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PREFACE

Section 2 of Public Law 380, passed by the first

session of the 86th Congress and approved by the
President September 24, 1959, the Commission singles
out particular problems impeding the effectiveness of
the federal system for study and recommendation.

Metropolitan transportation was identified as such
an important intergovernmental problem by the Com-
mission in June 1973. The staff was then directed to
prepare a report examining the intergovernmental fi-
nancial and institutional means by which the various
urban transportation modes might be more effectively
provided to meet the needs of the nation’s metropoli-
tan areas.

As the study proceeded, it became increasingly ap-
parent that non-metropolitan regions also faced similar
needs for integrating the planning and provision of
several transportation modes through improved inter-
governmental programs and institutions, Consequently,
this report addresses regional transportation needs in
both metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas.

This report was approved at a meeting of the Com-
mission on December 13, 1974.

P ursuant to its statutory responsibilities outlined in

Robert E. Merriam
Chairman
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Summary

TOWARD
MORE BALANCED
TRANSPORTATION:

NEW
INTERGOVERNMENTAL
PROPOSALS

The Intergovernmental
Transportation Problem

expensive, and most intergovernmental of all

governmental  functions. It costs about
$26-billion per year in public funds alone, about
one-third of which involves intergovernmental aid from
one level of government to another.

Every level of government in the United States has
transportation responsibilities, but these differ widely
from one level to another with respect to the various
modes and the geographic extent of the different trans-
portation systems. These variations are the heart of
this study, for they determine needed intergovernment-
al relationships.

T ransportation is one of the most pervasive, most

Modes and Governments. By far the greatest public
transportation effort in recent years has been high-
ways. Airports are a distant second, followed by water
transport, mass transportation, and parking. Only the
local governments are engaged in all five, and here
mass transportation receives more attention than at
any other level. The state transportation role is most
heavily concentrated on a single mode — high-
ways — while the Federal government is now attaining
a relatively judicious balance among highway, mass
transportation, airport, and water transport functions,
with the recent mass transportation increases. So, from
the standpoint of the different modes and their inter-
twined public financing arrangements, transportation is
a complex intergovernmental problem.

Geographic Extent of Different Systems. Geograph-
ically, it is no less complicated. The national airport,
railroad, water transport, and interstate highway sys-
tems are nationwide in importance and extent. At the
same time, the primary highway systems, and certain
portions of rail, air, and water transport systems are
basically statewide in significance. The secondary rural
and urban systems of highways, and mass transporta-
tion systems, however, are of primary significance only
to individual metropolitan areas and non-metropolitan
regions. Of course, there are also local roads and tran-
sit systems which have little significance beyond an
individual city or county. Yet, all of these systems
with their varying geographic impacts add up to a total
transportation system for the whole nation. More and
more, their interdependence is being realized, and re-
sponsibility for them is being shared among all levels
of government.



Regional Structure. Perhaps the most difficult trans-
portation problems appear at the regional level —in
both metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas. Here,
there usually is no authoritative governmental mech-
anism which can integrate the varioys transportation
modes to assure the efficient movement of people and
goods within the whole region, and to coordinate these
transportation systems with the overall community
development objectives. Instead, what is relied upon
generally at the regional level is an advisory regional
planning body (with some degree of compre-
hensiveness), and perhaps one or two separate and
independent special districts or authorities for single
transportation functions, such as airports or transit.
Meanwhile, responsibilities for financing, regulating,
and developing the region and its transportation
systems are divided among anywhere from 11 to
several hundred independent local units, depending
upon the size of the metropolitan area or region. Thus
achieving coordinated planning and implementation of
regional transportation systems and comprehensive
development policies has been an almost impossible
task.

The Regional Focus of This Report

In light of this problem, the Commission’s report
focuses on ‘“regional’ transportation systems, primarily
in the nation’s metropolitan areas, but also in its
non-metropolitan regions. These regional transportation
systems supplement the national, statewide, and strict-
ly local systems, and tie them together to assure area-
wide ease of movement of both people and goods.
They encompass all modes, operating characteristics
and facilities. The challenge is to find a means of
linking the planning for one mode with the planning
for another, while at the same time linking intermodal
transportation plans with comprehensive development
policies for the whole region, and then linking all of
this planning at the areawide level with coordinated
implementation programs. All three levels of govern-
ment have a role in meeting this complex chalienge.

