal -setting phase of a transit planning process
that reconmended in 1973 a 98-nmle personal rapid
transit system Voters that year agproyed a sales tax
measure to finance an early action bus inprovenent
program  further study of the PRT proposal, and,
u|t|natek¥,_ construction. At UMIA's request, Denver
proceeded with an alternatives evaluation study and, in
April 1975, recomended an 80--milc automated rapid
transit system (a considerable nodification of the
earlier PRT concept). supplemented by express bus.
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« The Twin Gties Metropolitan Planning Conm ssion
(the regional transit authorjty} began a series of
l'ong- range Flann|ng studies in"1968-1969. In 1970
conventional rail rapid transit was reconmmended to
serve as the backbone of a regional system A subsequent
study evaluated alternatives and proposed a 37-mle
rail system Meanwhile, the Metropolitan Counci
(the re?ional conpr ehensi ve planni ng agency) ?roduced a
plan calling for exclusive busways; and private
orPanlzat|ons were pronoting study of advanced tech-
nol ogy systens. The state legislature stepped in to
arbitrate and requested both regional agencies to
cooperate _in planning an autonated snall-vehicle
system The resulting plan, published in January 1975,
recomrended a 16-passenger group rapid transit concept
to replace conventional rapid transit as the region’s
backbone system No system sel ection decision has been
made as yet.

Goal s and Ohj ectives

CGeneral Iy speaking, the technical approach to goal setting
in the case netropolitan areas has corresponded to the historical
period during which the planning was initiated. Thus, goals
articulated during the 1950s and early 1960s were nore narrowy
focused than the goals devel oped since the late 1960s. Between
that period and the present, two main factors have led to a
broader range of goals for transit plans: grow ng popular concern
for equal opportunity and environnental protection, and a nore
participatory approach to goal setting. Only in recently ini-
tiated studies have goals been translated into evaluation criteria
for use during the course of the planning process. And although
every case shared the goal of reducing forecasted autonobile .
traffic, none represented a truly nultinmodal planning approach.

These points are anplified in the discussions that follow.
In each discussion, summary exanples are cited from rel evant
metropol i tan cases.

Early plans . During the 1950s and early 1960s transit was
Viewed as a neans for dealing with several of the nobst serious
urban problems perceived at the tine. Transit pronoters and
ot hers expected major new systems to (1) revitalize the ailing
central cores of older netropolitan areas, (2) reduce auto
congestion and the need for new hi ghways serving commuters,
and (3) help counter the trend toward suburban sprawl. The

| and use focus of these goals rightly indicates that in nost
cases early transit proposals were shaped by a close relation-
ship between | and use goals and transit goals (and their
respective planners)
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At this time, although goals were often established as a
first step in developing a conFrehensive plan, a formal goal -
setting procedure was not usually incorporated into the tran-
sit planning process. Thus, areas that initiated transit plans
during this period usually did not solicit public input into
goal setting.

Wth these factors at work, the goals for transit prograns
begun in the 1950s and early 1960s tended to inply a particular
type of system Indeed, two of the three plans started by the

casecities “during this period were undertaken with the clear
assunption that their product would be a rapid rail transit
system

Atlanta. Atlanta initiated transit planning out of a
desi e to reduce hi ghway congestion, channel regional growh,
and enhance the center city, although these goals were not
explicitly laid out as such, and were not enployed
directly in evaluating transit alternatives in the
early plans. (The first early transit plan, Atlanta
Regi on Conpr ehensive Plan: Rapid Atlanta,|1961
UFgPrEﬂ'agg'PTUUFEWFTUT'TﬂE'ﬂrPEHFE'NEFrUpo i tan
Region, 196Z2.) BOth plans were expecied to propose
rapid rail systens at the outset, and both did.

San Francisco. Asearly as during the 1941-1947 Joint Arny
Navy Board Study, San Francisco planners viewed rail transit as a
otential substitute for additional bridges across the
ay and as a means for preserving San Franci sco from
the effects of additional automobile traffic. This work
was followed by a series of studies specifically addressing
the need for rail rapid transit.

Washington, D. C. In Washington, D. C, the earliest transit
study pursued a nore broadly framed goal than in the other
two cases. This goal, nonetheless characteristic of
the period, was to acconmodate the future transportation
needs of an expanding population. In the 1959 report of the
Mass Transportation Survey, transit was not gredeternined
fo be included in the pran. However, the 1959 survey
was conﬁleted during a period of grow ng public concern
about the unwanted effects of hlghmays on nei ghbor hoods and
parks. Critics thought it called fof too many highways and
too little transit. ~That report, prepared bK t he Nat1 onal
Capital Transportation Agency, spelled out the need
for an iqproved transportati on systemto enhance the
wel fare of the District of Colunbia, enable the orderly
growth and devel opment of the national capital region,
and preserve the beauty and dignity of the nation’s
capital, although these goals were not enployed in
t he planning process.
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Recent plans. During the 1960s and 1970s, the scope of nationa
concerns expanded to include a range of new issues that nade their
way into statenents of goals for transit systens. (One of the

i ssues was reflected in canpaigns for providing equal opportu-
nity -- to ethnic mnorities, the poor, the elderly, and the
handi capped.  Anot her issue, spawned by urban growth and particu-
larly the increased use of the autonobile, was created by the
threat of environnental degradation as neasured principally

by air pollution, energy consunption, and suburban sprawl. In
devising ways to deal wi th suburban devel opnent and the
parallelin% i ncrease in suburban-oriented work trips, public
attention began to focus on the desirability of encouraging

nodal growth with clustered |land uses.

New transit ?oals responding to these issues called for
mexi num mobi lity for transit dependents; reduction in auto use
to inprove air quality, conserve energy, and control growth

and new attention to suburban-oriented transit service. Land-
use-oriented goals usually were borrowed from regional |and-use
plans, a step that reflected a high degree of apparent coordi-
nation during this period -- as earlier -- between transporta-
tion and regional planners.

Until about 1970, most of the goals were devel oped by .
Elanners with the aid of public officials. Since then, citizens
ave pla¥ed an increasingly direct role in the devel opment of
goal s. his formal establishment of a gQal-Setting process
was acconpani ed by the devel opnent of evaluation criteria,

based on the goals, to assist in the planning process.

Exanpl es fromthe case netropolitan areas that illustrate
most or all of these changes are:

Seattle. Seattle’'s 1967 transit plan adopted the goals of
the regional |and use plan w thout structuring a particr-
patory goal -setting process. After rail plans were
defeated twice at the polls, Seattle planners nodified
their approach. The bus transit plan subsequently
devel oped (and approved) encouraged public participation
in fornulating goals through a series of public neetings.
A w de-ranging set of four goals was listed: (1) im
proved mobility for the general popul ation and especially
for the transit dependent; (2) furthering the region’'s
envi ronnmental and devel opnent poli cies; (ég fl exibl e
transit systemin which routes could be a ef’ang o
changed wth ease to nmeet changi ng demand; (4% provi di ng
channel's for citizen participation during both planning
and operations phases. These goals reflect the trend
toward placing priority on serving suburban |ocations,
and they were used to sel ect a_sHsteP1that rovi ded
express bus service to four "high volume service
areas” (including three non-CBD areas% : &; e rejected
al ternative concentrated service to the CB .?
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Denver. Denver’'s goal -setting procedures enbodied all the
charactertstics of recent planning efforts. General transit
goals were devel oped in parallel with land use goals in
the first phase of the transit planning process, which
was conpleted in 1972.  These goals included: (1) directing
growh into designated areas; (2) providing access to em
ploynment and activity centers; and (3) supporting national
energy programs. The regional |and use plan, which grew
out of the sanme goal-setting process as Denver’s transit

‘plan, called for encouraging growth in 12 suburban
nodes in addition to the CBD

These goals were expanded during Denver’'s recent (1975)
anajgsis of alternatives to the PRT-type system pro-
posed in 1973. Conmunity val ues expressed durin? public
meetings and incorporated as goals Included nmobility

i ssues, mnimzation of disruption, environmenta
enhancenent, esthetic concerns, and cost ninimnzation.
Many of these goals were later used in evaluating

al ternatives, although the one nost inportant goal --
shaping growh to conformto the |and-use plan --

was not effectively applied.

M nneapolis - St. Paul. The Twin Cities 1968-1969 | ong-
range transit study established a conprehensive set of goals
using inputs frommajor local agencies and citizens. The goals
i ncl uded: (1) ease of novenent throughout the area;

(2) provision of a variety of transit nodes to neet
needs of different people; and (3) achievenent of
"a higher quality of Iife." Evaluation criteria were

derived from these goals for application to each study
alternative.

Boston, The 1971-1973 Boston Transportation Pl anning
Revi ew incorporated a broadly participatory goal-setting
process that led to a conprehensive set of fornal
objectives intended to guide the refinement of proposals
for transit inprovements. Al though the citizen partici-
pation procedures in Boston are typical of recent
trends, Boston is atypical in its CBD orientation. One
of MBTA's current principal goals calls for enphasizing
i mproved access to existing areas of dense devel opment,
particularly the downtown.

Discussion. Due to the interest in limting suburban spraw and
channeling growth into activity centers, one mght have-expected
a greater degree of faocus on nei ghborhood-1|evel service. How
ever, all of the transit studies exam ned gave priority to
regional needs, and nost did not attenpt to consider intra-

nel ghbor hood types of service.
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Each of the nine cases has held the goal of reducingauto-
mobi | e use as an inportant ﬁurpose for developing a transit
system  One might expect this goal to have led to multinoda
pl anning -- simultaneous stud¥ of transit and highway alterna-
tives to serve a single set of travel demand projections.
ever, none of the cities pursued nmultinodal planning in the

strictest sense.

e Highway-oriented transportation plans in Atlanta and
Seattle included transit proposals, but these were
rejected in favor of the recommendations of transit-
oriented studies.

e \Washington, D.C., began transit planning with a study --
the 1959 Mass Transportation Survey -- that was multi-

modal in concept. wever, highway planning responsi bi -
lities were eventually clainmed by the region’s highway
agencies. “

e A number of cases, including Washington, Atlanta, San

Franci sco, and Seattle, proposed joint use of planned
hi ghway facilities for transit and autonobil es.

e Boston offers the best exagrle of metropolitan w de
coordination of transit and highway planning. The
BTPR s sket ch-pl anni ng process eval uated both hi ghway
and transit alternatives. However, the transit options
were not studied to the sane |evel of detail as the

hi ghway opti ons.

In sumary, the use of goals as an evaluation tool is
a recent devel opment and has occurred only when active citizen

particiPation has been a part of the planning process. In
goals for coordinated transportation systems, transit

spite o
pPans are usually devel oped independent of highway planning.

Devel opment of Alternatives

Li ke goals, the concept of alternatives has evol ved over
the decades of transit planning in the nine cases. Pl anning
begun prior to the late 1960s typically did not devel op as
broad an array of alternatives as occurred in nore recently
initiated plans.

Early studies. The early transit studies in San Francisco and At-
anta and the 1962 study in Washington, D.C., viewed transit funda-
mentally as an alternative to the autonobile. At the tine,

rapid rail transit was popularly considered the only transit

option. Typically, a rail systemwas conpared to an all-hi ghway
system in a few studies conparisons were nmade also to an all-

bus system
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A major inpetus behind the early tendency to polarize
the_transFortat|on options into expressway versus extensive
rapid rail was provided by the highway-oriented transportation
studi es conducted in nost |arge urban areas during the 1950s
and the 1960s. These studies included CATS '/, BATS °/, AATS 7,
PSRTS ‘/, and DVATS °/. They usually constituted their region’s
first effort at areawi de urban transportation plannin?. These
studies typically forecast rapid urban growth and called for
an expanded hi ghway construction programto cope with the
increased travel demand. In this way they alerted regiona

pl anners and the public to the growi ng urgency of the need to
provide an alternative to the autonobile.

Seattle, Denver. The 1967 Seattle study and the 1973
Denver stugKﬂﬁresented transit-oriented alternatives to the
PSRTS and S studies, respectively. The transit studies
devel oped land-use as well as transportation alternatives

to the earlier plans. The highway studies assuned

trend growth patterns -- sprawl -- while the transit
plans called for containment of %{omﬂh i n desi gnat ed
nodes. It ‘is interesting that the population and econo-

mc growh predicted in the transit studies reflects
the sanme optimstic growh forecasts as the hi%hmay-
oriented plans. These forecasts, especially the predic-
tions for the CBD, tended to build a case for |arge-
capacity transit systemns.

Later studies. Later studies |ooked at alternatives to heavy
rail systems. The growth in |lowdensity suburban areas, which

could not easily be served by conventional rail nodes, was a
maj or factor influencing the-exam nation of such alternatives
as-bus, PRT, and light rail. The range varied greatly anmong the

case metropolitan areas, fromtwo to over one hundred. Most of
the studies conpared two fixed guideway alternatives with a | ow
capital alternative and an inproved version of the existing bus
system Exanples of the quality and breadth of alternatives

are listed here. The Twin Cities boasts the nost conplete
range; several cases display unrealistically expensive or other-
w se i nadequate choices of alternatives; while nmost of the cases
fall somewhere in between.

1/ Chicago Area Transportation Study.
2/ Bay Area Transportation Study.

3/ Atlanta Area Transportation Study.
4/ Puget Sound Regional Transportation Study.

5/ Denver Metropolitan Area Transportation Study.
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Seattle. In the 1970 Seattle plan four alternatives were
tested, i1nctuding (1) buses in mxed traffic, (2) buses wth
nmetered freeways, (3) busways, and (4) rail and bus. The plan
assumed growth forecasts that were optimstic, especially in
light of the recession that Seattle was _
experiencing at the tine. (More recent studies have
projected greatly reduced growh.) The first two
alternatives were elimnated because they could not
carry the traffic that would be generated by the fore-
casted growh. The busway alternative required a
doubl e-deck tunnel in the downtown to handl e the |oad.

The tunnel cost helped raise the total cost for the
busway systemto $350 nillion nore than the cost of
the rail-bus alternative. Therefore, the bus-rail
alternative was selected, but it met defeat in refer-
endum | ater that year.

Denver. The 1973 Denver study evaluated four alternatives:
(1) alT bus (2) all fixed guideway, (3) PRT with bus,
and (4? rail with bus. The PRT alternative used advanced
technol ogy that had not been denonstrated in operation
at the time (and that still has not been tested)- It
was denand-responsive, W th 7.5-second headways, and
made few internediate stops. The system easily outper-
formed the conventional alternatives.

Twin Cities. The 1969 TwW n Cities study devel oped a range
of alternatives that represent both high- and | ow capital
systems. Froma field of over 100 alternatives, the
sel ection was narrowed to include (1) internediate
capacity rapid rail transit, (2) rapid rail with
extended station spacing, (3) "buses in mxed traffic,

(4) comuter railroads, (5) busways w thout downtown
subways, (6) busways wth downtown subways, and

(7) buses with mefered freeways. Although this array
i's relatively conprehensive, it omts any autonated
system A later study examned automated systens and
conpared their performances against the 1969 results.

