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| NTRODUCTI ON

This bibliography lists publications consulted or referenced
durlng An_Assessnent of Community Planning for Mass Transit
a study~sponsored 57'Tﬁ6'GﬁﬁF?E§T%%m'7ﬂTTE€g'6T"T§ETﬂTﬁTTEﬂ7
Assessnment. The United States Senate Conmttee on Appropria-

tions requested the study to be undertaken on behalf of Its
Transportation Subconmitiee.

The bibliography has three parts. FEach reference is listed on
the access index, which identifies the type of publication

t he-author’s general approach, the publlcatlon%kgeographlc
context, and the planning issues it discusses. xt, comments
on the nmost inportant general references are presented in an
annot at ed _bi bl i ography.” Finally, netropolitan area references
are Trsted from each of nine nmetropolTtan areas studied during
the assessment.  These references and the annotated publications
are numbered in order of their entry on the access index.
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ACCESS NUVBER:

1

AUTHOR, George M Snerk

TITLE; Urban Mass Transportation
PUBLI SHER/ SOURCE : | ndi ana University Press, Bl oom ngton, Indiana
DATE: 1974
ANNOTATI ON CATEGORI ES n ANNOTATI ON
z X {Book This book, published toward the end of the
o Sl Istudy | OTA community transit planning assessnent,
:g Article fht heF réost | recebnt hi st ogy and etvatl,uatl on of
e Federal urban mass transportation program
&3 df‘.’p‘?lal" gress It is also perhaps the most thorough and
gidricial plan, reportlyegdable book on the subject, witien by a

| pgi sl ati on_regs.

; col l ege professor with several previous publi-

cations onAmerican urban transit to his

credit.

7]
é‘g Theor et i cal
S gkl eminic The book begins by reviewing the evolution of
, the Federal transit program |t traces the
xMational [ Federal key political forces and individuals that
State ha?/_e Iegl thet ﬁfflorE tggggapteh Fedeﬁatlhtrlezlnalt |
: policy fromthe late s-throug e Federal -
> Regi onal [Local Al d I-ﬁ/ghvvay Act of 1973.
E At | ant a
s Boston The author then outlines arguments in favor
O ||_|_chicago |of public investment in mass transit: (1) to
9 Denver , reduce congestion nore |nexPen5|ver t han " by
g Los Angel es buiol ding new h(l3 hways; (2) to lgons((jerv_e scarc)e
. urban space; to inprove urban design; (4
2 San_Franci sco to reduce noxious air pollutions; and (5) go
5 Seattle save travelers’ noney (a benefit that is
Twin Gties debatable). On the oOther side, argunents
Washington, D.C. against transit claimthat (1) transit is un-
— : attractive; (2) it is inflexible, é32 that
Gen.planning approach| the U S. urban Popu! ation is spread too thinly
. [Political influences |to be served effectively b%/ transit; (4) that
(oals, objectives | the auto, not transit, is the cheaper way to
Govt. institutions go. J0.
g | FInancing A historical discussion of transit operating
2 | liPublic evol venent agencies, followed by a closer | ook at the
@ Needs forecasting UMTA prog?ram sets the stage for an evaluation
o || Land use planning of the failures of mass transportation prograns.
5 MiTtinmodal trans. plan] Efforts to boost transit have been unable to
E Sov_ of alternaiives | Stemthe postwar erosion of ridership.
) Eval . of alternatives
Devel opnent control s
St. & hwy. managenent
) _Iransit management

-37-



Urban Mass Transport ati on
Page Two

There are no national performnce standards even to judge the quality
of transit. Transit agencies are reluctant to adopt innovative im
provements. Transit has not played a significant role in shapln?.
urban growth. Lack of internodal coordination and the fragnentation
of governnent has hindered progress.

Recommendations for action include clarifying the mssion of the

Feder al pro%ran1by setting workabl e goals, increasing the avail able
funds and the certainty that they will be available, providing in-
centives for governmental integration on the local |evel, establishing
a rational national pricing policy for highways so user charges reflec
the true costs, and inproving transit managenent.

t
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ACCESS wamsER: 2

AuTHOR: Roger L. Creighton
TITLE Urban Transportation Planning
PUBLISHER/SOURCE : University ofl [linois Press
DATE: 1970
ANNCOTATI ON CATEGORI ES ANNOTATI ON
X [Book Creighton's book is one ofthe nost wdely
°'§ Study used Urban transportation texts in engineer-
°‘5 Articla i ng scr#]ools t%day. It provides a good sum
i mary of how urban transportation  planning
&3 Toptlar prass 1 has been done, blél relying heavily onthe
of|Qfficial plan, repo CATS and Nagara Frontier experience. These
Legislation, regs. studi es areanong the earlier transportation
= st udi es, gnd while they did use tg_e sarrehba-
1 , sic procedures as nore recent studies, they
ES{ ge‘i’;’“iu } lack sone of the later refinements devel oped
2 5 porica for transit studies,.
X/ Nat | onal / Feder al [ Creighton describes a six step planni ncT; pr o-
St at e | cess including: (1) inventories; (2) Tore-
Regi onal / Local casts; (3% goals; (4) Preparing network pro-
E osals; (S) testing; "and (6) evaluation.
o Atlanta hese steps are used today, although the
§ Bost on first two (especially land use forecasts) are
x | _Chi cago i ncreasingly done by regional planning agen-
2 Denver cies rather than transportation agencies.
A Los Angel es . . ,
5 S - The goals mentioned in the book include trans-
§ an_Franci sco ortation and sone nontransportation goals.
5 Seattle wever, only the transportation goals were
Twin Cties used in the evaluation of alternatives, A@-
\iashi ngton, D.C. t hough Creighton discusses the need forusing
. social environmental and other nontransporta-
X|Gen. planning approach| tion goals in justification of transit systens,
Political | Nf l uences he does not incorporate these goals into the
Goal s, obj ectives eval uation “process.
CGovt. institutions . : :
Fi nanci ng This failure to use nontransportation eval u-
a ation factors plus the enphasis on express-
2 Public invol venent way planning limt the value of the book for
a Needs forecasting transit planning purposes.
9 'Land use planning
E Multimocdal trans. plan.
E Dev. of alternatives
R Eval. of alternatives

Develorment controls

St. & hwy. nanagement

Transit nanagenent
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ACCESS
AUTHOR:
TITLE :

NUMBER 3

B. G Hutchinson
Principles of Uban Transport Systems Planning

PUBLI SHER/ SOURCE:  Scri pta Book Company, Washington, D.C., and

MG aw Hi || Book Conpany, New York

pAaTE: 1974

ANNOTATI ON CATEGORI ES ANNOTATION:

| [X_Book Thi's new textbook on urban transportation
.. S|l Tstudy pl anni n? addresses nany of the very current
S & I ssues Tor the first tine in a text (at

| lArticle | .

& O | east as known to these reviewers)
g H |Popu! ar_press
- ' Oficial plan, report [As a text, the book describes travel-demand

o
—
y

Legi sl ation, regs. forecasting, transport-related |ane'L use

model s, urban transport technol ogy, character-

istics of urban structure, evaluation of urban

w—.
x .
gg x Theoretical transport investnents, and planning process
E § |l Empirical theori es.
b Nat 1 onal Feder al Perhaps” the nost significant contribution is
< Istate its critique of the planning processes of the
X TRegional/Tocal 1950s and 1960s, which projected trend pat-
) terns of growth and selected an alternative
d Atlanta pl an capable of providi nP the greatest trans-
Z Boston portation access at the [owest cost.
S Chi cago _ _
Q Denver The author argues that this approach has ig-
= Cos Angeles nored several nmajor issues. ..environnental
S , I npacts, inpacts on |and devel opment patterns,
§ San_Franci sco travel needs of tripnmakers without access to
2 Seattle a car, and the question of conparative bene-
[T Twin Cities (fits frominvestnents in other commnity
Washington, D. C. Services instead of transportation,
X__|Gen. el aming approach] The author describes a transportation planning
Political influences  nodel (Friend and JessoP) t hat ﬁl aces nmuch
X Goals, objectives 1 greater attention on defining the problem and
oVl nstitutions Strategies for inplenentation.
9 X |[Financing
R Public involvement
Y | x INeeds forecasting
¢ IX Land use pl anni ng
= ' Multimodal trans. plan|
g Dev. of alternatives
A |Eval. of alternatives
Devel opnent controls
St. & hwy. nmanagenent
L Transit managenment |
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ACCESS NUMBER 4

AUTHCR :
TITLE:

PUBLI SHER/ SCURCE:

DATE:

Frank C, Col cord,
Urban Transportati

1974

Jr.

on Deci si on-Maki ng, Final Report

U S. Department of Transportation

ANNOTATI ON  CATEGOR! ES |LANNO‘I‘A'L‘ION:

= | Book |
w 9] __Study |
© g IArticle
gs
ol Popular press
& § X Official plan, report
L egislation regs. ‘
m ol .
é g [Theor eti ca
gl x Enpiri cal
3 g T
Nat i onal / Feder al
State
y X|Regi onal / Local
m[|x Atlanta
£ | [x[,_Boston
Q Chi cago \
= Denver
A Los Angel es
% X! San Franci sco
é Seattle
X| Twin Gties
V&shi ngt on, "D.C. |
X |Cen. planning approach
Political influences
x |Goal s, objectives
X|Govt. institutions
9 Fi nanci ng
@ || X Public involvenment
@ Needs Torecasting
o X [Land use planning
= Mil tinodal trans. Plan
E X!'Dev. of alternatives
R Eval. of alternatives

Development controls

St. & hwy. management

Transit management

This summary report, produced under contract
to the Department of Transportation, is a
study of the transportation policymaking
process inseveral Anerican and foreign

cities. It provides an historical review of
transportation planning institutions, trans-
portation Follcy formulation, policy changes

and general policy trends based on case

studies in the following cities: Mani,

M nneapol i s-St. Paul, Boston, San Francisco,
Seattle, Atlanta, Stockholm Hanmburg, Anster-
. dam Leeds, Manchester, Montreal, and
Toronto. profiles on the individual cities
are included. Examnation is made of the
political, environmental, geographical, and
econom c¢_characteristics influencing the de-
termnation of policy. Institutional and
policy “trees," or diagrammtic nodels, show

stages of growth and change, and each of the
case studies can be" plugged in"to these
nodel s.  Chapter VII of the summary contains
concl usions and recomendat i ons.

Col cord pinpoints tw central problens in
existing policy mechanisms: 1) the separa-
tion of land use planning and controls from
transportation planning; and 2) the separa-
tion of deci si onmaki ng power in the hands

of a local or regional agency fromthe

agency neking policy recommendations. He
frnds”a universal need for a definition of
what should be the appropriate responsibi-
lities ofl ocal and ‘parent” governnental
agencies. kKey el ements of successful trans-
portation polliynakyng are conprehensiveness
(defined as a decisionmaking process in which
a variety of possible policies are considered)
and responsiveness (decisions are made by
elected officials wth broad policy responsi-

bility). Cultural/political differences in
the styles of transportation policynakin
inthe U.S. and in Canada and Europe tend o
make the American Pol|cx.nechan|sns | ess
conprehensive and responsive.

-41-



Urban Transportation Decision-Mking, Final Report
Page Two

Anewtrend that has universal appeal is the establishment of H gh-Ievel,
nultlnndalltransFortatlon institutions to replace hlghly fragnented .
transportation planning structures. This trend and The extent to which
it occurs is docunented for each of the case cities. Colcord attributes
this trend in the US. to the financial problens of transit operators and
the unpopularity of the metropolitan (as opposed to nun|0|palg gover nment
idea -- units of government which conceivably mght take over areaw de
transportation responsibilities.

The report clearly illustrates the inportance of institutional structure
and policynmaking trends as factors in the final outcome of transportation
lanning. © On the basis of w despread past experience and on current
rends ampng transportation policy institutions, careful recomendations
are made for future structural changes, such as: single funding arranPe-
ments for transportation planning and inplenentation; stronger regional
institutions; unification of transportation and |and use planning; poli-
ticizing of policymaking at |ocal |evels so that community viewpoints
must con?ete agai nst each other; higher level (state and Federal) in-
vol verrent in broad transportation planning and establishnent of guide-
lines for local governnents. The added val ue of this report is The
recentness of the material in the case studies.
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ACCESS NUMBER: 5

AUTHOR. Real Estate Research Corporation

TITLE The Costs of - Spraw

PUBLI SHER/ SOURCE:  U. S. Governnent Printing Ofice

DATE: Apr il 1974

ANNOTATION CATEGORIES

ANNOTATION:

This book seeks to provide information for

[ local public officials on public and private

| costs of urbanization density and patterns.

1t includes econom c costs; residential;
open space/recreation; schools; streets and

roads; utilities: public services; and I|and.

J It anal yzes environnmental effects; air pollu-

tion; water pollution; noise; vegetation and

wildlife; visual effects; water and energy

consunption. It also analyzes personal
effects; psychic costs; travel tineg;

traffic accidents; crime; use of discre-

tionary tine.