Major Points Recommended

To meet this challenge, the Commission recom-
mends the following nine point program:

1. The Federal urban system, secondary highway
system, and mass transportation programs should
be merged into a single block grant to be distrib-
uted among metropolitan and non-metropolitan

regions largely according to a formula based pri-
marily on population.

2. This new unified grant program could be used
for any mode and for either capital or operating
purposes, and it would be supported by a com-
bination of earmarked monies from the national
Highway Trust Fund and by Congressional appro-
priations from the general fund.

3. The funds would be channeled through the
states for regions wholly within a single state if
the state has — as the Commission believes every
state should — a strong intermodal DOT respon-
sive to overall policy control by the governor,
and a substantial intermodal program of finan-
cial assistance for regional systems; funds would
go directly to the regional planning bodies in
those states not meeting these criteria and in all
interstate regions.

4. Ultimately the funds would be passed on to
the appropriate construction, maintenance, and
operating units, and perhaps even to the individ-
ual transportation users, by designated regional
planning bodies in accordance with their own
plans and policies.

5. All of the regional bodies designated for these
important Federal aid roles would be required to
have well defined authoritative decision making
powers, but their form could vary: a strengthen-
ed regional council similar to the one in
Minneapolis-St. Paul, a city-county consolidated
metropolitan government like that in Jackson-
ville, Nashville, and Indianapolis, or even a state
agency, in some cases, working closely with the
locally controlled regional body having responsi-
bilities under the state’s substate districting
system and OMB Circular A-95.

6. These regional bodies would have expanded
powers to plan and program regional transporta-
tion systems and to initiate and/or approve or
disapprove transportation projects in accordance
with their comprehensive regional plans and poli-
cies; they also would be empowered to monitor
and participate in the regulatory proceedings of
bodies which set transportation fares and prices,
community development controls, environmental
controls and other related rules, so that regula-
tory decisions will be more likely to be coordi-
nated with comprehensive planning policies.




7. The states would authorize an areawide inter-
modal transportation authority which would have
the power to raise funds, coordinate and assist
the activities of existing transportation provider

organizations, subsidize certain classes of trans-
portation users — like the elderly or the
poor — and directly provide such needed trans-
portation facilities or services as may otherwise
be unavailable. These authorities could exercise
their powers only in accordance with decisions of
the regional policy bodies.

8. State and local transportation financing poli-
cies should be made more flexible, so that
impediments removed from the Federal aid pro-
grams would not be perpetuated by outdated
state and local limitations.

9. Finally, the Congress and state legislatures
should consider consolidating the various trans-
portation regulatory bodies they have established,
creating single intermodal ones charged with con-
sidering — in addition to economic criteria — mo-
dal productivity and efficiency, energy
conservation, desired community development,
environmental protection, enhanced mobility,
and improved access.

A Consolidated Regional Program. In choosing this
regional transportation model for the 1970Q's, the
Commission affirms that all “regional” transportation
programs should be consolidated into a single inter-
modal program and made the responsibility of effective
regional bodies. At the same time, purely local trans-
portation would remain a local government
responsibility, and transportation systems reaching
beyond the region would be of state or Federal con-
cern. Effective intergovernmental coordination would
be used to help assure that (1) a state or Federal
project would not disrupt local and areawide commun-
ities unnecessarily or arbitrarily, (2) local projects
would be consistent with regional ones, (3) regional
transportation systems would connect with and com-
plement the nationwide, statewide, and local systems.
To help achieve this intergovernmental coordination
the regional policy body would be primarily under the
control of local elected officials, but direct state repre-
sentation is also provided.

Shared Responsibilities. What the Commission has
done in these recommendations, then, is to give each
level of government its due, but to recognize that there
is no way to completely separate responsibilities. In-

stead, these responsibilities must be shared through
systems calling for appropriate representation, reviews,
concurrences, and approvals. Yet, this process
shouldn't mean passing the buck; each level of govern-
ment must pull its own weight. So, along with the
sharing of responsibilities comes the need to build
greater capacities at each level.