Los Angeles. The Southern California Rapid Transit
District 1n CoS Angel es was nandated by the state |egislature
to develop a regional “mass rapid transit system"” CRTD
interpreted the phrase narrowly to inply a rapid rail system
In its 1972-1973 study, SCRTD did not consider a full range
of bus alternatives until pressured to do so by UMIA

Di scussion. . In summary, nost exanples of inpartial and conprehensive
setectrom of alternatives have occurred in cases where no one

transit systemis the local favorite. (Cases in which rapid
rail transit was assumed to be the solution predom nate anong
system planning efforts that began during the 1950s and 1960s.
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A major reason for much of the narrowness of early transit
planning was the mere |ack of know edge anong U. S. professionals
of what options were available and what their capabilities were.
The contrast between the record in this country and European
acconpl i shnments during the 1950s and 1960s is notable in this
regﬁrd. We grew unsophisticated as a result of long public
negl ect .

Eval uation of Alternatives

Al ternatives evaluation is designed to produce sufficient
technical information for decisionmakers to be able to understand
t he advantages and di sadvantages of alternative transit systemns.
The product is used to guide decisionmaking but not to determne
t he decision; other factors, such as Political consi derati ons,
come into play in selecting a systemtrom anong alternatives.
However, it is inportant that these external factors not bias the
techni cal evaluation. This discussion focuses on the content of
the technical procedures in each case.

The conduct of alternatives evaluation has changed over tine,
responding to advances in the state of the art and to new Federa
requi rements.  Thus, cases that began system planning 10 years
or more ago built fewer factors into the process than occurred in
more recent studies. The current UMIA enphasis on determning
relative cost-effectiveness of alternative systens has already
i nfluenced the evaluation process in one case (Denver)

Al though the type and range of factors used in evaluation
has changed over tine, the quality of the process has not neces-
sarily inproved. Studies initiated recently as well as earlier

onef Illustrate both poor and conmendabl e approaches to alternatives
anal ysi s.

The discussion that follows examnes first the changing
character of the technical procedures for alternatives eval uation.
The quality of the process in the case cities is described next.

| nportance of economc factors. The relative inportance

of econom Cc factors—-n the conparison of alternatives

has varied greatly over the approximtely two

decades of transit planning in the case netropolitan areas. Early
studies for the San Francisco, Atlanta, and Washington, D.C. systéens
relied chiefly on benefit-cost analysis to justify the selected

rail systems. Following this period and up to a year ago, nost
systems were eval uated on the basis of a w de range of environnental
and social factors as well as econom c considerations, which

were no longer of primary inportance. However, since UMIA began
requesting a determnation of cost-effectiveness , econopic _
fac}ors are once again assuming greater inportance in ar}ernat|ves
anal ysi s.
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~ The follow ng exanples describe the changing approaches
within the netropolitan cases to alternatives analysis.

Chicago. The Chicago CATS (1958) , like nost other studies
of itS type, used only a limted n-umber of factors to evaluate
the transit proposals. Mst of them were expressed in nonetary
terms. They included costs of capital, interest, and annua
operations; benefits of tine savings to existing transit riders;
and acci dent reducti on.

Washington, D.C. The 1968 study that led to selection of the
Washi ngton, D.C-, adopted rail system justified the recommended
systemwith a benefit-cost analysis that quantified benefits due
to time savings by transit and auto users, auto insurance and
operating cost reduction, conservation of |land for better use,
reduction in job tardiness and early departure, reduction in dis-
m ssal for inclement weather, elimnation of second and third
cars, and reduction in enployer-provided parking facilities.

Boston. The Boston Transportation Planning Review (1971-
1973) provides a good exanple of an alternatives eval uation using
a variety of factors that reenphasize econonic considerations.

Each alternative was evaluated by factors grouped in 10 categories:
(1?.Capita| costs: (2) transportation service; (3) housing relo-
cation needs; (4) effect on regional econonic patterns, (5) com
munity economc inpact; (6) inpacts on |andscape, open space,

and historic resources; (7) inpact on air quality; (8) noise
levels created;, (9) effect on community quality; (10) inpacts on
nat ural ecosystens.

Denver. The 1975 Denver plan represents the first attenpt
to burTd comunity goals into the process of identifying a cost-
effective transit alternative. The evaluation used a wde range
of considerations, many reflecting conmunity goals, to evaluate
alternatives. A lowcapital alternative was rejected because it
coul d not achieve community goals, and the nobst cost-effective of
the remaining high-capital alternatives was sel ected.

Quality of the analysis. The quality of the alternatives analysis
varied greatly tron1§tudK to study, and not necessarily with res-

pect to time. Even if the changes in the state-of-the-art over

time are considered, exanples of inadequate procedures can be

found anmong recently initiated studies as well as those begun

early, and vice versa. _ A good technical evaluation should neasure

the Conparative capacities O the alternatives to nmeet goals established

by the community in question. |f the evaluation process is biased,
deci sionnmakers are given inconplete information and they nmay not

be able to identify all of the potential problens inherent in the
various alternatives or to identify the steps necessary to over-
come these problems. In many cases, the technical work was used
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to justify an already selected (or strongly favored) alternative.

Washington, D.C. The first transit plan in Washington, D.C,

rew out of a regironal transportation study that addressed both

i ghway and transit needs. his study, the Mass Transportation
Survey of 1959, laid the groundwork for future transit planning
although its transit proposals were not directly represented in
the systemthat was eventually adopted. The
study began with no preconceived solution and conducted a
thorough and fair evaluation of alternatives.

Boston. The BTPR process, initiated in 1971, is an exanple
of a conprehensive analysis, as has been explained. However, as
the study began, there was strong political support for the
decision that was ultimately made not to build the highways under
study, and the preval ence of this antihighway attitude tended to
distort the otherwise well-structured evaluation process. If the
BTPR process had placed nore enphasis on the devel opnent of
transit alternatives, rather than concentrating on the elimna-
tion of highways, some of the subsequent delays in selectinﬂ

articular transit alternatives within each corridor tight have
een | essened.

San Francisco. BART planners assuned from the beginning that

their plran woul d be a "heavy rail" system If their evaluation of
t he proposed BART system had been nore careful, it should have
identified the proposed automatic train control system as a poten-
tial source of problenms because it was a technology still under

devel opment .

Atlanta. Atlanta's early plans in 1961 and 1962 did not
formalTy Test alternative transit systens. The Metropolitan
Atlanta Transit Study Conm ssion briefly investiPated | nproved
bus service concepts and the use of commuter rail but discarded
these without rigorous analysis. The first serious |ook at
al ternative concepts occurred with the Voorhees study that began
shortly before the defeat of Atlanta’s first transit proposal at
the polls in 1968.

Denver. The analysis of alternatives published by Denver’s
Regi onal Transit District in 1975 denonstrates a recent case in
whi ch questions have been raised about the validity and reliability
of the assunptions and procedures used. To the extent that the
process did not provide conplete, accurate information about a
full range of feasible alternatives, it illustrates the difficulty
in acconplishing this ideal in a metropolitan area where, with
few exceptions, there was solid support from public officials and
private citizens for a specific transit system Few forces were
pushing for a thorough analysis of alternative transit inprovenents
In Denver when, to neet a requirenent inposed by UMIA, the ART
study was begun. In the view of nost Denver residents, the tine
for alternatives analysis had passed.
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Discussion. One of the limtations on the range of alternatives
developed in a nunber of cases was exerted bE t he engi neering
consul tants hired to do the planning work. ngi neeri'ng consul tants
were selected for their previous experience in transit rather than
for their ability to conceive or evaluate alternative technol ogies.
Their mssion and their approach was nore "design" than devel op-
ment and eval uation of alternatives.

Engi neering consultants who were hired to do transit sys-
tem planning could |ook forward to being hired for larger, nore
| ucrative engineering design contracts, particularly if the sys-
tem sel ected was one in which they had extensive previous experi-
ence. Engineering design contracts were Penerally witten so
that there was no incentive to develop a |ower cost transit sys-
tem Mny contracts were witten so that the fee increased as
the system cost increased, thus tending to create an i ncentive to
design conventional heavy rail of highest performance standards
and conpl ete grade separati on.

One of the nost inportant |[essons |earned fromthe netro-
politan experience concerns the ability of a predeterm ned
solution to distort the technical planning work. Throughout the
past 25years the influence of the proponents of one transit sys-
tem or another has had a great effect on the degree of
objectivity of the technical work. Mny studies,
especially early ones, were designed to justify an already
favored type of system and thus were biased in one manner or
anot her. his bias can also be seen in some of the system
eval uations that were perforned at UMIA's insistence after a
basi ¢ system planning effort had been conpleted. In sone cities
where no one transit systemwas the clear favorite, the technica
process has Produced much nmore inpartial information concerning
the merits orf alternative transit proposals. ‘

In addition, the level of public involvement ha§ been Fhowm
to have an inportant effect on the technical work. he I'nclusion
of a formal, participatory goal-setting process as a step in
technical process is likely to lead to the use of the goals in
the evaluation of alternatives. The findings show that”
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eval uating options for entire transit-only systens in many
situations may be less effective than conducting a Lar e Por-
tion of the work program on a subregional basis. The Boston
Transportation Planning Review (BTPR) provides an exanple of
this approach.

For the BTPR, the area under study was _
broken down into several sectors or corridors that were relatively

i ndependent of each other but that each contained highly inter-
related transportation elenments (existing facilities and services,
controversial expressways, and proposed transit facilities and
services). Wthin each subregional area various options were
conceived, refined, and evaluated. Typically, these options in-
cluded a diverse array of public transportation inprovenent pos-
sibilities, such as rejuvenation of comuter rail service,
extension or relocation of rail rapid transit, conventional |oca
surface transit service inprovenents, establishment of new cross-
town routes and special services for the transit dependent.
Consi der abl e enphasis was placed on short-terminprovenents as
wel | as Ion?-range capital inprovenments, the timng of inple-
mentation, funding sources, associated changes required in operat-
ing policies in legislation or in institutional arrangements in
order to carry out each promsing elenment of the options.

The process allowed early decisions to elimnate from further
consi deration or to approve for inplenentation certain elements
for which a clear consensus was forned. This weeding-out step
resulted in a narrowing of the nunmber of options, plus a re-
definition of some of them that would be subjected to further
study. The BTPR also nerits attention for having set aside
periods of time for the critical work that was exBected to be
needed to help resolve the conflicts that inevitably develop in
the course of planning.

| mpl enentation Plan

In addition to generating information to help the system
sel ection decision, planners nust create a detailed plan to guide
i npl enent ati on. The success of an inplenmentation plan depends
largely on three factors. First, a secure source of construction
funds nust be obtained. Second, a flexible inplementation sched-
ule must be drawn up that can respond to changing regional and
local circunstances. Third, neans must be devel oped for direct-
ing and controlling transit-related effects, particularly devel op-
ment i npacts.

Financing. The netropolitan experience in creating the financing
portrons of inplenmentation plans shows a clear pattern of histor-
I cal development. COther aspects of the experience in planning
for inplementation have been nore anonal ous.
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Fi nanci ng plans have been an integral part of new system
proposals in every city studied. Since UMIA began funding capital
progranms in 1966, pl anners in all of the case cities assumed they
coud tap UMIA for its share and concentrated instead on generating
the local share. Five of the cases had to win voter approval
for their financing plans. y/ Transit plans in three O the
cases (Atlanta, Los Angeles, and Seattle) were defeated at |east
once; and only three cases have approved fixed guideway transit
systens (Atlanta, Denver, San Francisco) . The experience of these
flve cities in attenpts to gain public sugport show an evol ution
in both the financing neasures used and the nature of the transit
plan they are intended to support.

One of the nore obvious changes in financial planning has
been the nature of the |ocal taxing mechani sm proposed. Bond
I ssues supported by property or sales taxes have been the prin-
ci pal methods suggested for financing new systems. Property
taxes were recommended by early studies. wever, after initia
success in San Francisco, property taxes were defeated in
Seattle and Atlanta. Sales taxes were substituted and led to
voter approval in Atlanta and Denver -- but to defeat twce
in Los Angel es.

Changes al so have occurred in the nature of the transit
plan itself. One of the factors comon to the nost recent success-
ful fixed guideway transit financing referenduns -- in Atlanta
(1971) and Denver (1973) -- Was the“inclusion of short-term
bus transit inprovenments to acconpany the long-term transit
plan. Inmediate transit inprovements were not associated wth
most of the previous financing referend

Another recent trend is incorporating a provision for
oReratlng assi stance to support eX|st|29 service as part of
the financing plan for a new system arly proposal s had
assuned new transit systems would be able to offset at |east
part of the construction costs with operating surpluses.

Case exanples representing a range of approaches to and
gchesses with different financing proposals are sumarized
el ow,

1/ These five cases are Atlanta, Denver, Los Angeles, San
Franci sco, and Seattle. Only a few participating jurisdictions
in the Washington region had to vote approval of the financing

| an;_ Boston and Chicago can plan on existing authority; and
he Twn Cties has not yet selected a systemor financing plan.
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Seattle. In 1968 and 1970 Seattle voters rejected bond issues
backed by property taxes to finance construction of
a new rall system In 1972, however, voters approved

the use of auto excise tax noney to support a short-range
bus transit plan.

Atlanta. In 1968, Atlanta voters rejected a rail transit
systemto De financed by property taxes. However in 1971
Fulton and DeKalb county residents approved a sales tax
increase to finance a simlar rail system and cover bus
operating deficits. Part of the financing plan assuned
a reduction to 15 cents in the transit fare and increased
bus service. An unexpected drain was placed on the
new tax fund due to high operating deficits. Even though
the state legislature acted to restrict the portion
that can be spent on operating deficits, paying for
the remai nder of the short-term bus inprovenents and the
first segnent of the rail systemwll require careful
budget ary managenent.

Denver. In 1973 Denver area voters approved a sales tax for
the operatron and construction of a regional transit system
The financing plan was closely associated with an exten-
sive shor;-ran?e bus inprovenment plan and inplied the
construction of a PRT system

Los Angeles. In 1968Los Angel es area voters rejected a sales
t ax-based tInancing plan for an extensive rail system
A?ain in 1974 Los Angeles voters rejected a sales tax
plan that would have financed an extensive (although
|I|-defined£ new system and the operation of a large
short-term bus inprovement program

Washington, D. C. In 1968 WATA aBproved a rapid rail system
for Vshingfon, D. C., to be financed by |ocal governnent contri-
butions, revenue bonds guaranteed by the Federal and |ocal govern-
ments, and a Federal contribution to paﬁ two-thirds of the total
cost. The financing plan was approved by |ocal jurisdictions,
which legally commtted thenselves to contributing a share of the
initial estimated costs of the system  Cost escalation

has pl agued WVATA since then. The source of funds to
coveh_inCIeased construction costs has not been determ ned

at this tine.
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Stagi ng of construction. The second elenment of an inplenentation
plan concerns the staging of construction. Al of the major tran-
Si t prograns proposed to schedule inplenmentation over tine, and to
this end staging Plans were designed. However, the new UMIA

uideline for building in increments casts the concept in a dif-

erent light. "/ Traditional construction stages directly follow one
after another. According to UMIA, the increnental approach neans
pl acing fixed-gui deway systens initialhy_only in high density
transit corridors, _and waiting to build in other corridors until
demand develops. Thus existing or near-term needs would be served,
whi |l e additional service would be held back until future growh
had generated enough denmand to justify a transit system Mean-
while, other transit nodes could serve the corridof. Inherent in .
this kind of inplementation plan is the flexibility to respond to
future growt h.