J_Several conclusions and findings are nade

inthis report. The high density planned
comuni ty consumed 40% | ess energy than the

| ow density sBraV\A, pattern. In annual terns
this meanS 400 mil'lion BTU per dwelling unit

inthe | ow density sprawl pattern conpared
in the high density planned pattern. The

n

'to about 210mllion BTU per dwelling unit
n
|

high density planned conmunity cost per
residential unit was$21,000conpared to

$49, 000 per unit inlow density spraw pat-

tern. This is for all community costs

prorat ed. Water and air pollution are

substantially | ess and water consunption

less in the higher density pattern. Wth

52% 1 ess travel tinme required in the snore

densel y pl anned commnit%/, | ess accidents
S

and ot her Psychi_c ‘benefi are descri bed.
Gas and electricity use ‘is a function of

housi ng type and structural characteristics,

no variation anong planned and sprawl conmu-

nities with the same housing mx is shown."

But, ‘significant variation in consunption of

gasoline occurs as a result of the differ-

ences among conmunity types.. " The report

| concl udes that si ﬁnifl cant ehergy savi ngs
| can be attained through greater use of nass

transit.

e
w O Ix Study
CEll Iarticle
o O ;
&= Ponular prass |
i"? official plan, report
{Legislation, regs.
[77)
é S Theor et cal
a|lx Enpirical |
29
|
x National/Federal I
State |
e | X Regi onal / Local
& Atl ant a |
g Bost on
o) .
o Chi cago |
S| .Denver
g Los Angel es \
© |1 1San Francisco \
é | | seattle |
[] Twin Cities |
V&shngt on, D. C. |
Gen. _planni ng approach
Political influences
Goals, objectives
Govt. institutions
3 x |Financing
?, Publ i ¢ i nvol venent
a Needs forecasting
g X Land use planning
-] Multimodal T I'ansS. pl an
5 Dev. of alternatives
R Eval . ofalternatives
x Devel opnent control s
St. & hwy. mnagenent
| Transit  managenent |
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AUTHOR: Harvey R Joyner

TITLE: " Regional Local Conflicts in Transportation Pl anning”

PUBLI SHER/ SOURCE : Transportation Engineering Journal, Vol. 98

DATE:  Auqust 1972

ANNCTATI ON

Il
l JI i’rransit m.nagement

ANNCTATI ON CATEGORI ES
z Boog
& Ol Study
:Zg X Aticle
& = Popular press
& § Official plan, report
| il Legiciztion, regs. |
] .
E g X, Theoretica
Empirical
i3 &
| National/Federal |
State |
& | x|Regional/Local |
& Atlanta |
% Bost on
0 Chi cago
Q1! | penver |
é | Los Angeles
: | _san Francisco
5 L _Seattle
| Twin Cities
| Washington, D.C.
{ [Gen. Planning_approach
'K Palitical influancas
'x Goal, objectives
X Govt. Institutions |
A ‘I-‘inancing _l
8 X Public_involvement
@ Needs forecasting ‘
v !{ iLznd use planning i
E | x{Mu.timodal trans. plan|
é ..Xfl:*ev. of alternatives
~ !‘ 'zval. of alternatives
| LCeveclopment controls
! 'zt. & hwy. management

In this brief article Joyner sets out some

of the basic |ocal-regional conflicts arising
during the planning and inplementation of

| arge-scal e transportation systems. As
Joyner sees the situation, most conflicts

ari sing over the devel opnent of new systens
consi st of basic disagreements between

broad, regionwide interests and local, com
nuni ty-level interests. In order to resolve
these conflicts Joyner believes a redefini-
tion of citizen participation in the plan-
n|n? and negotiation process is needed, one
thai assures all the public interests that
have a stake in the project will be repre-
seqted during the planning stage of a regiona
system

Joyner suggests four inprovements to the

pl anning and negotiating process. First, he
argues that nore attention nust be given
to the inpact of a large system upon comuni -
ties during the systen1p|ann|n% phase;
citizens must be involved in the early stages

of planning. Second, the inpact of elim-
nating controversial segnents upon the whole
system must be known. hird, transportation

B anning should be nultinodal so as to use
oth existing and available nmodes. Fourth,
both transportation and devel opnent planning
for a region nust be based ona comon set
of objectives.

Joyner calls for greater comunity input in

~the planning process, but as the sane tine

stresses the inportance of the metropolitan
view -- that larger conmon good for which

i ndi vidual comunities are willing to nmake
sacrifices.
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ACCESS NUMBER: 7
AutHr: Rodney E. Engelen and Danvin G Stuart

TITLE: New Direction-in U ban Transportation Planning

PUBLI SHER/ SOURCE:  Anerican Soci ety

of Pl anni ng Oficials, Planning

Advi sory Service Report #30

paTE: Junhe 1974
ANNOTATI ON CATEGORI ES ANNOTATI ON:
p— ————————
Book The report exam nes the expanding purposes
8|St udy ofur ban transportation PI anning and proposes
8E | “atioe met hodol ogi cal technical, and institu-
ggg ool tional changes in the conduct of urban
2l [Popul ar_press transportatl on planning. It is a perceptive
- Official plan, report |report, addressing many of the current
| lLegislation, regs. | planning issues.
EF Factors influencing transportation planning
XTheoretical objectives are identified as the energy
irical "crisis," the environnental novement, T1n-
_ creased demand for public participation,
K~ Nat | onal / Feder al the rise of! nmetropolitan planni n? agenci es,
lstate advances in transportation and plannin
- technol ogy, and growi ng_interest in balanced
xlRegional/Local urban transportation ~To fulfill the new,
§ | At | ant a | broader obg ectives, the authors suggest
£ |[" T Boston " inmprovenments in the planning process, recog-
8 Chi caqo nition of social, economc, and environnental
Q Denver | inpacts, and inprovements in transportation
= service.
& Los Angel es
2 San Franci sco The report offers a planning framework that
é Seatt] e di stngulsheS te;]m)n six levels of pl ar&m ng,
. six steps in the planning process, and siX
Dl Q1 188! p| gnpj ng t opi cs. PrRe planhi ng- 1ével's are
Wshington . D C : - -
L Identified as policy planning (the broadest
X Gen. bl anni ng approach| | €vel), regional system planning, corridor
X Political influences | Planning, subregional system planning,,
X Goal 5. Ob] ect]ves project planning, and managenent planning.
X _CGovt. institutions The authors enphasize the inportance of
@ ||_IFinancing | corridor planning, characterizing it as a
2 Public invol venent ‘maj or new kind of activity for urban regions."
2 Needs forecasting Corridor planni n? is defined as involvi n%
o |[X[Cand use planning ﬁ_reﬁaratl on of plrans for mjor new |ine-haul
Z . i ghways or transit routes in an urban
2 |[xIMiltindol trans. plan| ¢oryjdor 3-10 miles long and 3-6 miles wide.
Z | _Dev. of alternatives _
& Eval. of alternatives | The report discusses the weaknesses of
Devel opment controls | transportation planning institutional rela-
St & hwy. nanagenent tionshi ps and proposes ways to strengthen
x|Transit management
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these relationships. Wth regard to transit planning, the authors
call for strengthening ties between transit operating agencies and

| ocal governnents and clarification of responsibilities for the dif-
ferent Tevels of planning. They suggest a strategy of interagency
task force planning as a E{lnar vehicle for corridor planning in
the style of Baltimore's Urban Design Concept Team and Chicago’s
Crosstown Associates. The regional planning agency is recomended
to prPV|ﬂe | eadership at both the regional system and corridor plan-
ning |levels.

The report also stresses the need to inprove nmethods for inplementation
It makes the inportant point that continued separation of transpor-
tation and land use planning from regulatory/investment decisions

can |ead to poorly nmanaged growth. The authors enphasize the need

for 30|nt devel opnent of transportation and other facilities, especially
in station areas. However, they note the lack of specific inplementa-
tion tools other-than zoning and voluntary cooperation between private

or public land devel opers and transportation agencies.

In proposing ‘next steps,” the authors purposefully avoid specific
recommendations, citing the wde variations in needs of individual
urban areas. However, the inportance of integrating Federal transpor-
tation prograns and providing greater flexibility in transit financing
are recogni zed. |
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ACCESS NUMBER: 8

AUTHOR: Massachusetts Institute of Technol ogy Urban Systemns
Labor atory . . .
TITLE Proceedings of a Panel Discussion on the Interrelation of

Transportation Systems and Project Decisions
PUBLI SHER SOURCE: U.S. Departnment of Transportation

DATE: Novenber 1, 1973

ANNOTATION CATEGOR'ES ANNOTATION:

s —— ————
—

2 Book - Them has beenagfrovm ng concern among | ocal
i Study communities and local offiaials over the
NE Article efge(t:t onloc?l tar eas otf deC|S|$ns on regi on-

¢ widetransportation systems. Transportation
& :fiﬁ:‘lp':“ ——— planners have becone "i ncreasi ngly aware

XoTTooo8” poAn. Tepo of the need to consider environnmental effects
Legislation, Tegs. during systens planning.
k& Theorotical Thi s panel discussion wasaddressed to
Popirical t hese concerns and rel ated devel opnents
== in planning methodol ogy on system and
: project-level decisions. The participants
| INational/Federal I inthe di scussi on were Federal officials,
| Istate | state and local officials, and |eading
Ix RegionallLocal Q?{Sﬁsf' ioglaés and academics i n the transpor-
| Atlanta '
| B0ston The panel reached several conclusions.
___Chicago They agreed that one of the factors working

S (I | Denver against” i nproved exchange between system
Z 1”7 zos Angeles , and prog ect-1evel decisronmeking is the
E _ fragmentation of government levels and
§ San_Franci sco agencies involved in transportation planning.
2 Seattle Areaw de governnents inprove this situation

- Twin Cities provi ded they have adequate resources_and.
vasnngron, 0. C. ?ut hority needed to carry out responsibili-
i es.
X (BN pl anni ng_appr oach _ _
X Political influences | The panel also defined systems planning as

“a process in which near-term commtnents
are facilitated through an evaluation of

x Goals, objectives \

X Govt. institutions

, according to how the project will fit in
11Dev. of alternatives with a future regi onw de system

Eval . of alternatives |

velopment _controls | A summary of the panel’s discussion is in-
St. & hwy. managerent | Cluded, as well as background infornation

"'ITransit mnagement on the panel participants.

. - short- and long-term inpacts.” The plans
8 | Fi nanci ng " which energe f?omthl snBrocess are |% no
a Publ i ¢_invol venent way to be considered “final." Systens
b Needs forecasting pl anni ng, accordi nP to the panel, should
) Tand use planning proceed concurrently with project plans;
5 MITtrrodal trans. pran and project plans should be evaluated
:
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ACCESS NUMBER: 9

autHer: Marvin L. Manhei m
TITLE:  "HowShoul d Transit Qptions be Analyzed"

PUBLI SHER/ SOURCE: Paper Presented to the 54th Annual Meeting of the

Transportati on Research Board, Washington, D.C,
DATE: January, 1975

JANNOTATI ON' CATEGORI ES I|I NNOTATION: |
= | _Book Thi s paper provides one of the nost recent
o S| | x|study di scussions of ‘basic principles to be fol-
Oﬁé Article lowed in doing a good analysis of transit
« options.” The dom nant principle, according
Eé gofp.ul arl prless —lto the author, is reliance: “The objective
2 1Clal_plan, report lof a transportation systems analysis should
. [Legislation, regs. be to bring out the critical issues which
T shoul d be debated in the appropriate political
é Lxl’rheoretical,. ]f orums.
5 f| ——cmpirical O her principles deal with the need to eval u-
ate a wide range of alternatives; the need to
Nat | onal / Feder al identify all potential social, economic, and
State environmental effects; the advantages of
flexible implementation planning; the need for
) xjRegional/Local gimely public involvemenz; and ghe need to
H Atlanta clarify the issues to be addressed by decision-
Z Boston makers in evaluation reports written in lay
O Chi cago anguage.
= Denver , , _
= Los Angel es The paper presents a nore detailed analysis of
3 . the vali dlt)é of using “cost functjon” analysis
2 |! San_Franci sco as a major basis for reaching decisions. This
81| seattla was the approach taken by J. Hayden Boyd,
| © ot tac Norman J. Asher, and Elliott S ~Wexler of the
! Institute of Defense Analysis in a 1973study
for the Departnent of Transportation entitled
roach Evaluation of Rail Rapid Transit and Express
US SEervice In the Urban Comuter rKet;
| dGoals, objectives VBNNEIm S original _mssion in {his paper was to
“lGovt. Tnmstitutions  |criticize the Study. Cost function anal yges
XIFi nanci ng conpare the cost of carrying different volumes
4] of passengers with different transportation
2 | [X_Public invol venent alternatives; for any given volune, the |owest
A Needs forecasting cost alternative is considered best. Manheim
g9 | _fand use Planning suggests that this approach ignores a nunber
S Mulimodal t r ans. I an Jof i mportant issues such as ‘which interests
Z , receive which nobility inprovenents, when, at
< Dev. of alternatives ‘. wa+ cost. to whom'”
& x Eval. of alternatives ’
I Devel opnent_control s
;St' & hwy. nmanagenent

I |rransit Tanagement |
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AUTHOR: J.