Modal and Operating Flexibility. The Commission’s
recommendations are intended to provide for greatly
increased flexibifity in the use of Federal aid transpor-
tation programs at the regional level, and the means by
which state and local governments and their regional
bodies can build the capacity to use this flexibility
creatively in meeting the unique needs of each region.

Precedents for Recommendations

The major features of these recommendations are
based upon existing precedents:

o Intermodal flexibility of Federal aid funds for
both highway and transit purposes has been in-
troduced by the /973 Highway Act. Several
states now permit similar discretionary use of
funds.

» Flexibility for using Federal aid transit funds
for either capital or operating purposes has been
introduced in the /974 Mass Transportation Act.

e Metropolitan transportation planning as-
sociated with land use planning and certain other
types of areawide planning is now universal
throughout metropolitan America. In addition,
most non-metropolitan regions have established
regional planning bodies. Forty-four states have
statewide systems of substate districts, and some
of these are serving as vehicles not only for
establishing comprehensive regional planning with
local involvement, but also for coordinating the
decentralized operations of state government and
improving state planning and budgeting processes.

* Under the 1973 Highway Act, the Federal gov-
ernment has asked the governors of the states to
designate a single metropolitan body for trans-
portation planning in all three Federally assisted
modes — highways, transit, and airports — stipu-
lating that these bodies should also be the gener-
al purpose planning and A-95 Federal aid review

and comment clearinghouses designated for their
regions.



e The recommended type of policy control over
planning and decision making for overall regional
development and transportation systems is ex-
hibited currently in the Twin Cities Metropolitan
Council in Minneapolis-St. Paul. The council links
comprehensive planning with functional planning,
and broad systems planning with specific project
implementation decisions.

e The recommended involvement of the regional
policy body in regulatory proceedings has a pre-
cedent in Florida where all developments having
an areawide impact are considered by a regional
planning body in the course of ordinary land use
control (zoning and subdivision) cases to which it
becomes a party. This body may appeal a local
decision which is contrary to regional interests to
a state adjudicatory unit.

e The models for the Commission’s intermodal
transportation authority are the New York Met-
ropolitan Transportation Authority and the
Chicago Regional Transportation Authority.

e The state DOT recommendation is an exten-
sion of the current situation in which 27 states
and the Federal government have already estab-
lished such units. Several, such as California, New
York, and Maryland exhibit most of the features
recommended by this Commission.

Applying the Recommendations

The Commission is aware that despite these prece-
dents, widespread adoption of its recommendations
will not be easy. Intermodal conflict, institutional ri-
gidities, and fiscal fears combine to make change in
this area an arduous achievement. This report, how-
ever, underscores the importance of cooperative inter-
governmental relations in meeting regional transporta-
tion challenges and the Commission believes that only
through concerted action can its recommendations be
implemented.

At the Federal Level. The initial reactions to the
71973 Highway Act and the intergovernmental changes
it is bringing about, clearly indicate that establishing
new patterns of shared responsibilities can be difficult.
The Federal government’s assignment of more responsi-
bility to governors — for designating single metropoli-
tan bodies to administer planning funds and to make
key multimodal transportation decisions — has disturb-

ed earlier relationships with many state and local units
of government and transportation agencies. Moreover,
as Federal transportation funds have been put to multi-
modal purposes, the modal administrations within DOT
and some states have had to abandon their ‘“‘tunnel
vision” and acquire a broader perspective. These
changes do not come easily.

In the States. As states create departments of trans-
portation which successfully address intermodal issues,
the independence and predominance of the powerful
state highway units must subside, and governors are
forced to involve themselves deeply in reorganization
and coordination battles — another arduous adaptation
effort. When state financial assistance is authorized for
local and regional transportation systems other than
highways, still another new and controversial issue con-
fronts political leaders and administrators.

Regional, Below the states, most regional bodies are
still relatively new and inexperienced. In many cases,
their image is weak and political leaders as well as
transportation experts wonder whether these bodies are
up to meeting their growing role and the rising expec-
tations many people have for them. And this is a
source of anxiety at all levels.