Exanpl es of proposed staged inplementation of new systens
along these lines are limted, and all are UMIA inspired.

Denver. RTD has prepared an 80-nmile Automated Rapid Transit
Plan for the Denver area. The initial segment is to be
only 28 mles long with additional segnents to be
constructed as transit demand warrants and as |oca
citizens and governnents take actions favoring their
construction. RTD s position reflects UMIA s inpl enen-
tation guideline. It also responds to the existence
of nei ghbor hood Oﬁposition to several potential future
segments, although not to the initial segnent.

Los Angeles. A March 1974 report in Los Angel es proposed
several options for building the initial segment of the proposed
system  These options ranged froman initial 33-mle
segment to be constructed In six years to an initia
124-nile segment that would require eight years. The
proposal, called the "building bl ock" aﬁproaph,_responded
to UMIA suggestions. However, all of the building
bl ocks were rejected in favor of buiIdin? the entire
145-m e system (which nmet defeat in public referendum
| ater that year)

Atlanta. UMIA has pledged funding for only a segnent of the
proposed AtTanta system and has made no commtment to
support the entire system By controlling the anount
and timng of Federal noney committed to the Atlanta
system umraw || be able to initiate a policy of
staged i npl ement ati on.

1/ 1MrA, "pPronnsnd Policv for Maior lrban Mass Transportation
Investrpenis,” op. cit.
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Shapi ng urban growth. The final concern of an inplenmentation plan .
Involves procedures for controlling and shaping devel opment _im

pacts. None of the cases has faced this matter squarely. Transit
Is typically expected, in effect, to influence future land use in
a beneficial manner on its own power through the market place.

~Transit’s role in shaping devel opnment in the pre-autonobile
age is undisputed. However, at this time the effect of transit on

shapi ng future devel opment patterns has not been proven to be

significant. None of the cases has denonstrated convincingly that
its proposed transit system could have sufficient influence on
| and use devel opment to achieve |and use benefits. In the case

of BART, there Is wi despread belief, backed by little

evidence to date, that the intensification of growh in San Fran-
cisco's CBDis due in part to BART. However, there is grow ng

di senchant nent over this trend even though it was wdely viewed
as an objective in the 1945-to0-1962 pl anning peri od.

In order to achieve potential |and use benefits, other gov-
ernmental actions (such as zoning restrictions and incentives,
sewer service -limtation, and auto restraints) nmust be conbi ned
with the provision of transit service. Sonme |localities in the
Atl anta, Washington, and San Francisco netropolitan areas have
taken steps to encourage high density devel opment around rapid
transit stations. But to date none of the cases has adopted
or proposed to adopt a package of effective governmental actions
to assist a new transit systemin creating preferred |and use
patterns for the entire region.

The follow ng exanples cover a representative set of
experiences:

Atlanta. In Atlanta the rail system conceived by the

‘1l planning organization during the 1960s was

part of an overall netropolitan growh plan, but no
practical neans of shaping the |and uses acconpanied it.
In March 1968, before the first referendum a study
entitled Inpacts of Rapid Transit on Metropolitan Atlanta
was done for the AtTanta Region Metropolitan Planning

Commi ssion (MPC s successor). It covered |and use inpacts,
effect on conmunity facilities, social inmpacts and
relocation. It also laid out nethods for coordinating

urban renewal and transit station devel opment. The report
was Not carried out to the letter, but the Metropolitan
Atlanta Regional Transit Authority gwﬁRTA), the Atlanta
Regi onal Commi ssion, and the Citg of Atlanta are doing
station area inpact studies which are designed to plan and
control the devel opment around the station areas.
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Los Angeles. In Los Angeles, the Southern California

Rapid Transit District’s plans paid little attention to

the Southern California Association of Governnent’s re%ionm

| and use concept during nost of the planning period. ecent |y
SCRTD has shown sone recognition of the reIationshiF, but
there has been no evidence of any mechanisnms to inplenent
SCAG s plans as part of the transit inplementation program
cacort (@ bl ue-ribbon community invol vement process) raised
the issue of joint developnent at transit station areas
because it had not been built into SCRTD s Phase 111 plan

Boston. In Boston, the Massachusetts Bay Transportation
Authority (MBTA) and the Metropolitan Area planning counci
(MAPC) have produced generaIIY conmpati bl e plans and

proposal s over the years, reflecting the traditiona

I nterlocking relationship between these two agencies. At

the project scale, the experience in the Boston area has

been mixed. Quincy Center is a good exanple of joint

devel opnent that has been inplenented pursuant to state
legislation with the aid and encouragenent of |ocal officials.
Devel opers have responded and a mmjor public parking facility
at the station is well utilized. At Vellington Station, by
contrast, the MBTA designed a railyard/ maintenance facility
in the heart of an otherw se excellent, publicly owned

devel opnent site.

San Francisco. In the San Francisco Bay Area, despite the
excelTent work in developing a regional |and use concept plan

as part of the original BART system planning, the inplenentation
of the plan has been characterized by a nunber of m ssed
opportunities for joint devel opnent, one mgjor clash (wth
Berkel ey), and several |esser ones. Significant instances

of coordinated devel opnent ultinately have been achieved (e.qg.

at Enmbarcadero Station, along Market Street, and in downtown
Cakl and) and subsequent corridor extension studies have been
wel | coordinated with [ ocal planning.

Di scussion. |In summary, successful inplementation plans depend on

wor kabl e financing plans, construction schedul es, and devel op-
ment control s. st recent successful financing referenduns
have been closely tied to short-termtransit inmprovenents. The
necessity of achieving areaw de support at the polls has
encouraged the devel opnent of |arge systens that are to be

i npl emented in one long-term construction effort. Staging of
system i npl enentation has been largely in response to UMIA
policy. Although all of the new transit systems claim signi-
ficant |and use benefits, none of the systens has been presented
as part of a ?ackage of governmental actions that would assure
achi evement of these |and use goals.
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CHAPTER 5
FI NANCI NG FOR PUBLI C TRANSPORTATI ON

The influence of financing mechanisms on transit decisionnaking
is profound and cuts across the two major categories of investiga-
tion (institutional context and technical planning work) in this
assessnent.  For this reason, discussions of financing issues appear
in several places in the report. This chapter was witten to consider
the subject in the depth it deserves.

The chapter focuses on the inpact of the Federal program for
transit support. The anount of funds that has been avail able, the
purposes for which their use has been authorized, and the neans by
which they have been allocated all have contributed to_shaping t he
transit % anning and deci si onmaki ng process on the regional and |oca
| evel . he availability of aid fromthe state and the mechani snms
for raising local funds also have had inportant influences and wll
be di scussed.

One of the central issues has involved UMTA's attenmpts to devel op
a fair allocation procedure for distributing funds. As of 1974 a
portion of the transit program has been allocated bﬁ fornula, a set
amount to each netropolitan area. However, the bulk of the noney
is “discretionary;” that is, it is distributed to applicants at the
di scretion of the UMIA admi nistrator

Fair distribution has been a concern at |east since 1970.
In order to gain broad support for the new UMIA bill being debated
(and | ater approved) that year, a limtation on the anpunt that could
be spent within any state was proposed at 12 1/2% of the total funds
obligated. '/ This provision offset concern that the New York metro-
politan area or a handful of the largest rail systens would be
granted nost of the funds. 7/

The debate intensified with passage of the 1973 Federal -aid
H ghway Act. Perhaps the greatest inmediate inportance of this act
wasS to virtually guarantee strong conpetition anmong urban areas
for the available funds by substantially jncreasin% t he | everage
of a local matching dollar. Until this time UMIA had been able to
provide all funds for projects that met the rather noderate grant
duplication requirenents .

1/ It became Section 12 of the 1964 Act. Later legislation permtted
an additional 2 %6 under certain conditions.

2/ Federal Transit Subsidies, the Uban Mass Transportation Assis-
tance Progran1 Ceorge W HiTton, the American Enterprise TNSTT-
tute for Public Policy Research, June, 1974, p. 8.
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During the past two- years, UMIA-has been exam ning an- approach
for allocating its nowscarce funds that would involve establishing
criteria to be used in judging the relative nerits of grant appli-
cations. ~ The recently. published policy for transit inyestnents
is the first published product of its investigations. / Al though
the policy sets forth conditions that applicants nust neet before
they will be eligible for Federal assistance, it stops short of
proposing criteria for apportioning a limted anount of nobney to
several equally deserving applicants.

The need for stable, predictable funding levels and related
I ssues are discussed in greater detail in later sections of this
chapter. The next section describes the general guidelines that
were established to guide the metropolitan case assessnents; it is
foll owed by a discussion of the netropolitan experience and, finally,
by a summary of conclusions and |essons | earned.

GENERAL GUI DELI NES FOR METRCOPQOLI TAN ASSESSMENT

The financin% i ssues affecting the nine case cities were
identified with the aid of a number of general guidelines for assess-
ment. These guidelines were based on interpretation of Federal Bolicy
as stated in the law, interpretation of conmon state and |ocal ob-
jectives, and an evaluation of the evolution and current status of
transit finance. A summary of the Federal financing programis
followed by a description of the guidelines.

Federal Transit Financing Prograns

The purpose of this section is to sunmarize the financing
mechani sns used to inplenent the Federal urban mass transportation
program  Chapter 2 provides a detailed account of the evolution of
the program

Capital assistance. The first Federal capital aid for transit was
provided 1n the formof capital |oans through the Fbusin% Act of
1961. The Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 (PL 88-365) autho-
rized the first Federal natchin? grants for local transit capita

i nprovements. Typically these funds have paid for public takeover
of private transit conpanies, for acquisition of new bus or rai
transit rolling stock, and for construction of new transit systens

and supporting facilities.

i1 UMIA,  “Proposed Policy for Mjor Uban Mass Transportation
I nvestments,” op. cit.



-94-

Until 1973, the Federal share of capital grants was two-thirds
of the total project cost. In 1973, the ratio was changed to 4-1,

with the Federal Governnment providing 80% of the total.

Funding levels in the capital assistance progran1have i ncreased
since the initial |egislation was passed. From 1965 to 1967, $375
mllion was nmade available. Anendnents in 1966, 1968, and 1969

rai sed the authorizations by $790 million and extended them through
fiscal year 1971. In 1970, Congress amended the Urban Mass Transpor -
tation Act again, this tine authorizin% $3.1 billion for a |ong-

range capital program Table 6 shows the total Federal transit support
to all transit systens in the nine case areas between 1962 and May, 1975

The Federal -Aid H ghway Act of 1973 provided $3.1 billion in
new authority for transit capital grants, along with the option to
use $800 million of highma% urban systenms noney and to exchange
al locations for unbuilt urban interstate highway segnments for

transit projects. In 1974, $4.825 billion new authority was provided
bﬁ the National Mass Transportation Assistance Act. In addition
that act authorized $3.975 billion for a new fornula grant program

whose allocations could be used both for capital programs and to
pay operating costs. The capital grant program is adm nistered
on a discretionary basis.

Techni cal assistance. The first Federal aid specifically earmarked
for transit technical studies, which were defined to include system
engi neering and design, was authorized by the UMIA amendnents of
1966 (PL-562). Since 1961, transit planning had been one of the
hal f-dozen urban planning activities supported under the "Section
701" housing program e 1966 |egislation, however, shifted tran-
sit planning to UMIA, and further authorizations for the technical
studi es have been provided in all subsequent UMIA |egislation.
gechnical studies grants have been adm nistered on a discretionary
asis.

Quidelines for Metropolitan Eval uation

In order to guide the assessnment, a set of guidelines
was fornul ated. These guidelines reflect Federal, state, and
| ocal policy as well as informed professional judgment. '/
These gquidelines provide a framework for focusing the assess-
ment on key financing issues.

1/ One of the mjor sources for these guidelines was a set of
"Criteria for a Desirable Financing Mechanism™ contained in

A Study of Urban Mass Transportation Needs and Financing, U.S.
DOT,  July 1974, p. VI-42Z.
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The four guidelines for assessing the financial questions
are:

Fi nancinqg policy should support national, regional, and |ocal
oals. Financing nechanisms should allow developnent of transit
%ystens that advance current Federal policy for preserving
existing transit systens and revitalizing themto provide
efficient, econonic, and convenient transportation; for providing
moderate fare service to increase the nDb||itV of transit-dependent
persons; and for attracting new riders regardless of their socia
or econom ¢ status or the purpose of travel. At the sane tine,
the financing arrangenents should allow equal responsiveness to

| ocal and regional goals for influencing and supporting desired
devel opnent patterns, inproving environnental conditions, and

ot her objectives.

Fi nanci nq_nechani sns_shoul d provide a stable and predictable
source of funds. This stability should extend to sources of
funds to pay operating costs as well as capital needs, and to
Federal financing policy as well as to neans for raising the
| ocal matching share.

Fi nanci ng nechani sns shoul d encourage a bal ance between short -
ferm and Tong-range planning and an unbi ased choi ce of node
technology  The financing approach should not force rigid
coonmtnment to a fixed long-range plan but should allow atten-
tion to near-tern1|nﬁrovenents and an increnental approach to
devel opnent.  They should provide equal access to support for
operating needs and |owcapital inprovenents as for conventiona
capital -intensive systens. They shoul d encourage devel opnent
of local short-haul, community-level transit service as well as
l'ine-haul systems. The financing mechani sms should avoid
stimulating conpetition anong grant applicants.

Fi nanci nq_nechani sns_shoul d avoi d creating unnecessary adm nis-

trative delays. Policies for adm nistering transit funds should

be devel oped that streanline the grant application review pro-

gess_and mnimze the need for bureaucrats to make technol ogical
eci si ons.

MVETROPCLI TAN EXPERI ENCE

This section summarizes the inmpact of the procedures that
were available to finance transit programs in the nine case
metropolitan areas. The information 1s subdivided into cate-
gories corresponding to the guidelines used in assessing the

met ropol i tan experience and gescribed in the preceding section.
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Ability to support National, Regional, and Local Goals

National qoals. The policies and arrangenents for distributing
ederal transit funds have had (or possess the potential to have)
different degrees of success in neeting national objectives

for preserving and revitalizing existing transit systens,

mnimzing fares to benefit the transit-dependent, and attracting
new riders. However, the absence of operational criteria for

measuring “success” makes judgnent about these matters difficult.