K. Meyer, J. F.

Kain and M \Whl

TITLE The Urban Transportation Probl em
PUBLI SHER/ SOURCE:  Harvard University Press

DATE: 1965
ANNOTATION CATEGORIES || ANNOTATION: |
Book -Althouqh only 10 years old, The Urban Trans-
§ Study portation Problem has become assic.
8 ‘5 Article _
R ular press The book is divided into three parts. Tha
;g B first part describes the recent trends and
S|l _pfficial plan, report lcurrent conditions in urban areas and their
Legislation, regs. _ralationships to urban transportation. The
— » discussion covers several social factors such
X coretical as race and housing which influence the ur-
‘ = ban transportation problem in addition to
L pirical —Jthe more traditional transportation related
factors Such as: (1) economc change; ()
National/Federal | ocation; (3) transport supply and financing;
1 State and (4) trip patterns and vol unes.
s The second part of the book presents a metho-
dology for costing alternative urban” transporta-
Z | Boston tion modes. The book presents formulas which
5 Chi cago can be used under varying conditions to esti-
2 Denver mat e modal costs for fhe three parts of an
= urban trip: (1) line haul; (2) residential
Los Angeles . ine flali,
E , collection and distribution, and (3) downtown
§ San Francisco distribution. Critics have maintained that
N Seattle the assunptions used in the book are biased
Twn Gties agai nst heavy rail systems. It is true that
Washington, D, C. these formulas indicate only the costs of
alternative systens (and the val ueS applied
X [Gen. planni ng _approach|are subject to local conditions) and thus
Political influences |would not reflect any benefits which mght be
X Goal 5, obj ectives peculiar to a particular system
| Covt.INSUILULIONS  IThe third part, which discusses solutions and
g | [X|Financi ng public policy, is directed toward possible
a Publ i ¢ i nvol venent innovation and possible pricing, subsidies,
@ | [x[Needs forecasting and regul ations which mght reduce the urban
9 Cand use planning transportation problem
= [Mil'tinodal trans. plan,
E X Dev. of alternatives
o Eval . of alternatives
Devel opnment controls
St. & hwy. managenent
Transit managenent
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AUTH

TITLE :

PUBLI SHER SOURCE: Report of a Conference during the 52nd Annual
of the H ghway Research Board,

OR:

DATE: 1973

‘I Citizen Participation in Transportation Planning”

Meeting

Washi ngton, D.C

ANNOTATI ON  CATEGCRI ES

ANNOTATI ON:

- x[Book Citizen Participation in Transportation
« O||_Study | Planning is a summary of di scussion and
OBl Article | col lection of papers presented at two Hi gh-
Eé Popul ar_pr ess way Research Board conferences held in 1973.
&R oficial olan — It reflects a coal escence of viewpoints held
2 _ _Plan, report |y professionals in the field of transporta-
Legi sl ation, regs. | tion at the beginning of this decade and
= represents an attenpt on the part of these
Iug Theor et cal conferees to assess the changes occurring in
'E 2 xEmpirical transportati on planning and deci sionnmaking
3 & as a result of the public pressures put upon
t he planni ng process during the turbul ent
[National/Federal decade of the 1960s. The conference sought
State to determne the proper role and effective-
XRegi onal / Local ness of citizen participation in the Politi-
& N cal climte of the 1970s, and this book
g (|_L _Atlanta highl'ights the popular opinions and issues
Z ||, Boston of the tine.
© Chi cago L : : o
2 | | Denver The publication begins with highlights of
3 Los Angel es conference discussion and workshop reports on
5 : transportation issues. Seven papers pre-
g San_Francisco sented at the conference are included on the
5 1___Seattle . subjects of techniques and politics in transpor
i1’} Twin Cities | planning, citizen participation, regional
| 1 vashington, D.C . planning, mnority viewpoints, official view
points, the urban state, the rural state,
X|Gen. planning approach| and the citizen' s viewpoint. Al so included
X./Political influences | are several papers from the Boston Transport a-
[Goal's, objectives - tion Planning Review, an 18-nonth study of
vl Tnstitutions  Citizen participation and interdisciplinary
— pl anni ng.
a Financing
@ || x/Public involvement The conferees began by defining citizen parti-
a Needs forecasting cipation, its desirability and effectiveness
© || /Land use planning  and the two elenents -- information and fund-
:f: Miltinodal trans. plan. | ing -- requi_r_ed for its ef fecti veness. Most
z , of the participants in the conference assuned
< | _Dev. of alternatives  ,utrjght that citizen participation is es-
% |_Eval. of alternatives | sential in the determination of goals,
‘Devel opment _controls  objectives, and priorities in the transporta-

St. & hwy. nmanagenent

e .

ffransit mnagenent

They al so agreed that

tion planning process.
citizen

pl anners nust create the channels for
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input. They believed that citizen participation should only go so
far as to influence and inform decisionnmakers; they did not believe
that citizens should have the power to nake final decisions or to
veto final decisions. Therefore, citizens should have an active,

but limted, role in decisionmking. In the end, the conferreesfelt,
conflict can be resolved by developing a ‘good plan that meets com
munity needs."
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AUTHOR  Edward H. Holmes

TTE:  The State of the Urban Transportation Art
PUBLI SHER/ SOURCE:  Hi ghway Research News

pate:  July 1973

! ANNCTATI ON CATEGCRI ES ANNCTATI ON:
| |—Book The article discusses the history of urban
o S||_fSt udy | transportation planning since the 1930s
o &lIx|article fromthe view of highway planning. The im
@ § ool ar_ press portant legislative acts and devel opments
&3 0‘?' ] pl —in planning are described along with their
sl(Jticial pran, report fnpfication for planning in the future.

@egislation, regs.

= Some of the popular transportation topics
% Q| Trheoretical of today -- multinodal systens and the im
.gm Eroirical pact of  regionwi de systems on |ocal comu-
3 & l—= nities, for exanple -- have been discussed
p— , in the past and are not new issues. Hol nes
x Nati onal / Feder al devotes the last part of his paper to this
X [State subject and to the lack of progress in
X [Regional/Local urban transportation planni n? and inpl enent a-
) tion.- The sharp division between the
& Atlanta sophi sticated transportation planning techno-
% Boston logy that has been devel oped and the extent
O ||_L_Chicago to which it has been put to practical use is
2 Denver caused by: (1) inadequate planning staffs
= Los Angeles at state and |ocal Ievels; FZ) t he unsucces-
5 ; ful attenpts by local units and agencies
8 San_Franci sco to adapt the transportation planning process
2 Seattle to their local uses when the planning process
Twin Gties was devel oped to be used at a regional scale;
_ Vashington, D.C. 1 (3) transportation planning that has not been
truly internmodal; (4) ad hoc transportation
X |Gen. planning approach| agenci es that do not work for continuing
Political influences eed%; S]S) the small  amount of attention that
X |Goal s, objectives as been paid to citizen interests and social
X 1Govl. institutions and environmental factors; and (6) the |ack
TF7 nanci ng of land use controls.
X |Public involvement | Holnes' article is interesting both for its
Needs TOT €Cast1 Ng historical overview of the transportation
“x/Land use planning . planning process and its analysis of the suces-

X MIltinodal trans. plan] ses and failures of that process.
|

Dev. of alternatives .
Eval . of alternatives
/ Devel opment control s
% 1Sc. & awy. management

1 Transit Managenent

PLANNING ISSUES

-52-



ACCESS NUMBERS: 13

AUTHOR: Robert

TITLE :

PUBLI SHER/ SOURCE:
DATE: Apri |

)

A . Burco

““I'nnovation in Uban Public Transport:

and Institutiona

9, 1973

| nt ernati ona

: The Concept ua
Environment of Change"
Conf erence on PRT, Minneapolis, M nnesot a

ANNCTATI ON' CATEGORI ES

ANNOTATI ON:

TYPE OF

PUBLICATION

Book

Study

Article

Popular press

©Official plan, report

Legislation, regs.

APPROACH

AUTHOR'S

Theoratical

Empirical

GEOGRAPHIC CONTEXT

X

Nat | onal / Feder a

State

X

Regi onal / Loca

[ Atlanta

| Boston

Chicago

Denver

Los Angeles

San Francisco

Seattle

Twin Cities

washington, D.C.

PLANNING ISSUES

Gen. planning approach

Pol1tical Influences

Coal's, objectives

Govt. 1nstitutions

Financing

Public invol venment

Needs forecasting

Land use planning

Mil timodal trans. plan.

Dev. of alternatives

[Eval. of alternatives

Devel opment control s

St. & hwy. managenent

ITransit managenent

The author's central thesis is that new,
protected bureaucracies and coalitions of

| nt er est that may evolve ar ound PRT and
BART-1ike transit projects only perpetuate
the basic institutional probl'em that afflicts
the hi ghway program. The concentration of
power at the state and Federal |evels, and
the concentration of expertise and finance
within organizations having narrowy defined
construction of operatlng responsibilities,
has worked against responsive, adaptive

pl anni ng.

The author contends that U S. decisionmakers
have the wong conception about problem -
solving. There is a tendency for problens

to be viewed as nore well-defined than they
are. Specific solutions are undertaken to
solve the problem “for good.” In fact, the
aut hor argues we need evolutlonarg strategies
to allow flexible and dynam c probl em sol ving

The author asserts that governmental centrali-
zation distorts local priorities; he cites
the need to decentralize expertise, finance,
research, and planning resources. An aggres-
sive, evolutionary process of controlled”
experimentation, wth risk-sharing subsidies
based onaproject’s potential for problem
soIV|ng, m ght strike a better |ocal-Federal -
state bal ance.

The underlying thene of this evolutionary
strategy is to ?[adually change agenci es’
funding” and institutional responsibilities to
match the energing problem and even to |ead
it; not to stop and wait for an ideal solu-
tion nor to ignore the future” in the crush

of present difficulties.
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The strategy is intended to avoid the difficulties surrounding BART,
BART had to carry the U S. transit R& effort because the nation had
wllfully let transit wither and alnost die. The author suggests

t hat BART boosters raised too great expectations which may have caused
disillusionment and lack of political and financial support. Although,
congestion, air pollution, lack of mobility, and other problenms per-
sist, BART illustrates a ‘problem aneliorating framework” that shoul d
serve “as a catalyst" for other cities, for Federal and state com
mtments, ‘for the provision of adequate local transit. ..in the Bay
Area, and for a redirection of urban devel opnent patterns through
public infrastructure investnent."

The author concludes that Bay Area people may have borne too much for
the nation,but this catalyst effect may be the greatest BART contri-
bution. BART failed only if one is ‘second-guessing decisions nade

in an earlier area. It nust be seen as part of an evolving solution
gradual |y leading to other forms of traffic and traffic managenent.
"newer transit proposals wll still have to deal with present and

future problens as shifting issues, rather than fixed and static plan-
ning or technol ogical targets.”
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ACCESS NUMBER 14

AUTHOR; Si d McCausl and

TTLE:  "Al o_nP for the Ride: People, Polticsand Transportati on:
California-Style" _ . . .
PUBLI SHER/ SORCE:  Assembly Conmittee on Transportation, California
Legi slafure, Sacrenmento, California
pate:  Qct ober 1974

ANNCTATI ON CATEGORI ES | ANNOTATI ON:
Book The author makes a broad assessnent of trans-
5 | [6[SEU portation problens, institutions, and plan-
°g Article ning in California froma legislator's
% S| Popul ar_press erspective, with an orientation to the dif-
g official olan Tecoc | [iculties in serving local needs through
% Poan. TOPOT* ! higher level decisionnmaking. He concludes
Legislation, regs. that there is a need for public participation
= and decentralized decisionmaking. The book
58 heoretical addresses the transit planning experience in
E 2| Empirieal California, but the lessons it draws are
2% ~————J pertinent to other metropolitan areas.
National/Federal | One “inportant contribution is the docunentation
L|state of the tendency for public participation pro-
Regional/Local grans to bedom nated by higher income groups.
el Until the transit-depéendent organize in an
| lBg‘;t‘c‘)‘r‘]"‘ " adversary posture, their needs wll get |ots of
g , rhetoric,” but little action. . . W need dif-
Chi cago ferent sets of evaluation techniques for our
S Denver anal yses of commuter services and transit-
g Los Angeles dependent servi ces.
2 San Franci sco The book also shatters sone nyths about Toronto,
5 _Seattle whi ch, the author wites, is developing in a
Twin Cities di spersed form not unlike Los Angeles. = Hgh
Washi ngt on, D.C. density devel opment resulted from deliberate
: pl anning and zoning decisions. Bus and street-
Gen, planning approach| car service were saturated before a subway was
Political Influences | puilt. In this context, however, Toronto (and
| loals, obiectives | Mntreal) officials suggested that the only
| lcovt. institutions | feason they wereable to proceed was because
Financing their metropolitan formof governnment elim -
a [ nated conpetition from other jurisdictions
@ ||X|Public involvement with new transit prograns.
. Needs forecasting
@ ||x Land use planning The author anal yses the reason why transit Pro- *
& |[TMiTtinodal tram pran.| grams usually are dominated by plans for con-
'fé o ) Struction and acquisition of ‘new equi pment.
v. of alternatives
A Eval. of alternatives
Devel opnent control s
St. & hwy. nanagenent
x | Transit management
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Style”
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State and Federal officials tend ‘to advocate facility domnated transit
systens” because “Iar?e public works projects are the only situations
in which you can really exercise control fromrenote power centers. |
realize that Secretary Brinegar's statenents appear to run counter to my
phil osophy, but | think his budget will ultinmately vindicate ny view"