Local. Finally, many local political leaders feel that
between the increasing Federal and state influence in
transportation and the newly emerging role for regional
organizations, the independence of their jurisdictions is
threatened. Participating in a regional body, after all, is
not the same as actually controlling one’s own destiny.
Yet, can any local government nowadays — save per-
haps for the few major city-county consolida-
tions — really control its own transportation destiny
without the help and cooperation of other units and
levels of government?

Intergovernmental. So, we come full circle to the
concept of sharing responsibilities. The Commission
believes that more financial assistance from the state and
Federal levels is needed for transportation, but that
more responsibility and authority for planning and
action programs needs to be given to the local and
regional levels. The Commission also believes that all
levels of government must collaborate in this. Whether
this particular approach proves successful is largely up
to the political leadership up and down the line.

Generalists and Specialists. A basic question posed
by the Commission’s recommendations is the degree to



which the generalists should take increased responsibili-
ty for transportation decisions. This is a tough political
question, because it implies that legislators, governors,
mayors, and chief elected county officials will have to
assert their authority over the transportation bodies
and administrators in their efforts to (1) revamp long
established and deeply rooted bureaucracies, (2) bring
the modes together, and (3) relate transportation to
other critical concerns of the states, regions,and locali-
ties — including the environment, energy, community
and economic development, equal opportunities, and
tax burdens. If elected legisiators and chief executives
don’t take on these coordinative responsibilities in-
creasingly — as representatives of all the people — then
many of the specialists in the bureaucracies and lobby
groups will continue as before to prevail with their
more limited objectives which preclude the greater
good. So, the nation’s elected officials face the biggest
challenge in bringing the Commission’s recommenda-
tions to fruition.

Adapting to Each Area. The Commission fully rec-
ognizes the rich political, governmental, economic, and
social diversity within the regions composing metropol-
itan and non-metropolitan America. Thus, it has sanc-
tioned a variety of possible regional bodies, ranging
from strengthened regional councils to reorganized or
consolidated local governments to state agencies in
certain situations.

With respect to the intermoda! areawide transporta-
tion authority, there are also several options. It could
be the designated policy body acting in an operating
role or it could be a separate but subordinate organiza-
tion. In addition, this authority could actually build
and operate transportation systems, or pass funds
through to others to provide transportation services, or
simply coordinate existing satisfactory services so that
they would operate more effectively as a unified sys-
tem. The intermodal flexibility conferred on the policy
body and its operating authority does not force the
use of any particular mode where it makes no sense,
and it mandates no particular division of funds be-
tween capital and operating purposes.

All of these options are to be exercised at the
regional level insofar as they do not adversely affect
state or national interests. Again, it is up to elected
officials to exercise these options wisely at the regional
level.

Adopted Recommendation Language

The full set of transportation recommendations of-
ficially adopted by the Commission conclude this sum-

mary. More detailed explanations and justifications of
them may be found in the full report, where: Chapter
| outlines the place of transportation in urban and
rural America; Chapter Il deals with existing planning
responsibilities; Chapter 11! discusses the implementa-
tion of those planning endeavors; and Chapter IV dis-
cusses integration of these fragmented planning and
implementation activities and presents the Commis-
sion’s six recommendations.

* * * *

Recommendation 1. Strengthening Areawide
Transportation Planning and Decision Making

The Commission finds that areawide transportation
planning and decision making should be strengthened
in both metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas. This
strengthening should be achieved by means consistent
with the Commission’s recent series of reports and
recommendations on Substate Regionalism and the
Federal System. Thus, in many areas the most feasible
approach would be to start with existing regional coun-
cils and regional planning commissions, recognize them
officially for all areawide Federal aid and state trans-
portation planning purposes, and strengthen their deci-
sion making powers. A second approach arises in cases
where areawide local government reorganizations have
taken place; here the strategy would be to use these
areawide jurisdictions for regional transportation pro-
grams. A third possible approach, using state agencies
with local ties, arises where the states are already major
providers of transportation in metropolitan areas.
Hence. . .