The objective of revitalizing existing systems to provide
more efficient, econom cal, and convenient service and the
objective of attracting additional riders are generally recog-
nized in planning reports at the Federal (and local) Ievels.
However, there are no guidelines for how to evaluate alterna-
tive plans or technologies at the local |level, or howto allocate
funds at the Federal level in ways that will meet those objectives.

Al though the Federal transit program has recognized the
mobil ity problens of disadvantaged ?roups for a nunber of years,
keeping noderate fares for the benefit of |ower-incone groups
did not becone an explicit legislative goal until 1974.  The
National Mass Transportation Assistance Act provides (for the
first time) Federal oPerating assi stance, which will help
| ocalities subsidize low fares, and it requires localities
to set fares for elderly and handi capped at one-half of
regul ar |evels during nonpeak hours. / Until this tine funds
had been available for capital investnent only, and every effort
(including raising fares) had to be made to maxi m ze farebox
revenues. This situation tended to put |ower-incone groups at
a di sadvantage. °/

However, the new act does not guarantee maximumrelief.
Under the new funding program about three-fourths of the

funding is still commtted to capital investnent, and there
are no explicit criteria or incentives for keeping fares at
a noderate level. Continuing inflation, particularly in |abor

1/ Section 103(a) of the National Mss Transportation Assistance
Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-503), which was added to the UMIA Act
of 1966 as Section 5m

2/ During the period 1949 to 1970, transit fares rose at a rate
that "was 3% per year faster than the consuner price index,

according t 0 A Study of Urban Mass Transportation Needs and
Financing, op~cCIit., p. -9 Hlton (op. Ct., pp. 5 56
?nd Iuj present several argunents and sone evidence for how

he UMIA program has tended to inflate costs of transit
servi ces.
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costs, can be expected to cause renewed pressures for increases
in transit fares unless policies on fare increases are restrained
to a greater extent than at present.

Local and regional goals. Financing mechanisms for both
Federal and local shares significantly limt the ability of

| ocal governments to use transit as a means for achieving

| and use and devel opment objectives. UMIA's nain contribu-
tion in this regard has been to channel transit system planning
funds through the regional planning agencies. This step indeed
has led to "coordination" on the local |evel between transit
system pl anni ng and regional conprehensive planning. But this
kind of coordination has not been adequate to assure that

devel opment will occur where planners want it to occur, in

the vicinity of transit stations or corridors.

One of the main causes of this problemis the type of
fundi ng nechanism used to raise the local share. Typically,
the |l ocal share is provided bg bond issues or specially
earmar ked taxes, for which public approval nust be gained in
a referendum In order to show the voters what they are bein
asked to buy, the plan put before themusually is well define
in terms of routes, grade, and station |location. Costs are
estimated on the basis of the specific system plan, allow ng
for inflation and contingencies. However, due in part to the
desire to keep costs as [ow as possible -- and naxim ze the
chance for voter approval -- the estimates do not provide for
many of the costIY activities that are necessary to take full
advant age of devel opment opportunities, if they exist.

For exanmple, one of the major |essons of the BART
experiment, and one that has not been exphasized in nost of

the reviews of the history of ' -

| ar ge-scal e bond issue fi%ancingAgg'alﬁiénF§ éBScﬂﬂqg Fg{P

transit systemtended to create strong incentives for the im

pl enenting agency to mss opportunities for coordinated devel op-
ment pl anning because of the necessity to adhere to a predeterm ned
ti ght budget and tine schedul e.

‘Thus, the plans approved in referenda typically do not
provide for assenbly of land in vicinity of stations; design
work other than for stations and transit facilities; or devel op-
ment of detailed land use plans for sites around stations.

Nei ther do they deal with formation of devel opment nechani sms
for sites (such as special districts, other development finance
mechani sns, quasi - public devel opment corporations) , the need

to work with communities to evaluate and select from anong
different design configurations, or the desirability of nego-
tiating with local governnents to work out arrangenments for
devel opment of associated community facilities.
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Needl ess to say, the plans also fail to take into account
the time delays that would be required to undertake these acti-
vities. Because the need for such activities is not generally
recogni zed until after funding is fixed, the transit agency
and 1ts consultants tend to find thenselves pressured into
a crash programto design and build in an inflexible manner
with mniml coordination with |ocal governnent and potentia
devel opers.

Anot her cause of the inadequate coordination between
transit and land use planning is the lack of statutory authority
that mght allow either transit agencies or netropolitan
pl anni ng agencies to control where devel opnent should or shoul d
not occur. This issue, which is less directly related to
financing mechanisms, is also discussed in earlier chapters.

Stabl e and Predictable Sources of Funding

An effective transit program | evel requires a steady and
predictable flow of funds for planning, capital devel opnent
and oFerating purposes. However, the experience since Wrld
War Il in the transit field indicates that funds have frequently
not been available when or in the anpunts needed. | nadequaci es
in both the Federal program and the financing nechani sns
available at the local level have contributed to this problem

Federal funding policy. A number of transit agencies in the
case metropolitan areas have been faced with changing UMIA
policies and uncertain levels of funding. Wthout some degree
of certainty about the amount of funds and when they will be
available, localities have a difficult tinme planning transit
systems, gaining local public financial support for them and
realistically staging their devel opment.

The charge is commonly nade in conversations that UMIA
went around the country pronoting the planning of big systens
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and promsing that they would be funded w thout providing

any realistic appraisal of what the long-termfair share for
any metropolitan area nmight be. Regardliess of the merits

of this charge, in recent years UMIA has backed off from
previous support in several areas and called for nore studies,
prior to conmmting support for construction.

The conplaint that UMIA has been causing unnecessary re-
study is reinforced by a fear on the part of sone |local offi-
cials that UMIA has deveI%?ed an overLy_ne%ative and unjustified
attitude toward rail rapid transit. his fear has been based
in part on the fact that UMIA has backed away from conm tnments
to new fixed guidewa sKstens in Los Angeles, Denver and el se-
where, and because of the tone of many reports, speeches, and
private conversations, particularly during 1974.

Al t hough UMTA may have had legitimate grounds for this
kind of action in certain cases / some major local transit
officials feel that UMIA's shift has been too great and may
be damaging to public transportation as a whole. They urge
UMTA to I npl ement the new planning requirenments enbodying the
shift in policy in such awy that they do not delay I ocal
support.

Seattle. Several persons interviewed in the Seattle area
felt that the |ack of anK specific level of Federal conm tnent
to assist in financing the proposed rail plan was a significant

reason for lack of support in the bond issues that failed in
1968 and 1970.

1/ It is not_suprising_to naﬂy that UMIA has had a shift in
its thinking regarding rail transit. The attitude toward
rail transit that existed in UMIA and within the transpor-
tation ?Ianning community as a whole afew years ago was
overwhel mingly positive. Since then, inflation in the
costs of systems under devel opnent has been dranati c.
The costs of some proposed new systems have been so great
that they have threatened to swanp UMIA's budget. Several
studi es conpleted over the |ast few years also have in-
fluenced UMIA" s policy. Some studies have tended to call
into question the cost-effectiveness of conventional rai
rapid transit (as conpared with other nedium capacity
transit systems) under a wide variety of conditions
commonly encountered in major urban corridors where such
systens have been planned. QO her studies have shown that
sone rail systeminvestnents tend to result in a negative
income redistribution -- i.e. that upper-mddle income
suburbanites tend to receive nore net benefit than others
from some of these projects.
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Los Angeles. The fact that UMIA admi nistrator Frank
Herringer had nmade statements in Los Angel es questioning the
justification for the extensive rail systemplan is cited as
a factor underming support at the polls in 1974, Simlarly,
uncertainty over Federal support was a factor in the 1968
plan’'s defeat. Prior to the last vote, UMIA made it clear
publicly that it would not commt itself to fund the full
system = This announcenent probably hel ped encourage other

gritécs of the 1974 plan and sent SCRTD back to the draw ng
oard.

Denver. In Denver, local officials believed that UMIA was
supportive of PRT and a large capital-intensive systemin
general.  This provided confidence to go to the voters in
Sept ember 1973 and win approval of financing for both a short-
range bus inprovement program and a |ong-range fixed-guidemay
system  Subsequently, confidence was set back by UMIA's
unwi | Iingness to consider supporting the plan unti
more analysis of alternatives had been conpleted.

Washi ngton, D.C. In the Washington, D.C., area, there
has been nuch confusion over the Federal responsibilities
re?ardin the financing of cost increases in the approved 98-
mle rail system The resolution depends on the outcome of a
political process that bears no real relationship to any neasure
of the area’s needs or its fair share of a national program

Boston. I n Boston, UMIA has called for study of additiona
alternatives in the southwest corridor and for additional im
pact analyses in the northwest corridor, Wwhile local and state
officials feel they have built the required support for these
projects and have satisfied all Federal requirenents under a
reasonabl e interpretation of the law and regulations. They
argue that both of these and perhaps other projects have re-
celved sufficient study under previous planning studies funded
by UMIA, and that therefore the projects should nove forward
to inplenentation without further delay.

Atlanta. Atlanta has reported a simlar experience.
Local planners feel inordinate delays have been caused by proce-
dures 1n the environmental inPact stat enent process. Further-
more, UMIA has committed itself to finance only the initial 13
mles of the rail system under current financing authority,
al though Atlanta and Georgia state officials insist that forner
por Secretary John Vol pe had pledged full Federal aid for the
entire system

Local share. Another major attribute of the funding stability
ISSue rnvolves the availability of local matching funds. Sone
metropol i tan areas have been reguired to obtain the approval

of 60% of the electorate on bond issues in order to provide

| arge-scale funding for new rail systens. These include
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Seattle (1968 and 1970), Los Angel es (1968), and San Francisco
(1962 ) . The last-named case may be the only exanple where
anetropolitan-level vote with this much support (61%

has been obtained. (This vote occurred under the nost favorable
circumstances in many inportant respects.)

Stability of funds required to ﬁlan and program effec-
tively has been best achieved when the localities do not have
to rely primarily on | ocal taxin? powers and particularly

on the property tax. One means for avoiding these require-
ments is to provide greater levels of state support. The
exanpl es of state financing nechanisns cited bel ow vary

wi dely as to the proportion of transit costs covered:

California. In California, part of the state sales tax
on gasoline 1s—being used for transit devel opnent purposes
in several urban areas under one of the nobst inportant pieces
of state legislation in the transit field in recent years.

In addition, the state has given San Francisco’ s BART
the authority to use bridge toll facility funds for the BART
transhay tube. The area still has had to relr Brinarily on
local taxes, however, for the vast nmgjority of BART s cons-
truction. Additional exanples of diversion of bridge tolls
to transit are Philadel phia (PATCO and New York (PATH) , where
interstate conpact agreenents established port authorities
“for this purpose.

Maryl and. In Maryland, state gas taxes and other fees
are earnarked for a general purPose transportation fund, which
is being used to finance part of the Maryland portion of the
Washington, D.C., systemas well as the entire local natching
share of the Phase | Baltinore rail system

Massachusetts. In Mssachusetts, both debt service and,
more recently, general operating deficits have been subsidized
by the state’s general fund. However, the operating deficits
subsid% is currently on an annual basis, which detracts

e

fromt funding stability objective.

M nnesot a. In Mnnesota, the state |egislature has been
asked by the ?overnor to enact a two-year, $9 mllion appro-
priation for fransit operating subsidies statewide in which
a total of $6 million over the two-year period would be used
by the Twin Cities Metropolitan Transit Comm ssion. In addi-

tion the governor has proposed a $100 nillion bond issue

to be backed by state general revenue bonds for initial cons-
truction of the selected fixed-guideway system  Evidence for
the legislature’ s acknow edgment OF the need for direct state
assistance in the Twin GCties area is provided by its direct

i nvol venent in the ongoing transit alternatives study and the
serious consideration it is giving to the governor’s proposals.
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Di scussi on. In general only state and Federal governnents
have the power to levy taxes that neet several of the criteria
necessary for sound transit financing. Localities tend to
have authority over only such revenue sources as ﬁroperty
taxes, sales taxes, and various licensing fees. These sources
are often inadequate for major transit devel opment purposes
for a variety of reasons including their regressive character;
| ack of public acceptance; prior commtnent of the tax to

its limt for other purposes; and the |limted amounts that

can be obtained fromthe sources in question.

The Federal -aid highway program has always been consi dered

a prine exanple of a successful program from a standpoint of
stability of funding. The earmarking of fuel and other taxes
to a trust fund at the Federal level over a long period is
a mpjor part of this success of course, but the |long-term
commtment of gasoline taxes, licensing fees, and other highway
user taxes to the program at the state level is also a mgjor
art of its effectiveness. The success of the highway program
eads one to the conclusion that funding stability would be
enhanced if nore states could be persuaded to provide a tax
base for support of transit in urban areas.

Long- Range, Regi onal Pl anning Versus Short-Term Loca
Responsi Veness

\Wher eas Ion? range planning is essential to achieving
arational and effective transportation system sone aspects

of the current Federal funding nechani sm may have encouraged
too early a conmtnent to a fixed plan. In nmany netropolitan
areas uncertainty about levels of UMIA funding, and the need

to secure local funding through regional referenda on bond

I ssues have forced transit authorities to commt thenselves

to long-range plans for overly extensive regional systens.

Part of this tendency has to do with the necessity of providing
the same technology and service to all the voters in the region
and part of it has to do with trying to make sure that the
locality gets its "fair share" of Federal funds. UMIA's

di scretionary grant approval process may foster this Kkind

of conpetition.

Overly extensive plans. As has been noted, bond issue finance
mechanisns 1n netropolitan areas have tended to force a rigid
comm tnent of the transit devel opnent agency to a fixed |ong-
range plan. In general, any metropolitan-level vote tends -
to overextend the commtnent to a long-term plan.

San Francisco. In the case of San Franci sco, commtnments
to extend the BART systemin several directions beyond the -
limts of the system authorized in the 1962 election were
made during the canpaign and are still having a substantia
effect on the planning-process.
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Seattle, Los Angeles. In these and other netropolitan
areas, political considerations and the need to get a vic-
tory at the polls resulted in transit plans that had greater
track mleage than would probably be justified by any rational
investment criteria. (The nost recent vote in Los Angeles,
however, may not have forced a commtnment to such a very
rigidly fixed system as nost previous referenda, partly
because it was not a bond issue.)

Often the problemis that referenda nmust occur on a county-
wi de basis. It the county boundaries forma rational rela-
tionship with possible configurations of a regional transit
system then a |ocal option as to éoining or staying out of
participation in a bond issue na% pe a sound basis for
adoption of a |long-range plan. his can be argued in the .