The author also coments on |abor problenms. He points out that although
‘labor is the domnate variable cost in transit, public agencies are in-
capabl e of negotiating productivity-oriented |abor settlenments." He
suggests that |abor costs will be "the eternal Achilles. Heel of public
transit.” ‘It may be that government should put npbst transit operations
in the hands of private operators who could be notivated to negotiate
busi ness-1ike agreements.’
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ACCESS NUMBER 15
AUTHOR: Richard J. Solomon and Arthur Saltzman
TITLE . History of Transit and Innovative Systens- --

PUBLISHER/SCURCE : M T Urban Systens Laboratory, Canbridge
DATE  March, 1971

ANNOTATI CN CATEGERIES || ANNCTATI O
| _BOOK ' This report, published by MT's Uban
a S| Studv | Systens Laboratory, is an analysis of his-
S & T ATticle i torical developnents in the transit industry
2 g Popular press and an evaluation of sone of the transit
g g bi’i il"l s problens of today. As part of the historical
o||xPfficial plan, report | gyeryjew, the authors highlight the growh
Legislation, regs. of the transit industry, the beginning of its

decline, regulatory issues and antitrust

EF !
ug Theor etical ,actions, fare structures, and revenue trends.
gm e The last half of the report is an exam nation
2% X i ' of innovative devel opments (such as dial -a-
ride), and the way service regulations (such
Nat I onal [ Feder al | as those giving nonopolistic control to |arge
state transit operators) have hindered innovative
Regi onal / Local systens.
§ é” ant a Several innovative systems now in operation
z oston are described: the Peoria Prem um Speci al
O (|___ Chicago door -t o-door service; the Flint, M chigan,
2 Denver MAXI - CAB door -t o-door service;, the Mnsfield,
= Los Angel es Chio, dial-a-ride and highly flexible, con-
5 - ventional transit services; the National Geo-

2 san_Franci sco Braphlc Society’s contact with the \shington,
a Seattle .C., Metro system for specialized service; the
Twin Gties B & B Mnibus Co. comuter-van service in

\lashi ngt on, D.C. Nassau and Suffol k counties, New York; and

the Reston, Virginia, express bus.

Gen._pl anni ng_appr oach. o
Political influences | The authors conclude that the transit industry,
Goals, objectives both private and public, has been overly con-
T Govi. institutions  Servative in its reaction to innovation,
often view ng innovation as a threat to exist-

@ | [xjFinancing ing operation and capital investment. The
2 Publ i c invol vement cauthors observe that transit operators have
a Needs forecasting thought of thenselves as being in the business
Q and use Planning of specifically providing bus, rail, or taxi
E <MItinodal trans. planj S€rvice rat her” than being in the business of
; i fulfilling public transportation needs.
EH Dev. of alternatives |
B Eval. Of alternatives

Devel opnent control s
St. & hwy. managenent

Transit nmanagenent
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ACCESS NUMBER: 16

AUTHOR:  Bruce Brugman, Geggar Sletteland, eds.
TITLE “Trp]e Lélktirrate Highrise, San Francisco’s Mad Rush Toward
t e y”
PUBLI SHER/ SOURCE:  San Franci sco Bay Cuardi an Books, San Franci sco
paTe: 1971
ANNOTATI ON  CATEGOR! ES ANNOTATI ON:
Book The authors general thesis is that highrjse
hé St udy agvocates_arg m”<i| ng the city an thgt ur | d-
S & ticle ing BART is part of a calculated strat eg% by
gé opul ar _press CBD interests. The argument addresses the |
2R orora San Francisco case directly, but its signifi-
2 1Clal plan,_report | cance is broader; this book presents perhaps
! |lLagislacion, regs. | better than any other publication the charge
== that high-speed-rapid transit alone may not
% 2 7 Theortical - meet an area’s transit needs and indeed may
g e have inpacts onurban econom cs that are not
g &L= full'y understood.
National/Federal The authors contend that San Francisco’'s
State master plan is a tool of interests that bene-
X |Regi onal / Local fit fromhigh rise construction. They argue
3] that the ‘Central Hgh Rse District" is con-
i Atlanta . tributing an increasingly |ower percentage
% Bost on of total city taxes and is being subsidized
o Chicago by the rest of the mtx by about” $5 million
Q Denver per year. They cite the rippling effect of
A Los Angel es hi ghri ses on the econony of the region:
5 : segregation, crinme, fire costs, unenploynent,
§ x| San Francisco wel fare costs, and car insurance rates.
2 Seattle " BART"
Twin Gties » the authors say, “has caused a flurry
| Washi ngton, D.C of new downt own devel opnent which prom ses
to increase commuters by 30% in the next three
Gen. planning approach| years and by about 100% in 1990.” BART cannot
x_Political i nfl uences carry the travelers; cars will. The authors
Goals. ODj €cti ves al so discuss BART and its intended inpact on
J
Govt rsiitutions CBD | and val ues and highrise devel opment .
= . BART cost $300 million nore than the 1970
a | g1 hancing assessed valuation of the entire City of San
@ ||_Pubiic invol venent Francisco. The average San Francisco homne-
A |1_Needs forecasting owner in 1970 paid $39.90 for BART in property
o Land use planning | %ax, anott_hlelr | 50 orsoin Ehe I/€¢bIBA sal Fs
g : ax, a sti arger anount ‘probably severa
z | Milti nodal ”ans'_ Pt undr ed dollars. . .in high-density costs re-
E Dev. of alternatives  flected in the nunici pal tax rate and assess-
. Eval. Of aternatives | pents’. . . “and of course, the costs of BART
‘Devel opment_controls  are only beginning to be felt.”
iSt. & hwy. management |
Transit MANagenent |
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The book provi des numerous quot es descri bing the inportance and
strength of CBD interests. It details the politics of high rise

devel opnent, in particular the ties between big |and owners and
elected officials and the nedia.
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ACCESS NUMBER: 17

AUTHOR:
TITLE :

PUBLISHER/SOURCE:

John W Bates

DATE: August 5, 1974

“A Look at the Critics (of rail transit

Presented at
Transportation,

prograns)”

the Second National Conference on Public
Ceorgia State University, Atlanta

ANNOTATI ON CATEGCRI ES

ANNOTATION:

= [ hook
xS xﬁwy
o g Article
3
o 3 Popul ar press
_Eg Oficial plan, report
- - -
| Legi sl ation, regs.
[1]
ég X _Theoreti cal
B Enpi ri cal
2 &

GEOGRAPHIC CONTEXT

Nat | onal / Feder al

St at e

X |Regi onal / Loca

X Atl anta
Boston

Chicago
| l Denver

Los Angel es
I
£

San Francisco

Seattle
| Twin Cizies

V&shi ngt on

[ 1 D. C. 1

i

PLANNING 1SSUES

1 G plaming

approach
apolitical influences

X Goal's, objectives
Govt. institutions

X Financing

{2ublic involvement |

Needs forecasting ‘
| Ltand US€ pl anni ng |
Multimodal t r ans. plan.
| Dev. of alternatives
"Eval . of alternatives
| |Developmant controls

| St. & hwy. managenent

X Transit managenent

ts to
arguments nade by rail transit
critics. These argunents are: " 1) transit

i nvestnent has no significant effect onland
devel opment patterns, 2) rail transit pro-
posal s focus upon the center city, in spite
of recent trends in suburbanization; and in
light of this suburbanization nore tlexible
bus systens may be cheaper, 3) the benefits
which accrue fromthe rail systemare im
properly allocated. M. Batés does not .
present argunents to refute any of these cri-
ticisns.

In this presentation M. Bates atte
refute severa

To help prove that rail systens do influence
the | ocation of new devel opment Bates cites
statistics from Toronto, San Francisco, and
Atlanta. In all of these cities a very |arge
proportion of the new growth had taken place
around new rajl systens. In Atlanta, Bates
cited statistics indicating that office floor
space in the central area increased from 16
mllion to 24 mllion square feet between
1960 and 1970. Al of these statistics are
very interesting. However they do not con-
clusively indicate that the rail systemis
responsible for this growth

| n response to the second criticism Bates
points out that the construction of a busway
can cost just as nuch as construction of a
rapid rail system He also quotes sone
studi es which indicate that rail systems can
be as cheap to operate as bus systens even
at corridor volunes as lowas 2 to 5 thousand
persons per hour. He also inplies that bus-
way systens may result in very infrequent
service conpared to rajl systens. It would
have been interesting if Bates had used ex-
amples from Atlanta rather than the genera
studi es he cites.
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"A Look at the Critics (of railtransit prograns)”
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Bates’ response to the third criticismis directed directly at

Mal colm Getz's "The Incidence of Rapid Transit in Atlanta.” He
criticises Getz for using avalue of time which is too |ow, for
too few working days per year, for too little average tine savings
per trip, and other mnor things such as an error in the date of
acquisition of the Atlanta Transit System Aside fromthese cri-
ticisms of Getz's work there is liftle in what Bates hassaid which
would significantly alter Getz's results. Bates criticises Getz
for not considering the equity in the low fare/sales tax method
for financing MARTA. It i's clear after reading CGetz's report that
all of the low fare and part of the sales tax was gO|ng t owar d
support of the eX|st|n? system  The new systemwoul d be financed
by the Federal share plus’ the renalnln? portion of the local sales
tax. Under these circumstances it is Tair for Getz to conpare the
benefits of the newadditional systemwth the cost of these taxes.
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ACCESS NUMBER 18

AUTHOR: Martin wachs, Barclay M. Hudson and Joseph L. Schofer

TITLE:  ‘Integrating Localized and Systema de Cbjectives in Trans-
. portation Planning”
PUBLi SHER/ SOURCE:  Traffic Quarterly
DATE:  April, 1974
. ANNOTATION  CATEGRI ES ANNOTATI ON:
2| _BOOK 'This article sets out to examne the dif-
e Ol Study | ferences between |ocal planning issues and
:g Article |(|:oncerns and regi on?l | ssues hand cao?(%erns.
ol n transportation planning these differences
> 3 ;:?‘.‘iflpr::: ——are obsel ved in sygtem \olgannl ng (i.e. plan-
| & ~cx2- p-an, TR0 ning for a regionw de, |long-term transporta-
egislation, regs. tion system) , and project inplementation
EX (i.e. ‘implementation of the regional system
gg - Theoretical at the neighborhood and the |ocation of cor-
E 2| Empirical ridors, bus expressway, rail lines, etc.)
22 , It is the opinion of the authors that plan-
Nati onal / Feder al ners and the decisionnaking tools that they
State have on hand are not appropriate for dealing
Regi onal / Local with local issues and, as a result, |ocal
g ATanta concerns are often |ﬁnored in favor of the
> B55Ton broader, nore conprehensive goals of the
8 | |——— region. Conflict arises during the planning
O Chi cago and inplenmentation oflarge-scale transporta-
2 1| Denver tion projects because of the distinction
& Los Angeles between unitary conceptions of the public
P p—— interest -- the comon good served by the
2 an _Trancisco regl_ onwi de transportation system -- and the
4 Seattle i ndi vidualistic conception of the public
wn Uiles interest -- the individual neighborhood in-
vasnington, D.C terest that my not coincide wth regional
concerns.  The’ pl anner, b%/ his desire to