A. The Commission recommends that all Federal
aid transportation programs requiring, based upon, or
supporting areawide planning rely primarily on desig-
nated areawide local governments, where such have
been established, or where none exists, on the single
designated general purpose regional body in each area
established for purposes of OMB Circular A-95 by (1)
the statewide systems of substate districts in intrastate
areas where the states have set up such systems, or (2)
joint action of the local governments in intrastate areas
where the states have not acted, or (3) joint Fede-
ral-multistate compacts, or interlocal agreements in in-
terstate areas.* In order to facilitate this action, the

*These interstate mechanisms are recommended for those
metropolitan areas (currently numbering 38) which cross state
lines. This recommendation is consistent with Recommen-
dation No. 5 of the Commission’s report entitled Regional
Decision Making: New Strategies for Substate Districts (1973).



Federal Aid Highway Act should be amended to modi-
fy the ‘‘urbanized area” definition of the geographic
basis for areawide transportation planning and urban
systems funding to permit consistency with Part IV of
OMB Circular A-95. Transportation programs for rural
and small urban systems and non-metropolitan areas
should be subject to the same type of areawide region-
al planning and decision making single organization
designations and geographic criteria.

B. The Commission also recommends that in those
intrastate cases where the governor of a state deter-
mines by specific findings that the state has an overrid-
ing interest in and commitment to the regional
transportation system of one or more designated sub-
state areas, by reason of state agency activities and
substantial state financial involvement, and where the
state has a strong intermodal department of transportg-
tion and intermodal flexibility in using its transporta-
tion funds in accordance with overall state policies
approved by the governor,* a comprehensive multi-
modal state transportation agency may be established
in such areas to assume required Federal aid transpor-
tation planning and decision making functions with the
assistance of a coordinating committee of local elected
officials, provided, of course, that any resulting plan or
plans shall be subject to review and concurrence by the
appropriate areawide A-95 clearinghouse.

C. The Commission further recommends that the
areawide or state units, designated for multimodal Fed-
eral aid transportation planning and decision making in
accordance with components A and B of this recom-
mendation, should be empowered, but not necessarily
limited, by Federal and state laws and administrative
regulations to**:

(1) develop a unified intermodal planning and
decision making work program in conjunction
with other appropriate planning and implementa-
tion agencies;

(2) plan all transportation facilities, routes, ser-
vices, and operations — of whatever
mode — within its geographic jurisdiction which

*1In accordance with Recommendation No. 5 of this report.

**The planning and decision making elements enumerated
here are consistent with current Federal laws and regulations
governing Federal aid transportation systems. The intent here
is to support these practices and recommend parallel state laws
and regulations.

have multijurisdictional or areawide impact, in-
cluding annual revision and adoption or
readoption of such plans;

(3) resolve —or, in the case of a state unit de-
signated pursuant to component B of this recom-
mendation, help to resolve — any inconsistencies
between such transportation plans and other
areawide plans for community development,
other public facilities, and related servicing pro-
grams;

(4) develop a multi-year program of specific
transportation projects and services which would
implement the transportation plan;

(5) initiate, review, approve or disapprove, and/or
modify all transportation projects of whatever
mode having multijurisdictional or areawide im-
pact which are not part of a statewide or nation-
al system of transportation before such projects
may be funded or implemented;

(6) review and concur in any transportation
project proposed for the area which would be
part of a statewide or national system of trans-
portation, provided however that the governor(s)
of the state(s)* involved may override an adverse
decision of the areawide body by a written find-
ing that such decision is in conflict with official-
ly adopted state plans, policies, or action having
a statewide impact or in conflict with officially
adopted plans, policies, or actions of another
such areawide unit;

(7) monitor and participate in regulatory pro-
ceedings affecting the provision of transportation
services in its area and related development, mo-
bility, and accessibility issues;

(8) in the case of a unit designated under com-
ponent A of this recommendation, provide or
contract for the provision of areawide or inter-
jurisdictional transportation facilities and pro-
grams; provided that where such a unit is not an
areawide local government such action must be
agreed upon by more than fifty (50) percent of
the designated general purpose regional body’s

*More than one state, and therefore more than one
governor, would be involved in interstate areas for which a
single areawide planning and decision making body is desig-
nated pursuant to component A of this recommendation.



constituent local governments representing at
least sixty (60} percent of the population; and

(9) study and consider the present and potential
roles of private sector transportation provid-
ers — including transit, taxi, trucking, parking,
railroad, airline, shipping, and pipeline compan-
ies —as well as public implementation and fi-
nance units, and provide for their needs as may
be appropriate to encourage and facilitate needed
and desirable participation by them in the coord-
inated provision of transportation services in the

ared.
* * * *

Recommendation 2.
Transportation Delivery

Improving Areawide

The Commission finds that responsibilities for im-
plementing transportation plans and providing transpor-
tation services in many metropolitan and rural areas
are currently divided among a very large number of
independent private and governmental organizations,
making it very difficult to unify intermodal transporta-
tion services to serve effectively and efficiently the
needs of the public. Hence. . .