San Francisco region in the case of the decision by Marin
and San Mateo counties to stay out of the original BART bond
referendum and also in the case of the decision by Cobb and
GmM nnett counties in the Atlanta area not to participate in
MARTA. -

The Los Angel es exanple can be used to illustrate a
fairly typical process that occurs in putting together a
financing plan tor a referendum Although it is hard to pin
down precise causes, it appears that a logrolling effort |ed
SCRTD to opt for a very extensive system The real support
for the systemwas in the Gty of Los Angeles; and the fact
that it was extended farther out into the county caused its
defeat. The role that the County Board of Supervisors and
muni ci pal officials in the rest of the county played is not
entirely clear, but it can be surmsed that they negoti ated
for a nore extensive system The process becane a vicious
circle in which the nmore SCRTD had to extend the systeminto
suburban areas to get the officials’ support, the nore it
had to depend on potentially nonsupportive voters.

Distortion in the choice of technology. The nere |ack of

w despread know edge and understanding regarding the variety

of different transit technologies avallable and the ways in

whi ch each can best be used within a given metropolitan area

al so has tended to encourage commtnent to a single Rﬁ%ionm
rai| technology and hence a fixed long-termplan- / na
nation grows very unsophisticated in a field as a result of

| ong neglect, a danger arises that such |ong-term single-mnded

1/ The awareness of the variety of options that exist has
been ai ded by preferential bus experinents, the devel opnent
of light rail transit and personal rapid transit systens,
and by innovative mxing of different technologies in
Toronto and in many European cities. (See Vukan Vuchi c,
“Rail Transit: Characteristics, Innovations and Trends,”
paper presented at 1975 Transportation Research Board
Annual Meeting in Washington, D.C.)
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planning will become the normin an all-out effort to catch
up and get ahead (not unlike the conmtnent to the interstate
hi ghway system after nore than a decade of neglect of the

hi ghway system) .

There can be little doubt that the availabilit% of Federal
funds for capital inmprovenents only has created a bias in |oca
deci sionmaking in favor of heavy rail rapid transit systems or
other fully grade-separated fixed-gui deway systens. he avail a-
bility of Secure, long-term funding for highways has created a
simlar bias toward highways over transit, although the funding
flexibility provisions in the 1973 Federal -aid H ghway Act nay
hel p right the bal ance.

Very few exanples exist of serious efforts to search for
ways in which transit systems with |ower capital costs ﬁe.?.
light rail transit, conventional bus or trolley or partially
grade-separated bus systens) mght suffice when transit
pl anni ng agenci es believed that funding m ght be obtainable
for the nore costly option. In addition, transit planners
have tended to prefer capital-intensive rapid rail to comuter
rail, which involves rinari|¥ operating expenses, partly be-
cause of the unavailability of operating assistance.

The main reason | ower-cost options were ignored in the
past was a belief (wthout much supporting factual evidence)
that the nore capital-intensive systens have | ower Oﬁerating
costs per passenger. This assunption generally has held true
for conparisons of conventional bus and rail transit systens,
when each system had roughly conparable and fairly high | oad
factors, because rail systems need fewer operators per passenger
However, when passenger volunes are noderate, and under certain
other conditions, bus systens can have | ower operating costs.
In asimlar vein, newer technology systems have been expected
to reduce operating costs due to automation, but the need for
hi gher nai ntenance costs and higher salaried staff are likely
to offset or even exceed these reductions under a w de range
of circumstances.

The tendency of the programto bias the choice of technologg
can be expected to change significantly in the near future wt
(1) the ayailabilijg of about a quarter of the Federal UMIA funds
for operating subsidies, (2) qgomﬁng awar eness that |ess capital -
intensive transit systens can have |ower operating costs per
passenger under a wde variety of conditions, and (3) grow ng
awareness that operating subsidy requirements are probably going
to become nore of a limting factor than capital costs in deter-
m ning how nuch transit service a metropolitan area can, and
wants to, support.
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Local versus regional needs. One of the related concerns that
has begun to develop, particularly in the San Francisco and

Los Angel es areas, 1S that the focus on netropolitanw de
transit issues tends to work toward the disadvantage of | ocal

or comunity transit service. The Federal program has strongly
enphasi zed regional -1evel planning in recent years, and this,
in tandemwith the bias toward capital intensive systens, has
resulted in focusing attention on the trunk stten1serying
maj or | ong-haul commuter novenments. Only in Mnneapolis-St.
Paul and perhaps one other metropolitan area (C eveland) has
there been a major effort as part of an areaw de transit study
to develop plans for satisfying local, short-haul, community-

l evel transit service oriented to the transit-dependent

popul ation. '/

There seens to be increasing awareness of the pitfalls of
premature conmitment to extensive long-term plans and a trend
toward an enphasis on short-range programmng. UMIA i's now
encouraging an “incremental” approach in its proposed transit
investment policy. The increnental philosophy was strongly
articulated and adopted in the Boston Transportation Planning
Review in 1970, which itself was influenced by reaction to
excessively rigid long-term planning. Los Angeles took steps
}o shift to a nore increnental approach after the 1974 election

0SS.

By no neans are all welcomng the change of focus. Many
maj or transit authorities are still growing in power and inde-
pendence and are oriented primarily to long-term regional
planning. There has been a fairly common tendency for regiona
transit operators in large, all-bus system areas to downplay
short-terminprovenents in favor of nore appealing |ong-range
fixed-gui deway system planning. °/

Thus, even as the program changes under the 1974 |aw,
and as new UMTA guidelines requiring analysis of alternative
types of systens are inplenented, there is still the danger
that this analysis will continue to_focus on regional, |ong-
haul, trunk-line transit service. This is true partly because
it is the primary type of transit service for which there are
theoretically large potential diversions from autonobiles, and
finally because it is the type of service for which there is a
potential choice of transit technol ogy.

1/ Alan M Voorhees & Associates, Inc., Ten-Year Transit Devel op-
ment Program Five-County Tran5|t.Stu%§3 U eveland Metropolitan
Area, August, 1974; and System Design Concepts, Inc., Comunity-
Oiented Transit Services for the Transit-Dependent Population.
Geveland Metropolitan Area, February, 1974.

~/ Boston Transportation Planning Review Study Design, Prepared by
System Design Concepts, Inc. for Boston Transportation Planning
Review Steering Conmittee and Governor Francis Sargeant, 1970
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Conpetition for qrant applications. The national progranis
discretionary grant approval process has had the effect of
encouraging many netropolitan areas to conpete with each other
in preparing and submitting plans for larger rail systens in
order to obtain "their share" of the funds. This conpetition
tends to build a metropolitan conmtment to a_verK expensi ve
and fixed long-termplan. The 1973 increase in the Federal
share from two-thirds to 80% increased the incentive

for this type of conpetition

Not surprisingly, conpetition for UMIA grants has grown
as the size of the programincreased, as the first rounds of
maj or planning studies were conpleted and netropolitan areas
began trying to |nﬁlenent plans. Consequently, the politica
pressures on UMIA have grown at a time when nost people in
the field, including UMIA staff, are increasingly convinced
that grant decisions should respond to rational criteria based
on relative netropolitan needs.

Di scussion. The need to strike a balance between |ong-term
regional scale, capital-intensive systems and shorter-term
| ess costly inprovements, perhaps for subregional areas, is
clear. For there is danger in both extrenes. Long-range

pl anni ng should continue to shape transit devel opnent, but
more attention should be devoted to near-term inprovenents,
integration with local transportation and |and devel opnment
plannin?, stagi ng of devel opment, and the naintaining of
flexibility for future decisions, including potential tech-
nol ogi cal devel opnents.

In achieving this objective, it
will be necessary to avoid shifting policy too nuch in the
direction of short-term responsiveness to |ocal needs or the
result will be that either (a) nothing gets acconplished,
or (b) that limted resources are squandered on ineffective
i nprovenents spread all over the map. Sone rational planning
criteria nust guide programmng of inmprovements to a greater
extent than they have in the past in the expanded UMIA program
or either of these extrenes is |ike|¥ to prevail in any given
metropolitan area, depending on the local political, institu-
tional, and financial circunstances.

In the end, new financing arrangenments have a great
potential to achieve the proper balance as well as dimnish
competition for Federal funds. Mvenent in the direction of
stability of funding under some type of allocation fornula
woul d tend to avoid sone of the problenms that have tipped the
scal es to favor |ong-range plans.



-108-

Admi ni strative Del ays

The staff of alnost all of the transit planning and operating
agenci es surveyed conplain about the anpbunt of time that it takes
UMTA to approve grants contracts or anendments.

Technol ogi cal judgnents. As the funding is now structured, the
anmount of Tunds allT ocafed to a nmetropolitan area is heavily
dependent on the choice of technology for trunk |line systems, and
UMIA staff have been placed in the position of making the judgnents
as to which type of technolo%%_ls "best". This requirenents my
have the effect of forcing UMIA to require, and to overenphasi ze,
narrowm y defined cost-effectiveness analysis as the basis for
allocations for funds. UMIA staff thus is put in the position of
maki ng technol ogi cal assessments in every major corridor of every
metropolitan area.

The problem of program adm nistration seens to have several
aspect s:

e UMIA is too centralized, field officials don't have
enough authorization to act; many decisions take too |ong
because they have to go back to Washington, D.C

e The staff is small relative to the size of the program
t he paperwork often exceeds the capacity of the staff to
handle it. If UMTAis to assess relatively mnor |oca
transportation planning matters, as it seeks to do under
current admnistrative procedures for the discretionary
grant program the staffing level is inadequate.

e The programis still basically nanaged on project-by-pro-
ject basis rather than on a continuing program basis, al-
t hough UMIA has noved in the latter direction. This
approach necessitates close attention to relatively mnor
program deci sions and thus increases the work |oad for
the UMIA staff.

e Conplaints are made that UMIA follows an equal ly rigorous
adm ni strative process to grant requests (e.g. routine
bus purchases and small planning studies) as it does for
applications for nmajor new systemns.
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Denver. Wthin a matter of days after the Denver Regiona
Transportation District (RTD) was officially established, a capi-
tal grant application was subnmitted by RTD to UMIA for an early
action bus program (purchase of 93 buses) . Alnbst one year |ater
umrA final |y approved the request w thout any public explanation
of the reasons for the long delay. |n another instances, RTD
requested an UMIA technical study grant in April 1974, intending
to begin the EerJ ect in July 1974. ~ Staff claimthat as of spring
1975, Denver had received no word from UMIA about the request
made al nost one year earlier. On one occasion, an RTD inquiry
to the uwa WAshi ngton of fice concerning this request reportedly
resulted in identifying a problemwth the request that was sol ved
within a matter of mnutes over the tel ephone.

Ener gency needs. The UMIA program generally is perceived as having
been successful in responding to the emergency needs of communities
to save failing private systems. '/ However, one cause of unnecessary
delay in responding to emergency needs in some small netropolitan
areas is that requirenents for areawi de planning witten into the
law are oriented to larger metropolitan areas. An anendnent could
be enacted to make it possible for UMIA to waive these requirements
in emergency circunstances. There is no inportant reason to delay
aid to a small netropolitan area that has a failing private opera-
tor in situations where no previous need has existed to devel op
areawi de transit plans and prograns.

In summary, ura's discretionary grant program md the procedures

under which it has been administered, have conbined to. hanper
the transit planning process in a nunber of ways. Mechanisns
typically used to provide the local share also have tended

to distort decisionmaking.

1/ Hilton noted, as has been nmentioned, that 49 cities had systens
reserved between 1965 and 1973. Hilton notes that unfortunate.
y UMIA has no estimate of the anount of funds used for these
public takeovers (Hlton,@ cit., p. 53).
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Part 111
NATI ONAL POLI CY FOR MASS TRANSI T

The assessnent of community plannin? for mass transit identi-
fied a number of factors that have interfered with sound planning.
Up to this point, the report has exam ned the mar these factors
have operated on the netropolitan level. The role of Federal
policy has been reported only insofar as it influenced the netro-
pol itan experience.

This part of the report considers how policy changes at the
national |evel mght remove some of the obstacles to a sound tran-
sit planning process. It is not an evaluation or assessnent of the
Federal program per se, because that would have required far nore
attention to the legislative process in Congress and the process
of administration within the executive branch than has been possible
in this study. Instead, this part of the report summarizes the issues
that were raised in the metropolitan cases--and potential renedies
for them-as they appear from a national perspective.

One aspect of Federal policy is treated in relatively greater
depth here. The goals, or formal objectives, of Federal policy
potentially can exert a powerful influence on the metropolitan
pl anni ng process. This potential, which to date has not been
effectively enployed, is examned in both the follow ng chapters.

Chapter 6 summarizes the mjor national issues confronting
transit planning, discussing their inplications for public policy,
and describes Federal policy dealing with national goals and ob-
jectives. Chapter 7 discusses alternative courses for changing
public policy to address the issues and encourage inprovenents in

the transit planning process. Chapter 8 provides a brief summary
of the study s major findings.
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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



- 116-

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.
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CHAPTER 7
OPTI ONS FOR NATI ONAL TRANSI T POLI CY

The Purpose of this chapter is to fornulate alternative
courses of action for resolving many of the issues naned in the
previous chapter. That chapter described measures that could be
taken independently to address each of the major problens affecting
community planning for mass transit. This chapter takes the next

| ogi cal step.

Conmpl ex interrelationships exist between many of the problens
and their potential solutions. Attenpts to renedy some of the
i ssues also seemlikely to affect -- positively or negatively --
one or nore other issues. Conversely, sone reform neasures would
have to be pursued jointly to be feasible. One particularly
effective way to acconmodate these interrelationships would be to
enpl oy a conbination of measures designed to inplement a particul ar
national policy.

Wthin the framework of general guidelines derived from the
findings of the nine case assessnents, this section sets forth
four broad 80I|cy options for inproving nass transit prograns . |
that could be considered by the Congress. Each package of policies
contains sone of the policy initiatives described in the preceding
chapter. The general relationship of those individual initiatives
to the four policy packages is reviewed in the concluding section

of this chapter.

The four policy options can be summarized as foll ows:

e Policy Option A -- Miintain the present mass transit
policy and program™ ThiS poliCcy requires no najor
changes in mass transit legislation and is independent
of potential changes in policy regarding highways,
energy, environment, and other areas of concern.

e Policy Option B -- strengthen the national mass trans-
portation program IS policy woulrd give much nigher

| priority to mass transit programs, but it would not be,
dependent upon restrictive policies concerning autonobile

use, energy conservation, and environmental protection.

e Policy Option C -- -Strengthen and create a policy-
oriented balance anobng all forns of transportation,
particular’y in urban areas. ThiS policy ai ns at
establ1shing a nultinodal %ggroach,to transportation
and specifically addresses conservation of energy,
environnental enhancenent, and other considerations
of national priority.
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e Policy Option D -- Strengthen conprehensive comunity
devel opment _progranms, making nuliinodal plranning and
devel opnent an integral elenment of community devel oprment.
Thi's pollc¥ glves urban growh nanagers and |and use
pl anners the decisive role in determning the characteris-
tics of the urban transportati on system

The ranPe of policies is not exhaustive and they are not
mutual |y exclusive. They represent different degrees of poten-
tial effectiveness in shaping the comunity transit planning
process to conformto guidelines for financing approaches, i1nsti-
tutional arrangements, and technical procedures devel oped during
the course of the assessnent.