' X_Gen. planning approach] create conmprehensive and fotal systens at a

x Political influences |evel functioning for the benefit of all,

w Goal s, obj ectives hol ds the unitary view and therefore can cone
Govt. .institutions into conflict wth individual neighborhoods.
Enancin Typl cally, the proposed regional plan neets

a|= g wth little opposition; conflict and debate
7 | |x/Public involvement | ysually occur when |ines and stations are
A |1 Needs forecasting . mapped’ out and nei ghborhoods cone face to
o |[ 'Land use planning | face with the construction of the transporta-
5 _Miltinodal trans. pran] tion network.
E Dev. of alternatives
A | Eval. of alternatives |
Devel opnment control s
St. & hwy. managenent |
Transit management |
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The authors feelthe planner nust integrate the divergent objectives
of the unitary and individualistic |evels and they propose new system
evaluative tools to achieve this end. The idea isto represent in the
Flan process bhoth "processed know edge" -- information on the techno-
ogy of the proposed system and on regional concerns and needs -- and
“personal know edge -- information on the social, econgnic and environ-
mental needs of the neighborhood. |f opposing views can be worked out
in the planning process, there is |less chance of conflict occurring at
the inplementation stage. The authors propose a dialectical debate
set up between planners and an evaluation panel representing a variety
of individual interests; transportation alternatives are debated and
revised until sone sort ofagreenment canbe worked out. Four possible
resolutions wll be achieved by this debate: . (1) _no agreenent.is
reached aathe eval uative proceSss  begins again; ?Zf sy fenpﬁe3|gns
are successfully adapted to represent 1ndividualistic needs; (%) t he
Plannlng agenpy_ado ts the |east objectionable alternative and Tets
urther aﬁp03| ion to the plan be worked out in political and |ega
spheres which woul d then have the final say on the system (4) the sys-
temis rejected” conpletely” because the incorporation of individu-
al i stic concerns becomes too costly and outwei ghs the benefits of the

regi onal system

It is the intention of the authors to adapt the planning process to the
needs and concerns ofl ocal interests while a project of “regional scope

I's being undertaken. Their article provides an excellent view of the
basis for conflict intransportation planning and inplenentation and of -
fers a logical, if time-consumng, method for Integrating unitary and

I ndi vidualistic concerns using open debate to avoid conflict at the

I npl enentation stage.
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ACCESS NUMBER: 19

AUTHOR: Institute of Public Adm nistration

TITLE: proposed Criteria for the Uban Mass Transportation Capital

PUBL

Gants Program _ o .
| SHER/SOURCE:  Urban Mass Transportation Administration

DATE: August 1970

I

JIANNOTATI ON CATEGORI ES ‘| ANNOTATI ON: J

| | —Book Faced for the first tinme with capital grants
. S||_St udy applications in excess of available funds,
SelAticle UMIA in 1970 hired the Institute of Public
Eé Boodl Adm nistration to evaluate criteria and ot her
5 5| | fopuiar press means for critically selecting grant recipi-
&gk 'aficial plan, report fents. Thus, this report initiated the policy-

*|| wLegisiation, rags. maki ng that has culmnated in UTMA' s proposed

=
APPROACH

‘policy for major urban nass transportation
i nvestnments (August 1, 1975).

1 Theoreti cal

g X [Empirical The study found that fromits initiation in
1965 through June 1969, the UMIA capital
X Nat 1 onal / Federal grants program contributed to projects whose
State total value reached just under $1 billion.
X Regi onal T Local Only in the case of San Francisco’s Bay Area
) Rapid Transit system were UMIA capital funds
& Atlanta used for mechanical or systens innovations.
z Bost on |Wiile bus transit grants accounted for 76% of
O ||_L_Chicago. grant transactions, they represented only 16%
2 Denver of gross prog ect costs.  The remaining 84% of
= Cos Angel es capital grants was awarded to the six cities
S : fwith rail transit systens in operation or
§ san Franci sco under construction. =~ Because bus operators
9 | Seattle were rapidly losing revenues, they were ex-
. Twin Cties Pected to make greatlg I ncreasing demands in
V@&shington, D.C. |the years followng 1970

PLANNING ISSUES

Gen. planning approach|The study uncovered several kinds of policy
apol i tical influences |issues needing resolution in the course of-de-
X Goal s, obj ectives 'vel oping capital grants criteria. Planning
X Toovt . institutions i Ssues center on whether UMIA should give

‘ - weight to the quality of regional conprehen-

X [Financing sive planning in selecting grant recipients.
lpublic involvement O her issues related to specific proposed cri-
Needs forecasting teria are: (1) should applicants be required

[ Landuse olannin to evaluate a range of alternatives usin
YIEE rmda|p ”ans_gm an- measures of econonmic feasibility? (2) ghoul d
= - UMTA provide incentives to encourage innova-
KX.naw of alrernavives Itjon? (3) How should social criteria be
Eval . ofalternatives lquantified and wei ghted? ? Shoul d UMTA set
f

{ pavelopmant controls |environnental standards? 5} Should UMTA
St. & hwy. nmanagenent  support operators in danger goi ng out of
|bu3| ness? (6) Should the prom se of reducing

Transit nmanagenent
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auto congestion be a criterion? (7)Should localities be required
to denonstrate they have exhausted |ocal sources of funds?

The report recommended two sets of criteria. Short-term criteria
were based on available data that could be applied practically by
the existing UMIA staff and local planning agencies. The recom "
mended short-termcriteria covered the need to denonstrate potential
naerdershuf; guarantees of |ocal operating subsidy, if necessary;
umrA st andards for regional transportation planning; and others.
Internediate and long-run criteria that could be defined and inple-
mented over a 5-15 year period covered requirenent of alternatives,
anal ysis; higher planning standards; economc measures for evaluation
standards of-local financial support; higher weighting for short-term
i nprovenents; measures of severity of neéd for asSsistance.
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ACCESS NUMBER: 20
AUTHR :  Andr ew Haner

TITLE :

Unor t hodox  Approaches to Urban Transportation: The

Energing Challenge to Conventional Planning -
PUBLI SHER/ SOURCE: Bureau of Business and Economic Research Publishing

DATE: 1972

Servi ces

ANNCTATI ON CATEGCRI ES

ANNOTATI ON:

TYPE OF
PUBLICATION

'Book

Study

Article

Popular;gress

Official plan, report

Legislation, regs.

AUTHOR'
APPROACH

Theoretical-

Empirical

—

GEOGRAPHIC CONTEXT

| . National /Federa

| St ate

| Regional/Local

| | Atlanta

Boston

Chi cago

Denver

Los Angel es

San Franci sco

| Seattle

Twin Cities

Washi ngton, D.C

PLANNING ISSUES

Gen. pl ani ng approach

Pol 1tical 1nfluences

Coal s, objectives

Govt. 1nstitutions

Fi nanci ng

Public invol venent

Needs forecasting

|_.and use pl anning

X Miltinodal trans. plan.

Dev. of alternatives

Eval . of alternatives

‘ Devel opnent control s

X\ St. & hwy. managenent

i
v /Transit management

This publication is a sumary of the pro-
ceedings of a 1972 conference on urban trans-
ortatron held at Georgia State University.
he participants in the conference urged a

reexamnation of rail and other high-cost
transportation solutions and nore Investiga-
tion into the possibilities offered by nore
efficient use of existing networks and | ow
capital investnents -- hence the approach of
the conference was ‘unorthodox” when conpared
to the positive attitude toward rail mass
transit held by mass transportation planners
in the past two decades.

Seven papers were presented at the conference.
‘The Potential of Free Transit in Transporta-
tion Planning” outlines a study conducted by
the Charles River Associates, Wwhich concl uded
that free transit would achieve the benefits
cl ai med b{ its supporters but that other |ess
costly methods can achieve the same benefits.
The hidden subsidies to the autonobile com
muter are discussed in "The Use of Tolls in
Controlling Uban Traffic Congestion.” ‘The
Unexpected Potential of Freeway Rapid Transit
in Regional Transportation" describes the po-
tential “effectiveness of express bus |anes
and conputerized stop lights on existing trans-
portation networks. = Concern for the carless
popul ation is reiterated in “Public Trans-
ortation and the Car." The supposed bene-

its of urban mass transit -- increased
property values, revitalization of urban cores,
and more -- are closely examned in “Mths

and Realities in Uban Transportation Plan-
ning.” This article and the one following --
‘“Equity Considerations of Wban Transporta-
tion Pl anni ng” question the belief that new
rail systens are the answers to our transporta-
tion problens. Finally, the |ast paper

“Bal anced Transportation Planning: A Reap-
praisal”, summarizes many of the doubts
Fpressed a{ éhe conferenge aBout t he opy:
arly-accepted solutions to urban transBo a-
tion problens.
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ACCESS NUMBER 21
AUTHOR: Barclay M Hudson, Mrtin Wachs, and Joseph L. Schofer

TITLE  ‘Local |npact Evaluation in -the Design of Large-Scale

Urban Systens" _
PUBLI SHER/ SOURCE: Journal of the Anerican Institute of Planners

DATE: July 1974

%ﬁ q
| ANNOTATI ON CATEGORI ES || ANNGTATI ON: |
|
| LBOOK | In a background of confrontation between the
x 9| _Studv | nei ghborhood-leve> perceptions of comunit,
°g rticle | needs and the objectives of |arge-scale ur-
8 Sl Popuiaz press ban service systens, planners today must
B g "&‘%;f;lm Teporc | [€alize that Large-scale urban systems con-
2 — : . tinue to get larger and |arger ile
_lLegislation, regs. | ¢jtizen participation has not been very suc-
@ cessful 1n bringing local interests into
Eg Theoretical the processes of planning. The basic
2\ Empirical question posed by this article is whether or
% - not it is possible to consider both neigh-
] T TeTeT borhood and areaw de perceptions of the
| MNational/Federa | costs and benefits of urban inprovenents at
Istate | the sane tine.
Regi onal / Local : : L
& lx, gtlanta ! Regi onal interestsduri ng devel opnent of
B | M T Bost | arge-scal e systens center upon the overall
5 | | Boston | picture and the technical evaluation of the
Chicago | system Local interests, in contrast, center
2 Denver . upon the evaluation process of a system and
5 Los Angeles | are nore concerned wth specific details on
2 | San Franci sco ' the expected inpact of the systemon the |o-
§ | . cality. The problem here is whose interests
& | | Seattle are t0 be represented; it is the viewpoint
Twin Gties of the authors that local perspectives nust
Washington, D.C be incorporated into the design of systens.
Gen. planning approach Several strategic options for resolving
Political influences | |ocal/regional conflicts are described:
x |Goals, objectives 1) encroachnent, where one interest dom nates
| Govt. institutions éthls is the typical approach in the past) ;
m Financing ) conpensation, where the locality is com
4 [[)ensated for net losses; 3) insulation, where
@ | X [Public involvement he two levels are insulated from each ot her
a Needs forecasting and interaction is limted; and 4) adaptive
g | [Land use planning | design, where increnental-planning takes
E Ml tinodal trans. plan] place rather than systemm de planning, and
Z || ev. of alternatives | 0Ongoing evaluation and innovative compromise
& val, of alternatives | @€ key factors.
veET UPIIETI controls
St. & hwy. nanagenent

Transit managenent
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The article discusses a variety of evaluative techniques such as:
cost/benefit ratios; computer progranms (such’ as sinulation and games);
di al ectical scanning (actual debate between interests); decision trees
and nethods of incorporating citizen participation into the planning
process.

The authors feel it is inportant to view nei ghborhoods as ‘fundamental
systemunits” or modules of urban services.
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ACCESS NUMBER: 22
authr: Melvin R Levin and Norman A Abend
TITLE: Bureaucrats in Collision: Case Studies. inArea Transportatio,

Pl anni ng
PUBLISHER/SOURCE: M T Press, Canbridge
DATE: 1971
ANNOTATI ON CATEGORI ES ANNOTATI ON:
Book The authors’ purpose in witing this book
8|l “study was to devel op suggestlons for the inprovement
8 &l Thgticia . of interagency and intergovernnental opera-
Eé P— tions with respect to urban devel opment.
2 Opular press They investigated the problems of planning
5[] _lofficial plan, report | and organizing multijurisdictional prograns
*I| TLegislation, regs. for urban developnent. Five transportation
- studi es wereused to identify some ofthe
X probl ens of interagency projects; these .
g Sheoretical studies were: the Boston Regional Pl anning
5 §|LxEmpirical Project (later called the Eastern Massachu-
setts Regional Planni ngr Project) ; thePport-
Nat i onal / Feder al | and Area conprehensive Transportation Study;
State the N agara Frontier Transportation Study;
reai onal T Local the Penn-Jersey, Transportation Study. hese
SRS | studies, all conducted since 1957,” cover both
5 Atlanta | Iarlge regions with large popul ations and
%z || XI_Boston smal'l er netropolitan areas; all serve as
3) Chi cago the basis for conparative analysis whi ch | eads
S Denver to the determnation of comron transportation
= Tos Angel es probl ems and issues.
5 San Franci sco The authors’ major conclusion is that it is
& Seattle still too early to expect “Significant” con-
© Twin Giies tributions from regional planning organiza-
Y Vésh agion. D.C tions in the transportation planning process.
— TIhIS situation is tr.uteﬁ thley blelleve, _becaluse
- anni ng agencies, either local or regional,
—%T'itﬂ;nn'i?ﬁﬁgﬂrcgg‘:h ?ac_k I e%l g|Jrrpl enentation power in thegface of
< 1Goals ob eclives political and bureaucratic power of |ocal,
, ODJ ECtl state, and Federal administrative agencies.
x |Govt. institutions Pl anners are essen_tlaI\INK instruments of
w || |Financing bureaucratic agencies whose ends the planners
S TPublic nust serve.
Z, Public invol vement :
" I“Eigsulzriiﬁ;;gg | The absence of clear national goals and pri-
z | ——— ities for transportation is. a major inpe-
5 || _Multimodal trans. plan| 8{ment to ef%ecusee coordination o Yoca
2 J|_Ibev. of alternatives | and regional devel opnent. The authors feel
= Eval. of alternatives | the solution to this problemlies in nore
Development controls centralized management of Federal urban
devel opnent prograns, which would, in theory,
St. & hwy. management :
reduce confusion between Federal, state, and

Transit nanagement . local agencies carrying out the nyriad of
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Federal urban devel opnent programs, However, conflict anong regiona
agencies over regional responsibilities and authority is another mat-
ter, and the authors feel this conflict is likely to increase rather
than decrease as long as there continues to be a lack of national goals
and a fragmentation of public authority in metropolitan areas.