The Commission recommends that states, local
governments, and policy units designated pursuant to
Recommendation No. 1 develop broader and more
systematic institutional approaches to the delivery of
areawide transportation services. Specifically, the Com-
mission recommends that states enact legislation
which:

A. establishes or provides for designation by the in-
strumentality called for in Recommendation No. 1 of
an areawide multimodal transportation authority to
provide directly, coordinate, or assist in financing exist-
ing and needed areawide transportation services, and to
consolidate or otherwise integrate the transportation
activities of existing areawide transportation operating

B. authorizes a range of possible forms for areawide
transportation authorities, including:

(1) a reorganized county containing seventy (70)
percent or more of a metropolitan or non-metro-

politan area’s population,

(2) a city acting extraterritorially when it already

performs the bulk of the area’s non-highway
transportation services,

(3) a joint city-county transportation department
whose jurisdiction contains seventy (70) percent
or more of the metropolitan or non-metropolitan
area’s population,

(4) a multipurpose or multimodal regional service
authority,

(5) a state department of transportation or a
state subordinate multimodal regional transporta-
tion agency, or

(6) the instrumentality designated pursuant to
Recommendation No. 1;

C. authorizes financing of the areawide transportation
authority's operations through a combination of area-
wide taxes, assessments of constituent local govern-
ments, fees, and service charges;

D. authorizes the areawide transportation authority to:

(1) designate, concurrently with the instrumental-
ity called for in Recommendation No. 1, major
urban and rural regional transportation routes
and set the conditions for transport operations
along these routes,

(2) reserve, develop, and maintain (a) exclusive
or priority travel routes for mass transit, and (b)
sites for areawide transport facilities;

E. authorizes general policy control over the designated
areawide transportation authority by the planning and
decision making units called for in Recommendation
No. 1;

F. authorizes delivery of supplementary local transpor-
tation services by all units of general purpose local
government in metropolitan and rural areas either
directly, jointly, or by contract, provided that such
services have not been assumed by the designated area-
wide transportation authority, and provided further
that the plans and programs for such services be re-
viewed by the instrumentality called for in
Recommendation No. 1 in order to resolve any incon-
sistencies between such plans and programs and the
officially adopted areawide transportation policies and
plans.



* * * *

Recommendation 3. Providing More Balanced
Federal Financing for Regional Transport-
ation Systems

The Commission finds that the present financing of
transportation in urban and rural areas lacks adequate
flexibility to meet the multimodal fiscal requirements
of these areas. In particular, the Commission finds that
mass transportation modes have suffered from this lack
of flexibility. The Commission also finds that the cur-
rent Federal transportation grants-in-aid to urban and
rural areas are often complex to administer, not always
properly allocated, and fail to provide adequate discre-
tion to urban and rural officials. Hence. . .

The Commission recommends that Federal transporta-
tion finance policies be substantially revised to provide
more flexible intermodal funding of regional transpor-
tation systems. Specifically, the Commission recom-
mends that the Federal government revise its
transportation funding policies by: *

A. enacting a unified multimodal regional transporta-
tion program** which is:

(1) funded by earmarking of the Highway Trust
Fund supplemented with funds appropriated
from general revenues;

(2) provided with funds for intrastate regions
channeled to those states*** which have

*Congressman Fountain dissents from the parts of this
recommendation favoring the diversion of Federal Highway
Trust Funds to a regional transportation block grant and the
removal of all restrictions against the use of Federal urban and
rural transportation systems funds for operation and main-
tenance programs.