Each policy is discussed in three parts. The first consti-
tutes an overview description of the policy. The second is a
nore detailed discussion of its constituent parts, and the third
is a summary assessnent of the policy option.

POLICY OPTION A Mintain the Present Mass Transit Policy
and_Program

Descri ption

This policy option calls for taking steps to inprove tran-
sit planning under the current UMIA program Federal assistance
woul d be provided under current legislative authority, although
due to inflation, funding levels mght decrease in real dollar
terns. Currently evolving policies for allocation of the avail-

able funds -- involving new requirements for the conduct of
techni cal planning and relationships between regional planning and
operating agencies -- would be inplenmented. -

~ Policy Awuld aimto achieve the objectives of current
national transportation policy as it relates to mass transporta-
tion.

D scussi on

Goal s and objectives. Even within the franework of the existing
fransit program 1nportant steps could be taken to renedy somne

of the problens identified in the nine nmetropolitan areas studied.
One of the nost significant steps would be to clarify the progranis
goals.

The absense of clearly defined goals and objectives serious-
|y weakens the present program and makes it difficult to devise a
rational systemfor allocating Federal financial support for nass
transportati on. The lack of explicit Federally established objec-
tives and neasurenment criteria has led to varying degress of con-
fusion and other difficulties in alnost alofthe cities surveyed.
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To reduce these difficulties% Federal adm nistrative policy-
makers could devel op nore explicit objectives and criteria to
measure progress toward the achievenent of Congressionally
established policy. This would provide a sound base upon which
to nobilize resources and evaluate the effectiveness of the
expendi t ures.

Al t hough UMTA has not established explicit objectives, the
recently proposed policy for ngjor urban mass transportation
investnents could provide the inpetus for conducting further
goal -setting and evaluation procedures. UMIA is calling for the
recipients of capital grants to use cost-effectiveness techniques
to evaluate alternative plans for achieving | ocal |y established
obj ectives, and to develop plans that can be inplemented in incre-
ments.

The overall effect of this approach could be beneficial,
SO Ion? as the program is admnistered appropriately. The pro-
cess of evaluation mght lead localities and UMIA to devel op
far nore explicit statenents of goals, along with realistic
criteria to measure how tile goals could be achieved. In the long
run this latter course mght be able to provide the basis for a
more effective and efficient national policy for mass transit.

“Fi nanci al aspects. The ngjor financing issue presented by Policy
A concerns whether present authorizations wll provide sufficient
funds to carry out the transit programs ‘objectives. The National
Transportation Assistance Act of 1974 increased support for the

mass transit program by authorizing $7.825billion for capital
expendi tures over a SiXx-year period from 1975 to 1980, and $3.975
billion for the same period for either operating cost subsidy

or capital inprovenents at local di scretion.

Mai ntai ning the existing mass transit policy and program
however, will not significantly increase and might in fact decrease
Federal assistance in constant dollar terms. ile there is no

specific cost-price index for transit capital facilities and
rolling stock, other appropriate indices indicate that increases

I N Federal capi tal grant funds have not kept pace with inflation.
In addition, the $300 mllion of Federal funds nmade avail able
for the first time in fiscal year 1975 for operating deficits

is less than the increase in total national operating deficits
between 1974 and 1975. Thus, depending upon rates of inflation
bet ween 1975 and 1980, the prograned increases in capital and
operating assistance funds nmay decrease in constant dollar termns.
Present policy makes no provision for establishing |evels of
funding and financial mechani snms conmensurate with the objec-
tives to be achieved.
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The NMIA Act of 1974 inPyoved the stability and pontinuitY of
the existing mass transit policy and program by adopting an alloca-
tion formula for portions of the authorized funds and by providing
contract authority. Thus, local governnents are assured of the
exact amounts they will receive each year over the five-year period
for the formula grant funds.

Exi sting policy and programs, however, continue the discre-
tionary authority of UMIA to allocate capital grant funds, which
detracts from the continuity and stability needed for large multi-
year public inprovenment prograns. Under the current discretionary
nggran1 incentives for long-term regional systems will remain in
ef fect.

~ One other financial issue cannot be addressed under present
policy. Although the Federal-Aid Hi hmaﬁ_A@t of 1973 has alle-
viated the pressure to achieve nore flexibility in a [ocal area's
ability in the use of funds for either highways or transit, a
consi derable ‘disparity still exists between the size of the suns
avai lable for the two nodes of transportation. Especially if the
UMTA program proves unable to neet the demand for aid to transit,
?nnecessary conpetition between the two nmodes will persist in the

uture.

nstitutional aspects. The intent of current administrative policy
S to pronbfe closer coordination among regional planning agencies

nd transportation nodal agencies. The experience in the netro-
0
f

I
[
a
politan areas indicates further steps nust be taken under Policy A
If the goal of coordination is to be achieved.

Two recent Federal actions have tended to enphasize the role
of the regional planning agency. The 1974 NMIA Act called for a
conprehensive transportation planning process identical to the
requi rements of the Federal-aid highway program Earlier, the
1973 Federal - Aid H ghway Act |ed to issue a new administrative
requi renent for designating a single Metropolitan Plannin? Or gan-
ization to channel Federal capital grant funds to regional transit
and hi ghway organizations and prepare a joint transportation im
provenent program

Wiet her the new MPGs will inprove coordination is question-
able in view of the considerable competition between regional and
| ocal agencies over responsibility for transit programmng and
priority setting functions. Mst MO designations have gone to
regi onal conprehensive planning agencies, and nost of these agencies
are forned by nutual agreement anong menber |ocal governnents
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and agencies. Mst do not have statutory power to tax, finance,

or admi nister prograns. In contrast, nost agencies with' responsi-
bility for operating transit systens do not have the authority to
plan, devel op, and finance new, expanded, os rehabilitated sys-

t ens.

Division of responsibility carries with it |ack ofaccount-
ability. Under the present policy and program nost of the
metropolitan areas nust seek biparty or nultiparty approvals for
pl anni ng, financing, and inplenentation. The Federal requirenents
providing for accountability through the MPO ignore the realities
of the decisionnmaking process.

Federal admnistrative policy and required process cannot
convey to regional organizations a decisionmaking authority and
responsi bility they do not have by statute. However, the "Federal
program coul d be adapted to penalize regions that do not act
on their own to structure an effective decisionnmaking forum
and/or reward regions that do. The latter course would be
politically nore acceptable.

If, under Policy A, MPOs with insufficient statutory powers
continue to be recognized, the current |ack of effective inte-
gration between |and use planning and transPortatipn pl anni ng
may be perpetuated, regardless of the formal coordination that

m ght occur.

Techni cal pl anni ng considerations. The Urban Mass Transportation
Admnistration™s planning requirements until recently listed the
types of studies and anal yses that were involved in the plan-
ning process. They did not stipulate specific procedures or
require that a detailed analysis and evaluation of alternative
courses of action be the basis for transit system selection,

fundi ng, and inplenentation.

Over the past two years, UMIA's planning requirenents have
become nore rigorous, particularly since the requirenent for
alternatives analysis and eval uation based on cost-effectiveness
was published in recent nmonths. The actual procedures for this
new policy still are being devel oped.

The analysis of alternatives and eval uation of cost-effec-
tiveness can bring nore discipline to the planning process,
provi ding eval uation takes into consideration a defined and mea-
surabl e set of objectives that give evenhanded consideration
to the tradeoffs involved in selecting one alternative over
another.  UMIA defines the evaluation to take into consideration
a full range of goals and criteria.
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- UMTA also could anplify its guidelines for citizen partici-
pation under the current program and thus strengthen anot her

aspect of the technical planningdProcess. Finally, it could
pursue the necessary research and development to inprove fore-
casting met hodol ogy.

Summary Assessnent

Mai ntai ning present national mass transit policy and prograns
wi Il continue devel opments of the |ast few years on a reasonably
stable basis, but it will not provide for significant inprove-
ment and expansi on of mass transit systems and services. Devel op-
ment of inproved mass transit could be slowed if the rate of in-
flation is greater than the incremental increases in both capital
and operating assistance funds. The state and | ocal governnents
are not likely to provide the extra amount that woul d be needed;
inflation hits them harder than it does the Federal Governnent
because their revenue sources are nore |imted.

In addition to these shortcomngs in the real mof financing
Policy A would have difficulty correcting other deficiencies in
the current program  Confusion will continue if no clear defini-
tion is made of what mass transit is to acconplish, of how nuch
and what kind should be purchased, and of who pays for it.

State, regional, and |ocal agencies would continue to conpete for

responsi bility unless theg acted on their own initiative in response
to Federal incentives to bring order to these institutional conflicts.

Policy A does have the potential to in?roye the quality of
the technical planning work. Rigourous analysis of alternatives
and eval uation of different courses of action can and should be

a part of any policy option

POLICY OPTION B: Strengthen the National wmss Transit Program

Descri ption

This policy would give priority to the devel opment of the
nation’s mass transit system independent of other public poli-
cies. The policy would aimto nobilize financial resources and
stream ine 1nstitutional mechanisns and technical planning pro-
cesses in order to expand the Federal mass transit program and
provide increased transit facilities and services to the nation's
ur bani zed areas.

In pursuit of Policy B, goals and objectives would be es-
tabli shed that enphasize providing increasing service at |ower
cost to riders without giving significant weight to social, eco-
nom ¢, and environnmental goals. The Federal Governnent woul d
provi de the bul k of the increased capital and operating costs.
The transit operating agency would have primary institutional
responsibility on the state, regional, and local levels. Tech-
ni cal planning requirenents woul d be sonewhat sinplified.
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To assure the polic% i's inplemented, UMIA and the regiona
or local agencies would be required to develop plans and ti me-
tables for incremental system and service inprovenents in order
to achieve the objectives by a target date.

Di scussi on

Goals and bjectives. An essential strategy for strengthening and
expandng nass transportation would be to establish a precise set

of goals and objectives for transit inprovenent. Specific objectives
woul d be established for increasing transit ridership by certain

per cent ages depending upon trip purpose, time of day, and origins
and destinations within the netropolitan area. (Objectives woul d
include specified |levels of service.

The new goals would give priority to transit inprovenent
over other national goals, such as those involving social welfare,
communi ty devel opment, energy conservation, and environmental
protection. In providing expanded service in conmbination with
fare reductions, on the other hand, Policy B would tend to respond
to current goals for providing mobility to the transit dependent
(excl udi ng the handi capped).

The establishnent of such unitary objectives would focus
attention on a readily conprehensible policy and, assumng broad
public support, would assist in nmarshaling resources to carry
out the program Clear and sinplified sets of objectives also
woul d be susceptible to periodic neasurement and evaluation to
determ ne how resources should be allocated.

Fi nanci al aspects. To an extent that woul d depend on fare |levels
esfaBITEﬁEﬁ‘%ﬁH‘The extent of service inprovenents, the i mediate
financial effect of strengthening and expandi ng nass transport a-
tion would be an increase in operating deficits. Due to economc
realities, the Federal Governnment would have to subsidize the in-
Crease.

Nei t her |ocal, regional, nor state governments have the
financial capacity to Increase their su?port_for transit. The
case studies of the nine cities, as well as information readily
avai l abl e on other netropolitan areas, denonstrate that transit
agenci es and | ocal governnents have exhausted their own sources
of revenue to support mass transit and increasingly have turned
to the states for financial assistance. Mst states also cur-
rently are facing severe financial difficulties because of economc
conditions and are increasing taxes and curtailing services.

The anount of operating cost increase would depend upon the
fare levels established. An indication of the effect can be taken
fromthe experience of Atlanta, Georgia, when MARTA reduced fares
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from 40cents to 15 cents (and, at the sane_%fne _inProved Servi ce).
The system experienced a 28%increase In ridership (along with a

dramatic increase in operating costs) .

Analysisi ndi cates that adoption of a 15-cent fare nationally
woul d increase operating deficits about $1_billion based upon gresent
transit capacity and levels of service. This increased ridership

however, would require increasing |evels of service by approxinmately
15-20%

The option of adm nistering funds under a formula grant
program woul d be open under this policy. The fornula could
I ncorporate incentives for achieving the policy's objectives
and could permt greater flexibility between capital and
operating expenditures.

Institutional aspects. Strengthening and expanding nass trans-
portation in Iine with policy objectives of increasing ridership
and subordinating social and community devel opnent goal s woul d
place primary institutional responsibility on the transit plan-
ning and operating agency at the state, regional, or |ocal |evel
Strong financial 1ncentives could be offered to encourage states
and localities to provide the agency naking programmng and opera-
t%ons decisions with an assured source of revenue for the |ocal
shar e.

_ Gving the transit agency clearcut resBonsibiIity for plan-
ning, programnmng, setting priorities, and budgeting woul d over-
come much of the confusion and conflict anobng regional and

local agenci es. It would retard the evolution of nultinodal

pl anni ng, however.

This woul d present an obstacle to achieving t he poIicY’s
purpose. Significant increases in ridership and expanded |evels
of service would have sone effect upon autonotive traffic, but,
more inportantly, they would require nodifications in traffic
managenent in order to accommpdate the increased nunber of
transit vehicles for all transit systens except those having
excl usive grade-separated rights-of-way.

- By expanding the definition of facilities eligible for
capital grants to include real estate in the vicinity of station

sites and transit corridors, following the Rrecedent set in the
1974 legislation,/ Policy B could expand the opportunities for

1/ National Mass Transportation Assistance Act. Public Law
93-503, Section 104(b); 49.USC 1602.
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coordination between transportation investnment and service, on
the one hand, and land use planning, devel opment, and managenent
on the other hand. Except in this |imted way, however, the
policy would not be conducive to genuine integration between
transit and land planning and devel opnent.

Techni cal planning considerations. In inplenmenting Policy B,

fhe policies that UMIA has developed for transit planning and

deci si onmaki ng woul d have to be altered somewhat, but no changes
in procedures for analysis of alternatives and eval uation of cost-
ef fectiveness necessarily would be required. The inprovenents

di scussed under Policy A could be applied also in Policy B.

~The technical planning requirements would be sonewhat sim
plified by reducing the inportance of evaluation plans in |ight
or social considerations and relationship to community devel oprment
pl ans.

Sunmary Assessnent.

The policy option to strengthen and expand mass transportation
through fare reduction or elimnation and expansi on of service can
significantly increase transit ridership. Private sector savings
woul d tend to offset the high cost of public funds as drivers
switch to transit.