The case studies investigated are all based on the belief of the plan-
ners conductln? the studies that it was possible to reach a consensus
on a regional transportation systemby providing |ocal decisionmakers
with the right technicalalternatives.” But, as the authors clearly
point out, the variety ofregional and Ipcal_aqen0|es represents an
equal ly varied nunber of interests and viewpoints that do. not easily
come to terms with each other on areaw de undertakings. Underlying
the |ack of national goals and |ocal fragnentation is the failure of
American institutions™in general to determne what problems exist in

our urban areas and how these problems should be sol ved
The book is organized to cover the research design used to investigate

the area studies, the area studies themselves, and general conclusions
on the findings fromall the studies.
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AUTHOR:

TITLE

PUBLI SHER/ SOURCES Hi ghway Research Record #467, Washi ngt on,

DATE:

!

‘Transportation systems Planning and Resource Allocation”

1973

D.C

|

ANNOTATION CATEGORIES | ANNOTATION: }
A

TYPE OF

PUBLICATION

IBOOK

h'd

study

Axrticle

Pcpular~grcss

£ficial plan, raepozrt

~{Legislation, regs.

J

APPROACH

AUTHOR'S

Theoretical

p

irical

GEOGRAPHIC CONTEXT

National/Federal

—

Statae

Regdional/Local

Atlanta

Boston

Chicago

Denver

Los Angeles

san Francisco

Seattle

Twin Cities

Washington, D.C.

PLANNING ISSUES

Political I nfluences

Gen. planning approach

(oal s, objectives

]

lGovt. institutions

!

Fi nanci ng
x/Public involvenent

x!Needs forecasting

J

[Land use planning

Ml t1 nodal

trans. plan]

Aipev. of alternatives

X|Eval. of alternatives

Development controls

x|St. & hwy. management |

I Transit

managenent

This publication is acollection of 10 re-
ports prepared for the 52nd Annual Meeting
of the Transportation Research Board. Many
of the reports are case studies of a variety
of topics in transportation admnistration
and economics whi ch are consi dered by the
authors to be applicable to broader trans-
portation issues.

‘Incorporating Environnmental [npacts in the
Transportation System Eval uation Process”
assesses present eval uation techniques for
soci oeconom ¢, environnental ? and politica

i mpacts of transportation facilities. Be-
cause of the enormous nunber offactors that
must be taken into account in the transporta-
tion deC|S|onnak|n? process, the authors of
this report attenpt to devise some numerica
ranking technique for conparing alternative
consequences oftransportation planning in

which alternatives that do not satisfy genera
objectives already laid out arerejected out-
right. The authors admt to inperfections in
thi's nodel.

“Structuring an Analysis of Pedestrian Travel”
sets out to determne pedestrian needs and

the inpedances to wal king by determning the
supply (advantages, 1ncentives) of walking and
the demand (needs, inclinations to walk). A
model is set up to describe pedestrian acti-
vity, a nodel simlar to those used for
vehicul ar travel

The report ‘A Review of the Public Hearin
Process as a Means of Cbtaining Citizen Views
and Val ues" conpares the views expressed at
public hearings in MI|waukee on transporta-
tion inprovenents with the views obtained in
a transportation home interview survey con-
ducted. More opposition to proposed | nprove-
ments was expressed at the public hearings
than in the survey.
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“Environmental Mapping” devel opes a systematic preparation of an
ecol ogical inventory in a particular area in order to predict pos-
sible environmental inpacts of inprovenments. “A Study of Land
Devel opment and Traffic Generation on Controlled-AcceSs H ghways

in North Carolina" deals with the problemof traffic build up at

i nterchanges, The report ‘Resource Allocation and the System Pro-
cess" describes nmethods used by sone state transportation agencies
to divide funds anong their districts -- i.e., according to the
"criteria" of economc efficiency, benefit-cost ratios, |evel of
service, equity considerations, 1ndividual project allocation (pro-
ject by project) and political allocation. The report describes
each nmethod and concludes that the process of choosing a method

of allocation is chlefIY a political process. ‘BalanC|n% Proj ect
Costs and Revenue Targets" details the attenpt nade by the Calif-
orni a Departnment of Public Wrks to | ook for quicker methods of
respondi ng to change during the process of highway planning; this
report describes a planning and nonitoring conputer system devel oped

to balance costs and revenues. “Measuring Tinme Losses at Highway
Bottl enecks and Enpirical Findings for the Chesapeake Bay Bridge
describes atechnique for time |0ss measurenent. ‘ Accident Costs:

Some Estimates for Use in Engineering-Econony Studies” discusses the
cost data devel oped by state highway departments in order to devise
a procedure for estlnatln? costs. And ftinally, the report ‘Eval u-
ating Mitually reclusive Tnvestment Alternatives: Rate of Return
Met hodol ogy Reconciled with Net Present Worth" is a refinenent of

al gebrai c methods used to nmake these two estimates.
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July 1973
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of the American Institute of Planners

ANNOTATI ON  CATEGOR! ES

ANNOTATI ON: |
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Book

Study
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TYPE OF
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PUBLICATION

l0fficial plan, report |

@egislation, regs.

_

|

X

7

jTheoretical

Empirical

AUTHOR'S
APPRONCH

X

fNat i onal / Feder al

| St ate

J

1 |Regi onal / Loca

| Atlanta

| Boston

| Chi cago

l
]

Denver

'| Los Angeles

San Franci sco

GEOGRAPHIC CONTEXT

Seattle

Twi n_Cities

Washi ngton, D.C.

)

Gen. _planning approach

Political influences

Goal's, objectives

Govt. institutions

Fi nanci ng

Publ i ¢c_invol venent

Needs forecasting

Land use planning

X

Mul timodal trans. plan.

PLANNING ISSUES

\Dev. of _alternatives

(BEval. of alternatives

[ Devel opment controls

St. & hwy. nanagenent

ftechnical

A

Transit managenent

In this article John Hirten calls for a new
aRproach in transportation planning -- one
that integrates transportation planning and
urban planning. The article briefly covers
the historical basis for the current trans-
portation situation in the U S., p0|nt|n?
out that the different nodes of transporta-
tion grew independently of each other and
continued to be treated separately by t he
Federal Covernnent through the agencies of
the Federal Railroad Adm nistration, the
Federal Hi ghway Adm nistration, the Federal
Aviation Adninistration, and the Urban Mass
Transportation Admnistration. Mbility has
been viewed in the U.S. as an end in itself
and this
of the au
gestion,

Perceptlon_has led to the dom nance
onobile with the resulting con-
~air pollution, high fuel and |and
consunption, and neglect of public transit.
Wiat is needed in the future as a solution
to these problens is a synbiotic relationship
between transportation and urban devel opnment.

Hirten feels that the formation of the Depart-
ment of Transportation and the establishnent

of national policies on the environnent are

t he begi nnings of a new approach at the Federal
level . ~ He adds his own suggestions for further
action. Institutional changes, he feels, nust
occur to create a new partnership between
Federal and |ocal governments so that planning
and inplementation decisions are carried out

at the local level while the Federal Govern-
ment establishes national goals,undertakes
services and research, and allocates
fuel supplies. Hrten's premses for a uni-
fied transportation strategy include: trans-
portation decisions nust relate to comunity-
wi de objectives; priority shoul d be pl aced

on noving people, not vehicles; a single
fund should be set up for all transportation

purposes; and the use of streets shoul d
extﬁnd begond transportation to other uses
such as recreation,
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Witing as the Assistant to the Secretary of Transportation, Hrten

Is a strong voice in calling for the perception of mass transporta-
tion as a public utility --"that is, as a service provided for the

whol e community and one that does not necessarily paY for itself.
Sucq an approach coul d revol utioni ze transportation pl anning in this
country.
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AuTHORS: Al an Lupo,

TITLE:
PUBLI SHER/ SOURCE: Little,

DATE:

Rites of Way: Th
andthe U S Gt

1971

Frank Col cord, and Edward P. Fow er

e Politics of Transportation inBoston

Brown, Boston

ANNOTATION CATEGORI ES

T
| |

——]

ANNOTATION:

Thi s book docunment s t he growth of comunity

opposition to proposed expressway projects”

in Boston, and places that opposition nove-

ment in a nationw de context of transporta-
tion planning and decisionmaking in the

| 2| lBook
st udy
e“lj Aticle
Es Popular press
g/l Oficial plan, rent

United States. The two conplenentary scal es

| _[ZLegislation, regs.

of analysis effectively describe the basic

i ssues involved in recent and energing high-

—
§ Theor oLl cal way controversy across the nation.
5 §| s Smpirical Part |, which deals with the Boston experience
, between 1966 and 1970, is exceptionally well
% [National/Federal tresearched and witten. It documents one
State Process by which controversial issues energed
Regi onal / Local {froma state of inchoate concern to a state
B | of clearly defined and politically ex-
E Atl ant a pl osive confrontation between ant’ hi ghway
x_Bost on land prohighway groups. It analyzes the
o Chi cago nmotivations of “numerous public officials
3] Denver and community group |eaders, describes how
= “the position ofmajor actors evolved in re-
A Los Angel es ; )l S
< - sponse to developing political forces, and
§ San_Francisco expl ains how social and environnental inpact
2 Seattle issues ultimtely gained ascendancy over the
Twin Gties transportation service and economc devel opment
Washi_ngton.. D.C, ]rational es which formed the nost conpelling
arguments in favor of the proposed expressway
Gen. planning approach| Proj ects.
x |Political influences ,
Goal s, obj ectives Part |1 gonparlets_the Bos%on {1! ghway c?nt_ro-
e —— versy and resulting construction noratorium
XF.GOVt'. Lnstitutions ., thytransportat O deoi s onmaki ng in other
@ | 1 hancing maj or urban areas. Although it |acks much
@ | X Public involvenent of the imediacy and interest found in Part |,
a Needs forecasting it does provide-useful background perspectives
o Land use planning ~of existing and energing frameworks of trans-
& | ™™l timodal trans. plan Portation planning and decisionmeking at the
Z : metropolitan scale.
__5, Dev. of alternatives
o Eval. of alternatives |Together, Parts | and Il provide an excellent
Devel opment control's | description and analysis of the political and
St. & hwy. management | technical factors that influence highway

[Transit management

| systens and project selection.
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TITLE:  Eval uation of Rail Rapid Transit and Express Bus Service
8 - Urban Commut er Market . _
PUBLI SHE - I[J)gpartrrent of Transportation, Institute for

ence Anal ysis
DATE. et ober 1973

I
ANNOTATI ON CATEGORIES ANNOTATI ON:
z| 2ok Thi s stud% and the one by Meyer Kain and Wohl
5 of LxStudy are probably the best known studies of the
:g Article .| comparative performance of rail and express
£ 5| |—fopular pross Suppl | o1 Cost (Operating and caprial) and
& Q £3
5j [ jogsicial plan, report | oot tie ‘costs ' for arterial bus, busvay,
L Legislation, regs. bus and rail (with feeder bus) operations.
R Fuel consunption and em ssions were al so
ég WTheoretical exam ned for the alternatives.
38 plrical The maj or finding was that express bus on
G TTederal busway service was cheaper than |ocal bus
National/ redera | service at corridor volumes of about 10,000
| St at e | passengers/hour or nore, and that rail service

.. | _Regi onal [ Local | was al ways nore expensive even at vol umes

27T Atlanta of 30,000 passengers per hour. In a 10-mle

& | T Boston , corridor with 18,000 passen%ers per hour,

3 : costs were estimated at $2.97 per passenger,

S ||_L_Chicago ! busway bus costs were $1.40, and arterial *

9 |l Denver street bus service was $1.53.

& [[ | Los Angeles .

2 San Franci sco Several of the assunptions used tend to

§ enalize the rail alternative and severely

& Seattle imt the circunstances for which the con-

Twn Gties clusions were valid. First, 1t was apgarently
vasnrngton, U L. assumed that every rail patron took a bus to
, the rail station since no nention was nade of
| Cen._planning approachl any passengers walking to the rail station.
|_|Political influences [ This assunption requires all rail passengers
Coal s, objectives . to transfer (incurring additional user time
Govt. institutions | costs) , but bus passengers were assunmed not

w | ~7E nancing to transfer. Second, the service area was

2 — assumed to be 3 or 5 mles along each side of

& | Public | nvolvement I, the busway or rail line and that passenger

~ . Needs forecasting | generation rates were uniformin the servide

o | Land use pl anni ng | area. This approach elimnates the possibility

= Muitimodal trans. plan] Of locating a rail station wthin walking

Dev. of alternatives di stance of a high density node. The three-

g !