The anal yses contained in a companion volume of this study,
Energy, the Econony and Mass Transit, clearly indicate that fare
reduction and expanded service are the nost productive of all tran-
sit incentive concepts examined. The adoption of this policy option
woul d not result in significant savings in oil-based energy,  but
woul d have environnental benefits and woul d of fer higher quality
and | ess expensive transit service to the transit dependent.

placing the transit agency in control of decisionmaking woul d
overcome nuch of the confusion and conflict anong regional and
| ocal agencies. However, the policy would retard the evol ution
of multinodal planning and it would be unable to bring about a
broad-scal e integrated approach to transportation and |and use
pl anni ng.

The policy would require a nunber of |egislative changes.
The Po[|cy may be nore likely to win acceptance than an approach
i nvol ving constraints on auto use or sharing of highway revenues.
On the other hand, it may have difficulty gaining support because
it would bypass a nunber of public environnental goals.
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Policy Option c: Strengthen and Create Policy-Oiented Bal ance
Among AIT Forns_of Transportation

Descri ption

The policy option to strengthen and create a policy-oriented
bal ance annn? all forms of transportation, particularly in urban
areas, specifically is intended to create transit incentives and
aut onobi l e disincentives. This policy alternative is intended to
fundamental |y shift the priority and enphasis away from public
investnent in facilities for private autonobiles and instead place
priority on expansion and inprovenent of nmass transportation.

This policy option would require significant changes in Con-
gre33|onally enacted policy relating to mass transit, highways,
ederal taxation, and energy conservation.

The significant results which can be achieved by a deliberate
policy of transit incentives and autonobile disincentives are
di scussed in detail in another report in this study, Enerqy, the
Econony and Mass Transit.

Di scussi on

Goal s _and objectives. The establishment of goals and objectives
for this policy option would rely heavily upon national objectives
for energy conservation and environnmental enhancement. Specific
obj ectives would be established for both transit and hi ghway
facility devel opment and system operations, but their policy base
woul d depend upon the allocation of energy for transportation

as conpared with other energy requirenents.

The goal s and objectives established as a matter of national
policY_wnuld be given much nore weight and Friority than those
established at the state, regional, or local |evel because they
woul d be based upon the conservation and allocation of a scarce
national resource.

Fi nanci al aspects. Federal transportation funds would be conbined,
a relatively greater portion would be devoted to transit, and

auto disincentive prograns would be established to generate addi-
tional revenue.

Pl acing the highway and transit programs on a joint funding
basis woul d inprove the efficiency and econony of Federal trans-
Bortation spending. For one thing, joint use of facilities would

e encouraged. econdl y, al though increased enphasis on mass trans-
portation would require significantly larger levels of Federal in-
vestment, for the reasons described in the discussion of Policy B,
the total Federal assistance required under PolicK C woul d be no
greater than the sum of the exisitng transit and hi ghway prograns,

lus the additional revenue from auto disincentive programs. The
arger urban areas would require relatively Iess highway funding,
partly because of the inpact of auto disincentives.
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The analyses in Energy., the Econony, and Mass Transit, ‘indicate
that increasing the cost of gasoline and levying a charge on

comruter parking, particularly in the central business districts.
of metropolitan areas, are the two nost effective neans of creating

di sincentives to the use of private autos through pricing policy.

The policy-oriented devel opment of a balanced transportation
system woul d not have any significant effect upon the financial
requi renent for highway facilities in exurban and rural areas,
where the provision of extensive mass transit services would be
extrenely costly and would not result in a significant diversion
from private transportation.

The entire program could be admnistered on a formula allocation
basis, with a relatively snmall discretionar¥ fung_to sugport _
| arge-scale transit devel opment programs. Hlexibility spendi ng
bet ween operating and capital costs could be permtted.

| nstitutional aspects. This policy option would encourage inte-
?ratlon of transportation planning and facility devel opnent at all
evel s of governnent.

The Federal Governnent would play a stronger role in planning,
programm ng, and budgeting than in any of the other policy options.
The fundanental poIicK rationale is based upon energy conservation
?ndlallocation, and these decisions are best nade at the Federal

evel .

The major shift in enphasis between public transportation and
autonmobiles |ikew se would significantly shift the roles and
responsibilities of highway and transit agencies at all |evels of

overnment.  The policy encourages nodal i1nstitutions at all

evel s of governnent to nerge and assunme nultinodal responsibilities
OL_at | east. to devel op nore thoroughly integrated working relation-
shi ps.

Channeling a |arge anount of Federal transportation aid to a
| ocal or state agency, acconpanied by explicit criteria governing

the purposes the funds are to achieve, would provide a strong in- _
centive for the agency to set priorities anong area highway and transit
projects. In addition, nore direct, financial incentives could be
?ffgredlto encourage one agency to assume this kind of effective

ead role.

Techni cal planning considerations. This pollcz option woul d _
respond to the same kinds of Inprovements in the technical planning
process described in the discussion of Policy A although new
met hodol ogi es m ght be necessitated.
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Policy C would encourage greater enphasis on |owcapital al-
ternatives because decisionmakers would be able to inplenent them
Under the current program transit decisionmakers nust negotiate
with street and highway agencies to be able to put traffic manage-
ment inprovenents into effect.

The policy would encourage the Federal Covernnent to devel op
gui del i nes describing planning nethodol ogies that provide infor-
mati on on the conparative advantages and di sadvantages of investing
in facilities for the autonmobile and transit systens. Decision-
makers will want to understand these tradeoffs as a guide for
al l ocating resources anong highway and transit projects. Because
Policy C enphasizes energy and environnental goals, the methodol o-
gies tor conparative analysis should be oriented to these factors.

Pl anni ng procedures and met hodol ogi es al so shoul d be designed
to take into account the probably changes in |and use and conmunity
devel opnent that inevitably would result from such significant
changes in national transportation policy. Wth energy conservation
as a domnant factor in comunity growth and devel opment, historic
patterns of residential and enploynent |ocations would be altered.

Summary Assessnent

This option would carry out systenatically as a natter of
national policy the experience produced by the oil embargo in late
1973 and early 1974. It would not involve a sudden shift away from
reliance on petroleum for transportation purposes, which would
have disruptive consequences, but it would recognize the eventua
limts of oil supply, and gradually shift to |ess energy-consum ng
modes of transportation.

- Systematically and over a relatively short period of years,
this policy option would essentially reverse the trend in urban

transit versus private auto use. It would provide sources for
the additional Federal financial aid to transit. It would permt
an inmproved technical planning process. It would respond to popu-

lar interest in environmental enhancenment and energy conservation

The principal obstacle to its acconplishnent is the diffi-
culty of gaining political consensus for a program this sweeping
in scope and effect. The approach would require significant change
in Congressionally enacted policy relating to transit, highways,
Federal taxation, and energy conservation, and it would significant-
ly shift the roles and responsibilities of highway and transit
agencies at all |evels of governnent.

~ However, such broad changes are necessary for sone of the
critical issues in current transit planning to be addressed.
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POLI CY OPTION D Strengthen,%?ggre?gT%lvel%?nnunity Develo%nent
Prograns, anning an Vel op-

nent an Integral Elenent o Conmmunity Devel opnent

Descri ption

This policy would make urban transportation subordinate to .
urban growth managenent and |and use planning objectives. Transit
woul d be considered a support service simlar to water, . sewers,
or another elenment of the community infrastructure. Thi's policy
option and pJ.arning concept is the one practiced nost frequently in
many countries throughout the world and specifically in Europe.

The option would give priority to |land use and community devel op-
ment goals oriented toward minimzing the need for transportation and
limting the length of the trips that woul d be necessary.

Institutional Aspects. Policy D would fundanentally alter the

rel ationshi p between transPortation agencies and | and use planning
and devel opment. Transportation agencies would not make policy or
deci de upon plans for transportation facilities and services.
Instead, they would play a technical support role in designing,
constructing, and operating the transportation system which would
be selected as an integral part o-f a land use plan.

The unit or agency of government charged with the responsibility
for growth planning, developnent, and management would nake trans-
portation decisions in the sane way as it would nake decisions about
other utility support systems. A Tegional unit of government or
agency woul d have the authority and responsibility to nake deci -
sions over aspects of land use that are regional I1n character.

Policy D would in effect encourage the creation of netropolitan
governments. Land use planning agencies at the city or county |evel
woul d be able to assune the general devel opment planning and adm n-
istration responsibilities necessitated under the policy, but this
is unlikely except in single-county or city metropolitan areas wth
a tradition of strong |eadership at those |evels of government. In
these cases, the coupling of the necessary statutory powers to the
new conprehensive responsibilities of planning agencies could be
expected to occur without issue. In other areas where a gradual
transfer of planning (as distinguished frominplenenting) authority
to regional bodies, including regional transportation agencies, haS
been occuring over the past two decades, the new responsibilities
under Policy D logically would be taken on by the regional planning
organi zati on.
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Responsibilities for conprehensive growh managenent at the
regional level would require shifting of nunerous statutory authori-
ties fromthe local to the regional governnment. Although the Fed-
eral Government may not be able to acconplish this shift directly,
the availability of Federal funding for such purposes would pro-
vide a strong inducenent for states and |ocal governnents to nake
the necessary statutory changes.

Institutional changes al so would occur at the Federal |evel.
Federal transportation agencies, as well as other Federal
agencies with specific program responsibilities, would assess com
_Prehen5|ve devel opnment plans in relation to national priorities.
hey would no longer carry out detailed oversight and step-by-step
approval of the planning process.

Techni cal pl anni ng consi derations. The technical planning require-
ments to support this policy option would not be S|gnifipantly _
different fromthose wdely in use today for transportation planning,
as they mght be nodified and inproved in the ways described for
Policy A and Policy C

A recent worldw de survey of transportation planning require-
ments reveal ed that nost countries utilize planning nethodol ogies
and techniques originally developed in this country follow ng
Wrld War I'l and subsequently inproved and refined. In nany nations,
and specifically in European countries, these techniques are enployed
in a planning process that for years has considered transportation .
just one elenent of a conprehensive plan.

Sunmary Assessnent

The policy option of considering transportation an integral
and subordinate elenent of a conprehensive |and use and devel opnent
pl an has considerable potential to overcone some of the problens
of resource allocation, scattered |land use patterns, energy waste,
and inefficient transportation systems. The United States is one
of the few highly devel oped countries that separates transportation
planning to a major extent from general |and use and devel opnment
policies and plans.

I'mplenmenting the policy would be difficult due to the broad-
reaching nature of the reforms and the fact that, historically,
this country has not exercised much public control over |and use.
However, a base of political support for devel opment controls and
pl anni ng has been evolving in recent years and is reinforced by
recent awareness of the desirability of reducing energy consunption.
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UNPACKAG NG THE PQOLI CI ES

The descriptions of the alternative conbinations of policies highlight
the changes in the Federal transit program that would be neces-

sary to achieve particular national objectives. Mst of these

changes involve one or nmore of the policy initiatives described

i n Chapter 6,.and.the(follqy options thus offer renmedies for the

maj or issues identified during the course of this study. However,

the policy options do not expressly discuss each of the individual
policy initiatives described in Chapter 6, or explain when these
Initiatives could be pursued independently.

In general, Policy A describes all the initiatives that
coul d be taken under the present programto resolve the issues
described in Chapter 6. Policy B addresses additional issues re-
guiring availability of additional transit nmoney for resolution.
olicy C answers the problems created by |ack of joint admnistra-
tion of transit and hi ghway prograns, ile Policy D addresses the
need for integration of transit and |and use planning.

This section |ooks at the question from another perspective.
It briefly reviews the conditions under which the policy initia-
tives described in Chapter 6 would be feasible and fruitful. For
conveni ence, the same heading categories are used: Institutiona

policies, technical planning process policies, and financial poli-
ci es.

Institutional Policies

~ The responsibilities of organizations involved in transit
activities could be clarified, and a |ead agency identified, under
any of the options. In any case, appropriafe action at the state or

| ocal level would be needed to provide the necessary shifts in
statutory authority.

However, a Federal initiative would have greater inpact under
policies C and D, which would provide the exanple of a consolidated
transportation agency at the Federal |evel and could offer a substan-

tial sum of Federal noney allocated under a formula with built-in
i ncentives.

Integrated transit and hi ghway deci si onmaki ng woul d becomne
possi bl e only under policies C and D, and integrated |and use and
transportation decisionnmaking could be achieved only under Policy D.
In general, whereas under each option the |ead agency could be any of

the four alternatives cited in Chapter 6 (local government, transit

operator, state agency, or netropolitan planning agency) , the state agenc
aPternat|ve IS nné% kaely undeerollcy %, and§1hélne9?opol|tan Jeney
pl anning agency alternative is unlikely to be a possibility except

under Policy D. Inasmuch as policies Cand D are nore likely to

lead to a strong |lead agency and thus a rationalized decisionmaking

for UM these options would bring the greatest gal NS N account abi |1 ty. ‘



- 158-

Even at present, however, Federal guidelines could be nodi-
fied to recognize the need for structuring deci si onnaki ng processes- -
genui ne deci si onmaki ng processes, not just at the MPO |level--to be
close to the elective review process. Federal guidances could ex-
plain the various alternative measures to gain acco¥nt%bility!
and their consequences, nore carefully. Under any of the policy
options, Federal guidelines could be provided outlining procedures
that will provide the opportunity for citizen participation

Techni cal Pl anni ng Process Policies

| nprovenments ‘in the technical planning process would be possible
under any of the policy options. Basically, UMIA needs to clarify
how it wll admnister its proposed polic¥ on maj or mass transpor-
tation investnents 1In a maz that neets the criticisms that have
been made, and to augment these guidelines with nore explicit des-
criptions for how to set goals and use neasurable criteria in eval-
uat 1 on.

In a nunber of respects, the technical planning process coul d
be significantly improved if highway and transit programs were
merged at all levels of government,  an advantage that would be pro-
vi ded under policy options C and D. This step would encourage nore
serious consideration of transit options that use hi ghways. It
also would permt analysis of transit-plus-highway alternatives,
in contrast to transit-only alternatives! and open the door to a
serious exam nation of whether integrated surface transportation
prograns meet particular national goals.

These inmprovements al so woul d be possible under Policy D. This
?olicy woul d provide the additional benefit of genuinely integrating
and use and transportation planning.

Transit Financing Policies

The only policy initiatives in the financing category that could be
pursued under the current program would entail nodest use of finan-
cing incentives for obtaining existing Federal goals. Broader re-
structuring of the national goals and criteria for use in devel oping
financing incentives (or in building incentives into an allocation
fornula) would be possible under policies B, C, and D

Policies B, C and D all would provide opportunities for in-.
creasing the funding levels for transit, IncreaSIHP the flexibility
bet ween capital and operating purposes, and for allocating a greater
portion of the funds by formula. These changes woul d address many of
the financing issues described in Chapter 6.

However, a nerging of the transit and highway program woul d be
necessary to permt meeting national goals for using highways
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to provide transit capacity, to allow devel opnent of a nore equi-
table allocation fornula, and, in general, to provide greater eco-
nom c efficiency in Federal transportation spending.

In conclusion, a great nmany issues affecting the conduct of
transportation planning could be addressed at the present tine,
under the current program and w thout Congressional action. Mbst
of these issues involve the technical process of transit planning--
the steps taken by planners to generate the infornation needed b
deci si onnmakers. wever, to renedy the fundamental institutiona
and financial issues that influence how that technical information is
used (and, to a certain extent, its content), basic changes nust
be brought about through Congressional action and related initiatives
at the state and local |evels.
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CHAPTER 8
SUMVARY CF MAJOR FI NDI NGS

The assessnment found three major categories of issues to af-
feet the conduct of transit planning and decisionnaking
sues related to the institutional’ context, (2) those related t O
t he technical planning process, and (3)those 1nvolving neans used
for financing transit.

Sone of the most significant influences on transit planning
are exerted by the organizations responsible for conducting the
pl anni ng and maki ng the deci sions.

~The technical planning process provides the infornmation that
public officials and their constituents draw upon in making plans
and deci si ons.

| ssues involving transit financing policy are closely inter-
connected Wth issues that have arisen within both the other two
categories of investigation. Institutions must have access to
sources of financing to be effective in inplenenting plans, while
the technical planning process nust produce plans that are finan-
cially feasible. The sources of funds and the conditions under
whi ch they are nade avail able have created significant problens
for metropolitan transit planners and deci sionmakers.

Effects of the Institutional Context on Transit Decisionnaking

«Responsibility for transit planning and decisionmaking
Is fragmented anong the nmany governnental agencies in-
volved, particularly at the local and regional |evels of
gover nment .

«One of the effects of fragnentation is to encourage com
petition for decisionmaking authority, and particularly
for the power to set schedules and budgets for transit
|nBrovenents. The pressures of conpetition tend to pro-
dube overextensive plans that serve everyone in a region
more of less equally, rather than snmaller plans focused on
parts of the region with specific transit problens.

« Special -purpose agencies charged with transit planning
tend to have difficulty responding to |ocal concerns |f
they begin with a mandate to construct a regional system
Agenci es domi nated by powerful. contractors are likely to
be especially unresponsive to the public wll.
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Institutional fragnentation also leads to |ack of effect-

ive coordination between planning for different transpor-

tation nodes, and between transportation planning and com
prehensive planning. Thus inportant opportunities

are lost for inproving transit operations

t hrough hi ghway managenent and for devel oping transporta-

tion systems to serve future devel opment patterns.

.Efforts by the Federal Governnent to inprove coordination

Ef f ect

by lodging transit decisionmaking power in nultinoda
Metropolitan Planning O ganizations have not had notable
success. Most Metropolitan Planni ng organizations are
regional councils of government, which, although tNey are
enpowered to nmake regional conprehensive plans, 00 Not
have statutory authority or financing resources (O put
the plans into effect.

of the Technical Planning Process on Transit Deci si onmaki ng

The proper function of technical planning is to provide
the objective information that is needed to guide decision-
meking. One of the nost inportant [essons [earned from
the netropolitan experience is that a predeterm ned sol u-
tion tends to seriously dimnish the objectivity of the

t echni cal pl anni ng work.

Cities in which no one transit system was the clear favor-
ite have produced nore inpartial analysis concerning the
merits of alternative proposals.

The several reasons for narrowness of early transit plan-
ning include the general ignorance of the range of techno-
| ogi cal options, the lack of UMIA support for planning,

and pressure exerted by engineering consultants with pre-
vi ous experience in conventional transit (and with a
vested interest in producing a plan they would be quali-
fied to design and construct).

Lacking the technical information that mght have been
provided by a continuing transit system planning process,
political and business |eaders tended to settle on the
singl e technological alternative with which they were
famliar and to make a commtment to it at the time that
they pronoted the initiation of transit system planning.

The pressures for predetermning plans have worked agai nst
open, participatory transit planning that evaluates a
broad range of alternatives against criteria based on
public goals. Aternatives have been exam ned on a sys-
temm de instead of subarea basis. Plans have tended to
be inflexible instead of preserving options for dealing
with future changes in technology or transportation needs.
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« The data and net hodol ogies used to forecast ridership
hel p determi ne the outcone of the planning process. Ne-
vertheless, the reliability of transit ridership fore-
casts over time has yet to be denonstrated.

« In a simlar vein, no convincing evidence has been pre-
sented that the presence of a transit system per se
i nfluences land use in the absence of coordinated |and
use controls.

« GCitizen participation prograns are a neans for correcting
data about public values and needs that are essential .
for making good transportation plans. Al though public
officials increasingly regard public participation as
an integral part of the planning and design process,
wel | -structured participation progranms have not been
wi dely used. Federal requirements call for citizen
participation but do not explain how to proceed.

+ One of the difficulties in gaining public invol vement,
especially during the 1960s, was the conmonly held as-

sunption that rapid transit did not threaten to create
unwant ed i npacts.

« On the negative side of the issue, citizen participation
programs can |engthen the planning process, and, if the

Interests of any snmall group are allowed to dom nate, they
can bi as deci si onmaki ng.

« UMIA's proposed policy for its major urban mass transpor-
tation 1nvestnents may go a long way toward resolving sone
of these issues, particularly the overenphasis on fixed,
| ong-range plans. However, the policy's success is dependent

|l arge extend on the ability of UMIA's small, centralized
staff to review whether the |ocal planning process has a
full range of feasible transit options. re inmportantly,

the policy fails to address a number of major institution-
al and financing issues.

Effects of Financing Mechani sns on Transit Deci si onnaki ng

« Financing issues cut across the other major categories
of investigation.

«Soaring increases in operating expenses and the costs
of proposed new systens have created new pressure for
expandi ng the anmount of Federal support for transit that
is available, and for increasing the flexibility in the
uses to which the funds can be put.

. Several aspects of Federal financing policy encouraged

regional, |ong-range transit(flanning to the exclusion
of short-range, nore localized planning. Because of
the early lack of UMIA support for continuing transit

system planning, transit studies were initiated in many
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metropolitan areas as a result of reaction to the con-
struction of interstate highways. Heavyrail transit

t echnol ogy was seen as the obvious alternative for ser-
ving the long distance commuter with |less disruption to
nei ghbor hoods.  The availabilitK of Federal funds for
capital inprovenents only also has created a bias for
extensive systens.

e Separate funding and admnistration of highway and tran-
sit programs at all |l evels of governnent, resulting in
di verse objectives and l|ack of coordination, has prevented
(and continues to prevent) the advancement of transit
i mprovements that require changes in street/highway
management policy.

« At the regional level, the need to gain approval in re-
ferenda for transit financing bonds or taxes has also Iled
to long-range pl ans for overly extensive, single techno-
| ogy regional systens. A specific technol ogical concept
with broad voter recognition and appeal often was re-
quired in order for metropolitan |eadership to generate
sufficient interest to raise the necessary |ocal and
state funds to initiate a transit planning program even
with Federal funding. Ironically, the decision to pre-
sent an extensive regional systemto voters in several
cases resulted in defeat of the proposal on the grounds
that it was too expensive.

« Voters in a regional transit financing referendum |ike
to see a very specific plan so they know what they are buy-
ing. In part to keep the price tag low, estimtes do not
provide for many of the costly activities -- land ac-
quisition and the like -- necessary to take full advantage
of devel opment opportunities in the vicinity of transit
stations or corridors.

At the root of any effort to resolvethese i ssues is a broader
issue i nvolving the question of establishing national goals for
public transportation. 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 goals nust be nore sharply defined if they are
to be used asa firmbasis for nobilizing, , .dispensing, ami!‘|
eval uating the use of Federal funds. The kind of goals that are
set will underlie whether nore specific policies to shape transit
institutions, pl anni ng, and financing wll achieve their intended
effects.
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APPENDIX |

CHRONOLOGICAL SUMMARY OF
MAJOR FEDERAL LEGISLATION

AND
EXECUTIVE GUIDELINES

AFFECTING URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION

i'?;?- Year Name of Act or Regul ation General Significant for Mass Transit Planning
B 1ser  Housing Act of 1961 Aut horizes $25 million for 23Federal -share
b transit demonstration projects and $43 nillion
3% for capital |oans.
Establishes transit planning as one of a half
dozen eligible activities under the conprehen-
sive urban planning program (Section 701) .
1962  Federal-aid Hghway Act Requi res continuing, conprehensive, and coor-
of 1962 dinated planning to integrate regional highway
planning with transit and |and-use planning.
1964 Urban Mass Transportation Aut hori zes 2/3 Federal -share capital grants
Act to states and |ocal governments for mass
(PL 88-365) transit projects; public or private operator.
Authorizes $375 million, 1965-1967.
Establ i shes strong |abor-protective policy
for Federally assisted transit projects.
(Section 13)
, 1964 Gvil Rights Act oProvides for non-discrinination in all
b (PL 88-352) Federal |y assisted projects.
P .
£ % 1965 Housing and Urban Aut hori zes 2/3 Federal -share planning grants

Devel opnent  Act
(PL 89-117)

Departnent  of
Transportation Act
(PL 89-670)

Urban Mas:s Transportation
Act amendments
(P, 8B9-5H62)

to solve “metropolitan or regional problens.”

Recipient is netropolitan planni ng agency with
broad political representation. (Section 701,g.

Creates DOT;
1969.

agency appropriation follows in

Provides for protection of historic, park,
recreation and wildlife lands. (Section 4f.)

I ncreases 1968 and 1969 authorizations for
capital program by $150 nillion each year.

Allows grants for states and localities for
technical studies, provided they are part of a
coordinated transportation system and grants
for job training and university research.
(Sections 9,10and 11.)
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68

68

68

968

969

969

969

Denonstration Cities and

Metropolitan Devel opment Act

amendnent s
(PL 89754)

Housi ng and Urban Devel op-
ment Act anmendnents
(PL 90-448)

Federal - Aid Hi ghway Act
(PL 90-495)

| nt er gover nnent al
Cooper ation Act
(PL 90-577)

Federal Reorganization
Pl an #2
(33 Fed. Reg. 6965)

Gircular No. A-95
O fice of Mnagenment and
Budget

Housi ng and Urban
Devel opnent Act amendment
(PL 91-152)

Nati onal Environnental
Policy Act
(PL 91-19u)
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0 Requires grant review and conment by metro-
politan planning agency conposed of |ocal
elected officials. (Section 204; Superseded
by O fice of Mnagerment and Budget Circul ar
No. A-95).

0 Increases 1970 authorization for capital grant
by $190 mllion.

o Anends definition of "mass transportation" to
include special public transit services, not
limted to fixed route services.

0Al |l ows 50% Federal -share denonstration project
grants for fringe parking in cities nore than
50, 000.

0 Requires consistency with official objectives of
cooperative state, regional and |ocal conprehen-
sive plan, as prerequisite for Federal assistance.
(Section 401,c.)

0 Requires notification to governors of Federal
assistance to jurisdictions in their state.

o Transfers urban mass transportation <unctions
from Secretary of HUD to Secretary of DOT and
creates Urban Mass Transportation Adm nistration
(UMTA) within DOT.

0 Sets up detailed project notification and review
system (PNRS) to act as an early warning system
for state and regional agencies when an applicant
first seeks Federal assistance.

0 Increases 1961 authorization for capital grants
by $300 million.

0 Requires that, with all Federally assisted pro-
jects, nethods be drawn up by executive agencies
for insuring that environmental considerations
rank with economic and technical consideration
given in the project approval process.

0 Requires environmental inpact statement with
project proposals, including assessnent of
i mpact of alternative courses of action.

o Gves state, area, and local pollution-control
agenci es opportunity to conmment.



- 166-

1970 Urban Mass Transportation o Pledges Federal commitment of $10 billion over
Assi stance Act anendments 12-year period.
(PL 91-453)

0 Authorizes $3.1 billion for |ong-range capital
program

0 Limts given state to 12.5% of authorized grant
funds= (Section 15.)

0 initiates DOT study of operating subsidies.

0 Incorporates environnental protection require-
nments. (Section 14.)

0 Encourages projects for the elderly and physi-
cal Iy handi capped. (Section 16.)

0 Requires local public hearing process prior to
capital grant approval. (Section 3,d.)

0 Encourages industries affected by space w nd-
down to conpete for project grants.

1970 Federal -aid Hi ghway Act 0 Incorporates requirement for conprehensive
amendnent transportation planning in cities with nore than
(PL 91-605) 50,000 popul ation, in order to receive highway

moni es under Sec. 105 of the Act. (Section 3,c.)

0 Allows money from H ghway Trust for mass transit
fringe parking and preferential bus |ane project
Establ i shes Federal -share for these at 70%after
July 1, 1973.

0 Provides grant for Washington, D.C., to provide
accessibility to the handi capped.

1970 Uniform Rel ocation Assistance 0 Requires replacenment housing for persons dis-
and Real Estate Acquisition placed by any Federally assisted project.
Act
(PL 91-646) 0 Provides relocation grants up to $15,000 for

homreowners and $4,000 subsidy to renters.

1970 Airport and Airway 0 Provides for establishnent of national trans-
Devel opnent Act portation policy in connection with devel opment
(PL 91-258) of airports.

1973 Federal -aid Hi ghway Act 0 Increases mass transit, long-term capital pro-
(amendment s) gramto $6.1 billion with $3.0 billion new
(PL 93-87) authority.

0 Increases Federal-share limt on capital grants
from2/3 to 80% Lifts 2/3 limt on technical
study grants.



1973

1973

1974

Federal -aid Hi ghway Act
amendrment s (conti nued)

Joi nt Communi que, FHWA
UMTA, & FAA

Nati onal Mass Transportation
Assi stance Act
(PL 93-503)
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Aut horizes $800 million of urban system funds
fromthe H ghway Trust for mass transit capita
projects: bus projects in FY 75, rail projects
in FY 76.

Aut horizes use of interstate urban segment funds
for transit projects, if Secretary of DOT is
persuaded that the need for intraurban roads is
not as acute as transit needs.

Encourages governors to designate a single agency
in each netropolitan area as the Metropolitan

Pl anning Organization to receive FHM, UMIA, end
when possi bl e, FAA system planning funds.

Increases mass transit long-range capital program
to $10.925 billion -- $4.825 billion new
authority.

Aut horizes $3.975 billion for a new formula grant
program and sets Federal -share for capital pro-
jects under this program at 80% operating sub-
sidy at 50%

These funds offer the first Federal operating
subsidies for nmass transit. (Section 5.)

Specifies state as sole allocator of fornula
grant nmonies in cities with fewer than 200,000
peopl e; governor, local officials and public
transit conpanies as co-allocators in cities
with popul ations greater than 200,000

Requires, under formula grant program that
el derly and handi capped persons be charged no
mre than half fare during off-peak hours.

Allows grants for establishment and organiza-
tion of public or quasi-public transit corridor
devel opment corporations; generally encourages
joint devel opnent between transit and other |and
uses.

Sets aside $20 million in FY 74 and again in
FY 75 for study of no-fare transit systens;
requires Secretary of DOT to report annually on
his findings, beginning June 30, 1975.
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