5 | Tevar of alternatives | L© five-mle service area is probably excessive
_Evai. of a v itself since very few areas within the Capital
{_lDevelopment controls | Be|tway in Washington are 3 mles froma pro-
| ,St. & hw. management | posed rail tine, and within the District only
' fransit managenent | @ fewareas are nore than |% mles fromthe
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Metro lines. Third, the CBD was assunmed to be only one sguarenile.
washington's cBD (in the District alone) is at |east Tfive square mles.

This small CBD size tends to mitijgaterajl's CBD speed advant age over
t he bus operations which are assumed to be in mxed traffic in the cap.
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AUTHOR: Lyl e C Fitch and
TITLE:

Associ at es

Urban Transportation and Public Policy

PUBLI SHER/ SOURCE:  Chandl er Publ i shi ng Conpany, San Francisco
DATE: 1964

ANNOTATI ON  CATEGORI ES

ANNOTATI ON:

| [Cevelooment controls

e [Book ' This book is an in-depth discussion of issues
8l Study in urban transportation policy. It is based
8 & ANticle on a 1961 study conducted by the Institute
Q5 of Public Admnistration for the Departnent
& 5| 1 [Popul ar_ press |of Conmerce and the Housing and Hone Finance
5! Oficial plan, report [Agency.
| 'Legislation, regs. \ , , ,
— The book begins with a summary of major
] . poi nts and reconmendations, on urban devel op-
g Theoret i cal ment in the general areas of urban devel op-
58 Smpirical ment and transportation; PI anning and organi -
zation; characteristics of urban transpor-
X Nat1onal/ Feder al "tation; economcs and financing; technology;
State Federal policy; programmatic recommendations;
— alternative forms of Federal assistance.
B Regi onal / Local
g Atlanta Chapter | discusses the various deficiencies
Z Boston . of ‘urban transportation. Two basic defi-
3 Chi caqo ciencies occur at peak demand of the
9 [ Denver journey to and fromwork, and at the recrea-
Z | Tos Angel tional peaks. Physical deficiencies are
3 05 ANge’ €s "di sconfort, inconvenience, |ow average _
| _San Francisco | speed, and obsol escence of equipnent.” Insti-
§ | seattle (tutional deficiencies consist of poor organi-
© TN Giles zation and financing of transit agencies.
" Vashington, D.C Conceptual deficiencies are basically an
— {_nad_equat? ltjrtl]dertstandln (t)f_ t he rteal _funtc-h
Xp0|itipca| in?l uepnpces city and the failure to consider alternative
Goals, obj ectives patterns of urban development. Chapter 11
vl TrsToe Is an historical overview of urban transpor-
ovt. institutions tation, including its relationship to urban
@ | x_[Financing development. In addition there is a descrip-
© || Ipupiic involvement | Li0N Of intraurban travel, trends in travel,
@ | TTxeeds foracasting and a description of the transit indust rx,
o | o use olannin wth related statistical tables and graphs.
Z |gL== =2 El A rough estimate made at the time of capital
Z ||Mu-timodal trans. plany needs for mass transportation puts the figure
Z | Dev. of alternatives at $918 billion for the nation in the years
& | Eval. of alternatives | 1962 through 1971.

In discussing policy for mass transportation,

{St. & nwy. management
X

Transit management |

the authors argue_tﬁat public policy has
hastened the decline of mass transit in many
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cities by excessive taxation, harnful regulation, and by excluding
transportation planning from general |and use planning. They argue
that the nost logical location for transportation planning is at
the regional Ievel, where the maTJ or responsibility fordecision-
maki ng shoul d cccur.  The rol e ofthe Federal Government, in

t hi s case,isto encourage, advise, and assist t he regional |l evel
agency.

Chapter |11 discusses econom ¢ considerations in the transportation
rocess, specifically: the application of econom ¢ analysis to
ransportation planning; the definition of terms Such as costs,
benefits, prices, user charges, demand; benefit-cast analysis

el aborated with respect to masstransportation; setting prices

with regard to mass transportation. Recormendations on policies

of subsidizing urban transportation are nmade, along w th mathe-
matical nodels to support the reconmendations.

Chapter 1V covers the technol ogy aspects of mass transportation,
describing a variety of technological inprovenents Including rail
systens and nore unconventional systens.

Chapter V describes inplications for public policy. Three major
points are made: assistance for transit should not” be held up

wai ting fortechnol ogi cal advances; a |arge-scale program of
research is needed, especially to find maxi mum productivity in
existing city centers; and finally, research shoul d concentrate on

movi ng peopl e and goods not vehicles.

Chapter VI discusses forns of financial assistance, the objectives
of assistance, and the pros and consoffinancing facilities or
service. Chapter VIl describes the devel opment of possible Federal
policy and is adiscussion _and |ist of recommendations of alterna-
tives for: conditions for Federal assistance; form of assistance;
lanning criteria, research and devel opment; use of highway funds

or transit.
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DATE: June 1974

ANNOTATI ON  CATEGCRI ES

ANNOTATI ON:

Book

ISt udy
articl e

Popul ar press

TYPE OF
PUBLICATION

|Oficial plan, report
iLegi slation, regs.

—

Theoretical

]

AUTHOR

[Empirical

APP

X National/Federal
{ |State
X |Regi onal / Loca

Atlanta
Bost on
Chi cago
Denver
Los Angel es

San Franci sco
Seattl e
Twin Cities
Washington, D.C.

GEOGRAPHIC CONTEXT

Gen. pl anning approach
political influences

|x Coals, objectives
X __Govt. institutions |
| |Fi nanci ng
11Public involvenent
Needs forecasting

Land use planning
X Miltinodal trans. plan

| _Dev. of alternatives
Eval . of alternatives ]
Devel opnent controls

St. & hwy. nmnagenent
Transit mnagenent |

PLANNING ISSUES

The purpose of this joint publication s to
describe activities in ﬁlannlng, | mpl ement a-
tion, and research in the transportation field
that are of common interest to both the De-
Bartnent of Transportation and Housing and
Urban Devel opment.  The report is organized
into a sunmary of actions, a description of
current activities, and lastly a discussion of
future directions in policynmaking. The ad-
mnistrative and legislative activities under-
taken were intended to strengthen unified
transportation and urban devel opnent policies
and prograns while providing state and | ocal
8overnnents with the flexibrlity to undertake
evel opnent programs of their own.

Specific Blannlng programs adm ni stered by
and HUD are: %1) t he Hi ghway Pl anning
Program (2) the 'Technical Studies" prograns

a grant program for mass transportation)

3) the Airport planning Program (DOT/Fro) ;

4) the National Transportation Study éﬁ Fed-
eral /state/local effort) ; and (5) the Conpre-
hensive Planning Assistance Program (Section
701 concerning devel opment and transportation
activities)

At the nmetropolitan level Intermodal Planning
G oups, the Planning Conmittee, and Uni -
fied Wrk Prograns serveto coordinate |oca
transportation planning.

During project inplenentation, HUD and DOT
cooperate with relocation assistance, carry
out activities in the New Communities Program
and determne environmental policy. Urban
Systens funds can be used during project im
plementation for urban nass transportation
projects instead of highway construction

Research and devel opnent progranms handl ed

jointly by HUD and DOT include the Joint
Transit Station Devel opnment, the BART I npact
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Study, and various new technol ogy grants.

The report states that future policies will attenpt to further coordi-
nate the efforts of HUD and DOT in the transportation field.
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TITLE Congress and Urban Probl ens

PUBLI SHER SOURCE:  Frederic N. Cleveland & Associates, .The Brookings
Institution

DATE: 1969

ANNOTATI ON  CATEGORI ES

ANNOTATI ON:

"X Book
[ st udy
Article

Popul ar pr ess

TYPE OF
PUBLICATION

Oficial plan, report
Legi slation, regs.

Theoreti cal

X Enpi ri cal

AUTHOR'S
APPROACH

X National / Feder al 1
State |

Atlanta
Boston

Chi cago
Denver
Los Angel es

Regional/Local |

San Francisco

Seartle

GEOGRAPHIC CONTEXT

Twin Cities
Washi ngton, D. C.

Gen. pl anni ng approach

X IPolitical i nfl uences
(nal s, objectives |

X Govt. i nstitutions

Fi nanci ng

Publ # c__invol venent |

|
Land use planning
Multimodal trans. pl an

Dev. of alternatives
Eval. of alternatives
:Development controls
St. &hwy. managenent |

Transit management

PLANNING ISSUES

This chapter, part of a book on Congress’
reaction to urban problens, concentrates

on the four-year battle topass urban nass
transportation legislation in the US. Con-
gress. Hanson fitst describes the background
upon which urban transportation issues began
to growin the late 1950s. He then describes
in detail the successful and unsuccessf ul
efforts to create Federal legislation on mass
transportation, efforts that culmnated first
in the passage of the Housing Act of 1961

whi ch included a mass transportation program
and the passage of the Urban Mass Transport a-
tion Act of 1964.

Hanson concentrates on the events that led up
to success or failure of the various bills
proposed: the public and private interests
Involved; the particular senators and repre-
sentatives and their notivations for SUﬁpOFt-
ing or-rejecting Federal commitments; the

I ssues Congressmen and the Admnistration felt
were at stake and the bargains they were
willing to make; the techniques of nobiliza-
tion of support by both the opponents and
proponents of a bill. The detail of the indi-
vidual histories of the inportant bills

allows the reader to see the actual devel op-
ment of potential Federal |egislation.

Hanson makes several conclusions from
Congress' experience with early mss trans-
portation bills. He concludes that the
outcone of proposed urban legislation is no
different than nost legislation: its fate
depends on the committee to which it is _
|aced. Mbst inportantly, the events descri-
ed enphasize the enormous difficulty the
Congress has in dealing with urban problens.
The conplexity of our urban issues, the lack
of apgjlpable, technical data, and the in-
flexibility of Federal appropriations

met hods hanper both the devel opment and inple-
mentation of urban |egislation
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AUTHR :  Secretary of Transportation
TITLE A Progress Report on National Transportation Policy

PUBLI SHER/ SOURCE: Us. Department of Transportation
DATE: May 1974

ANNOTATI ON CATEGORIES || ANNOTATI Ot |
z| BOOK | This statement by the Secretary of Trans-
s Ol Study | portation was based on testiMny before the
OS Article | Appropriations Subconmttee on Transporta-
& 5 " JPopul ar _press | tion of the U S House of Representatives
a — in May 1974.
E§|X Gficial plan, report | ' N My
| _Legislation, regs. | An introductory section discusses the im
= portance of transportation policy of the
Bg [Theor et | cal nation. It is followed by a description of
2 2 i 1 cal past policy and |egislative and regulative
2% acts. A l'arge portion of the statement is
an assessnment of the present state oftrans-
x_National / Feder al portation programs and systems for all nodes
|St at e of transportation, including a brief dis-
|Reg| onal / Local cussi on on energy usage.
2 At | ant a | :
& —Boston The last section of the statement sets out
8 the newest policy elenents, briefly sum
© Chicago mari zed here. The main enphasis of DOI'S
= Denver policy is to see that ‘the nation has an
& Los Angeles overall transportation system that reason-
5 San Francisco ably neets its essential needs.” This
é system shoul d be private where possible.
] Seattle I mportant issues to be dealt with include
Twin Gties conservation of energy resources, safe
Washi ngton, D.C transportation, protection of the environ-
: ment, and provision of service to the
X |Gen. pl anning approach| transit - dependent . | nt ernodal cooperation
Political influences | and joint use of transportation facilities
X |Goal s, objectives .| by various nodes is of prine concern as well.
X|Govt. institutions
9 | Financing
2 Publ i ¢ involvement
a Needs forecasting
2 Land use planning
2 Ml tinodal trans. plan.
E Dev. of alternatives
8 Eval. of alternatives

Devel opment control s
St. & hwy. managenent

Transit managenent
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The Advi sory Commi ssion on |ntergovernnental

Rel ations was established by Congress in 1959
to study problens inpeding the effectiveness

of the Federal system and to make recomenda-
tions. In June 1973 it identified netropolitan
transportation as such an inportant inter-
governmental problem and (after extending the
scope to nonnmetropolitan areas) this staff re-
port was prepared and agfroved by the Commi s-
sion on Decenber 13, 1974.

The maj or reconmendations, quoted verbatimfrom
the report’s sunmary, are:

1. The Federal urban system secondary high-
way systen] and mass transportation pro-
grams should be nmerged into a single block
grant to be dlsirlbuted.anun? met ropolitan
and nonnetropolitan regions largely ac-
cPrd!ng to a fornula based primarily on pop-
ul ation.

2. This new unified grant program could be
used for any node and for either capital or
operating purposes, and it would be sup-,

orted by a conbination of earmarked nonies
rom the” national H ghway Trust Fund and
by Congressional appropriations from the
general fund.

w

The funds would be channeled through the
states for regions wholly within a single
state if the State has -- as the Conmmi Ssion
bel i eves every state should -- a strong

I nt er nodal responsive to overall policy
control by the governor, and a substantia

i nternodal program of financial assistance
for regional systens. Funds would go di-
rectly to the regional planning bodies in
those states not neeting these criteria and
in all interstate regions.
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4 Utimtely-the funds would be passed on to the appropriate construc-
tion, maintenance, and operating units, and perhaps even to the in-
dividual transportation users, by designating regional planning bodies

n accordance with their own plans and policies.

5. Al of the regional bodies designated for these inportant Federal aid
roles would be required to have well defined authoritative decision-
maki ng powers, but their formcould vary: a strengthened regiona
counci | simlar to the onein M nneapolis-St. Paul: a city-county con-
solidated netropolitan government |ike that in Jacksonvi e, Nashville,
and Indianapolis: or even a State agency, in sonme cases, working close-
ly with the locally controlled regional body haV|g&BresponS|b|I|t|es
under the state% substate districting system and Crcular A-95.

6. These regional bodies would have expanded powers to plan and program
regional transportation systems and to initiate and/or approve or dis-
approve transportation projects in accordance with their conprehensive
regional plans and politics. They also would be enpowered to monitor
and participate in the regulatory proceedings of bodies which set trans-
portation fares and prices, conmunity devel opment controls, environ-
mental controls and other related rulfes, so that regulatory decisions
will be nmore likely to be coordinated with conprehensive planning

policies.

7. The states would authorize an areaw de intermodal transportation
authority which would have the power to raise funds, coordinate and
assist the activities of existing transportation provider organiza-
tions, subsidize certain classes of transportation users -- like the
el derly and the poor -- and directly provide such needed transportation
facilities or services as may otherwi se be unavailable. These author-
Ities could exercise their powers only in accordance with decisions of
the regional policy bodies.

8. State and local transportation financing policies should be made mre
flexible, so that inpedinments renoved fromthe Federal ai d prograns
woul d not be perpetuated by outdated state and local limtations.

9. Finally, the Congress and state |egislatures should consider consoli-
dating the various transportation regulatory bodies they have estab-
|ished, creating single Internodal ones charged with considering. --
in addition to economc criteria -- nodal productivity and efficCiency,
energy conservation, desired community devel opnent, environnmental pro-
tection, enhanced mobility and inproved access.

This is an outstanding docunent. The recommendations are conprehensive
and wel | thought out. They are based on a thorough understandi ng of where

we are, what our problens are, and what is politically and institutionally
feasible wthin our system of government at this time and in the near fu-

ture. Its recommendations are wel| supported by the findings and concl u-
sionsand by precedents in legislation and other actions. [t contains the
?DSH conpl ete data of any source on transportation institutions at al

evel s.
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The body of the docunent recognizes quite well the current inadequacies
in metropolitan planning, particularly as it relates to the ineffective-
ness in inplenenting |and devel opnent” plans. However, the recommenda-
tions fall short of attenpting to use transportation policy and prograns
as leverage in overcomng this problem

The document deals quite thoroughly with the integration of system plan-
ning for all nobdes at the metropolitan, regional and state |levels. = How
ever, with the exception of a few passing comments, it ignores the im
Pprtant point that Integration of decisionmaking for plannln?_and oPera-
ing of various nodes iS needed to achieve maxinum conpatibility, ef-
ficrency, and effectiveness of different kinds of urban transportation

(The Advisory Conm ssion on Intergovernmental Affairs is conmposed of 26
menbers -- nine representing the Federal Government, 14 representing

the public. Three U S. Senators, 3 US. Representatives, 4 governors,

nd 4 mayors and various other county and state |legislative |'eaders are

n the Coomission. In some particular recomendations, individual nenbers

a
0
of the Conmission are cited as dissenting from certain aspects.)
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This publication sumarizes a series of sem -
nars sponsored by The American Institute of

Pl anners for the Departnment of Transportation
The specific topics covered are:  “|nproving

the Technical Process of Transportation Plan-

ning;” “The Need for Land Devel opnent Poli -
cies;” organizing and Coordinating the Plan-
ning Effort;" ‘CGtizen Participation as a

Positive Force;” and “A Direction for Public

Transportation.”

interest to the assessment are

O speci al _
process and organi -

the semnars on technical .
zing the planning effort. The forner is a

di scussion of system planning, its mgjor prob-
| ems and recent changes in the planning pro-
cess. The mpjor problems cited are;: (1) the
singl e-node funding mechanism and (2) the
highly technical orientation of the transporta-
tion pJann|n? process. Changes in the process
regarding nultimodal planning, joint trans-
portation/land use planning, comunity and

i nvol vement, goals, funding, and project plan-
Nl ng are di scussed.

Five specific recommendations were nade_durin?
this semnar. First, nore experinmentation wth
different land use patterns and transportation

systems should occur. Second, social and
environmental factors should be included in the
evaluation of alternatives. Third, conbina-

tions oftransit and hi ghway systens should be
tested with the different I'and use patterns.
Fourth, public information programs should be
strengthened. And fifth, the funding agency
or agencies should carry the social and en-
vironmental costs of transportation projects.

The sem nar on organi zing planning efforts

i ncludes various statements by sone of the
semnar’'s participants. Twonain views are
expressed: (1) the fragnentation of authority
and nultiplication of planning agencies hinders

-87-



Metropolitan Transportation Planning Sem nar

Page Two
conpr ehensi ve pl anni n?, and (2)there still exists aproblem of
adm ni stering planning funds.
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Hlton spent the period of July 1971 to June
1973 evaluating the UMIA program He con-
cludes that experience under the programis

“consistent with one's a priori expectations
on the basis of the progﬂ%ﬁrg‘StatBatory
authority.”

A generally excellent, concise section onthe
| egi sl ative background of the uwra program
explains the history of the legislation from
the initial notivations for the 1961 Housing

Act through the substantial increases authori-
The

| key factors involved in the legislative pro-

cess are described (such as conpetition with

t he highma¥ program Executive Branch reorga-
ni zation, the increasing need for stabilit
of funding) , and the key interests who | obbied

for the various bhills are identified.

Hilton comments that the research, devel opment,
and denonstration grant program had its origin
in a belief that the urban transportation
roblem stenmed in part fromintellectual and
echnol ogi cal stagnation in the transit indus-
try. He concludes that nost of the managenent
and operations projects under the bus program
have been failures or close failures. The
bus priority projects, on the other hand,
“have been,” on the whole, the nost successful
in the entire UMIA program”

Hilton al so reviews the projects undertaken
under the rail program = The projects were
more frequently successful.”

Hltonis critical of the capital grant pro-
gram whi ch accounted for over 85% of UMIA's
expendi t ur es because of its emphasis on public
t akeover of private operations. He clains that
this approach to the assessnment of transit pro-
perties resulted in high public costs. Hlton
asserts that inprovements only tenporarily
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halted declines; benefits were realized by the @ﬁgpertles only in the
formof |ower operating costs. He attributes BART's extreme “capital-

I ntensiveness to the fact that capital is beln? provi ded exogenously.
UMIA funding was not contenplated at all when the system was designed,
nor were any funds fromoutside the region itself expected fromstate
sour ces. | |ton notes that nore than two-thirds of the BART fare wll
cone from subsidy (64% fromproperty tax, 12%fromsales tax, 10% from
UMIA and 14% fromtolls) , creating a strong presunption that the expen-
diture is regressive.

Until 1971 UMIA had not used any criteria to guide grantmaking --
just a queuing process. By then grant requests of $2.6 billion were
outstanding and annual out|ays were only $284 mil)Jion,  The result was
the 1972 Capital Gants for UMIA: I nformation for Applicants. Hlton
criticizes the guidelines tor tarling to stress profitability or even
ridership increases. Hlton also criticizes the criteria for being
vague and non mu|t3t|ve, for not_spe0|2¥|?? m ni num densi ties or pas-
equiri nefTt

senger volumes, and for not req ng b cost anal ysis.
Hilton concludes sinply: ‘To date, the UMIA program has not been suc-
cessful.” He says it "has failed because transit has continued to decline

in ridership and infinancial performance and because 41 transit systens
went out of existence from 1965 to 1970. Healso clainms UMIA was fruit-
lessly trying to promote the wong type of urban devel opment pattern --
central cities of the radial, rail-oriented type vwxedecllnlnq in popu-
lation, in contrast to the newer, less dense cities. He says The
transit dependent has not been aided bK transit, arguing that nore cars,
not nore transit, are needed to help the urban poor

Hlton also criticizes UMIA for enphasizing rail systens despite the
evi dence that busways are nore effective in attracting notorists. John
Kain is cited as saying that Atlanta could get all of its rail benefits
for 2% of the rail systems cost by gi ving pr|0r|t¥ treatment to buses.
Hlton argues that building rapid transit systems tends to increase con-
gestion Dy Increasing CBD enploynment densities, thereby attracting nore
auto traffic. But nore inportantly, given the negative inconme elasti-
city of rail and the unavoi dabl e devel opnent trends of urban areas, a
rail system can serve only a dimnishing portion of a declining percent-
age of trips. These corridors are already well served by the best uti-
lized existing transit services, so that, Hilton argues, the new rail

lines nerely place the rest of the transit systemin a much worse finan-
cial condition.

He argues against using the Hghway Trust Fund for transit because it
s such a regressive tax, it falls too much onthe rural poor, and it puts
al arger portion of the econonmy in dependence on it, thereby increasing

political support for an inflexible and undesirable funding and institu-
tional mechani sm
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H | ton proposes that netropolitan-level nonopolies have been a major
handicap to the transit industry. He traces the problem historically
to the econony of scale of areaw de streetcar systens with electric
grids. Jitneys successfully conpeted with themfor short trips be-
cause they had flat fare systems. inretaliation the streetcar nono-
polies pressured jitneys out of business. otherwise, H|ton believes,
jitneys would have evolved into a MOTI € pr oduct ve, e{\?,l cl ent syst em

Of conpetitive bus operators. As it happened the streetcar nonopolies
converted to bus nonopolies, encouraging the formati on of strong unions.

Hilton suggests that free entry of taxis -- which amounts to re-leqali-
zation of jitneys -- would be the nost beneficial transportation policy
for residents of inner-city poverty areas.

Hilton argues that “the problens to which UMIA is directed are essenti-
ally symptons of inadequate charging of drives for their novement,” re-
sulting In excessive auto-use, congestion, political demand for nore
roads, and the demand for rail rapid transit. The UMIA program has the
effect of reducing the peak period by increasing the confort |evel of
the peak hour trip. It also tends to increase journey-to-work distances;
both effects aggravate the problemwth which it is intended to deal

H [ton concludes that the UMIA program will continue to fail unless it

is restructured to permt pricing control of peak period auto use.

Al though Hilton's conclusions have nmuch nerit, the¥ are extrene and too
sweeping in their generalization. H's research suffers from being based

al most entirely on literature review -- he apparently did al nost no inter-
viawing of UMTA officials or people inveolved, in R & D, planning o decision-
making, nor did he perform any analytical wozk of his own. Hi s eval uation
of UMTA's programs and projects suffers also from being based al nost en-
tirely oneconomc efficiency criteria.

Despite these failings, Hlton's conclusions are basically sound regarding
the ineffectiveness of UMIA program in relieving congestion, solving

air pollution problens, creating biases toward over capitalization of the
transit industrg, over - enphasi zing long haul rail plans, and in genera
doing a poor job of evaluation.
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This book is a sunmary of discussions and re-
sults of a Summer Faculty Program held at the
NASA Langl ey Research Center in 1972. A

multi -disciplinary team of academ cs, engineers ,
and scientists of both the public and private
sectors Fart|0|pated in a systens approach to

t he probl em of incorporating human factors

into transportation plannin%. The i nt ended

audi ence is the general public and political/
bureaucratic deci si onmakers

Topics covered by the book include: the indi-
vidual in the environment, the social and
psychol ogi cal environment, the institutiona
framework for policymaking, income and nobility,

| and use tools , circulatory systens, inter-

faces, and system design.

Fifteen major summary findings and recommenda -
tions are made in the book; a few are sunmari zed

here. The role of transportation is seen as a
service and as a tool for land use pl anni ng
and social and econom c devel opnent.  Congress,

ass a conprehensive land
great concern are public
i nvol vement, short-term solutions, genera
trans portation funds as opposed to modal fund-
ing, auto-free areas, and pedestrian and bi-
cycle rights-of-way. The nost significant
recommendation is that Public transportation
be viewed as an essential service, simlar
to police/fire/sanitation services, and should
not be required to be self -supporting.

accordingly, should
use planning act,
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