**This program would consolidate the urban system
portion of the Highway Trust Fund and the UMTA capital
grants program in urban areas, and those portions of the
Federally aided state highway systems which serve only the
internal circulation of non-metropolitan regions in rural areas.
It would not include the other existing Federal aid highway
systems, Federal railroad assistance, the airports trust fund
program, or the water transport programs of the Corps of
Engineers. This consolidated program could be used for pro-
jects of any transportation mode not funded by another
Federal aid transportation program.

***Governor Evans supports the creation and use of effective
state departments of transportation. However, he believes that
the Federal aid funds provided for in this recommendation
should be channeled to the states in all cases, even though
such a department may not yet have been created. Therefore,
he dissents from those portions of this recommendation which
make channeling conditional.

(a) strong multimodal departments of
transportation,* and

(b) substantial intermodal funding from
their own sources for regional transporta-
tion,** or otherwise directly to the policy
units called for in Recommendation No. 1;
and in the case of funds for interstate re-
gions channeled directly to the policy units
called for in Recommendation No. 1;

(3) allocated among the states, with the excep-
tion of 15 percent which shall remain as a discre-
tionary fund for use by the Secretary of
Transportation in regions with special transporta-
tion needs, primarily according to the relative
population of the states;

(4)allocated among the regions

(a) in states that qualify for channeling, by
a formula developed by the states in collab-
oration with the policy unit(s) called for in
Recommendation No. | and approved by
the Secretary of Transportation, such for-
mulas to take into account factors similar
to those in the Federal formula — provided
that 15 percent of all such state area funds
be reserved for use at the Governor’s dis-
cretion in regions with special
transportation needs — and

(b) in interstate regions and in states not
qualified for channeling, by a Federal for-
mula taking into account the same factors
as the formula used for state area allo-
cations — provided that 15 percent of the
funds available in these areas in accordance
with the formula for allocation of funds
among the states may remain as a discre-
tionary fund for use by the Secretary of
Transportation in those regions in this
group having special transportation needs;

(5) allocated within regions among eligible pro-
vider organizations, both public and private, by

*In accordance with Recommendation No. 5 of this
report.

**This builds upon previous Commission recommen-
dations in its State Aid to Local Government (1969) and
Federal Approaches to Aid State and Local Capital Financing

reports (1970).



the policy unit called for in Recommendation
No. 1 for projects and programs that conform to
this unit’s officially adopted policies, plans and
programs, *

B. removing all restrictions against the use of Federal
urban and rural transportation system funds for
operation and maintenance programs.

Recommendation 4. Improving State and
Local Transportation Financing Policies.

State and local governments together finance about
two-thirds of all transportation outlays. However, the
Commission finds that state and local units frequently
face fiscal, structural, and legal constraints that prevent
them from targeting their fiscal resources on their most
urgent transportation needs. The Commission believes
that the time has come to remove these financial
shackles from state and local governments so that they
can develop more flexible transportation finance
policies. Hence. . .

Consistent with its past reports on this subject, the
Commission urges the states to modernize their trans-
portation finance programs through appropriate
constitutional and statutory enactments which would:

A. permit flexible use of state highway user revenues in
order to achieve better funding balance among differ-
ent transportation modes.** In light of developments
since adoption of this Commission’s report entitled
State Aid to Local Government, the Commission also
urges states to consider the creation of an expanded
multimodal transportation trust fund permitting re-
cipient units to spend such assistance for any
transportation profect that is in conformance with the
areawide transportation plan adopted by the policy
unit called for in Recommendation No, 1;

B. expand the state financial role in directly aiding a
full range of non-highway transportation services in-
cluding, as appropriate, but not necessarily limited to,
airports, mass transit, water, and rail transport;

*Subject, of course, to the state override noted in
Recommendation No. 1.C.(6) of this report.

**This builds upon recommendations already made in the

Commission’s report, State Aid to Local Government (1969).

C. authorize an appropriate state agency* to review
and approve the transportation revenue bond issues of
all state, areawide, and local units of government in
order to avoid any type of revenue bond obligation
which would cause (a) excessive service charges for the
use of transportation facilities, or (b) impediments to
the development of a balanced system of transpor-
tation facilities;

D. authorize state, areawide, and local governments to
divert, to the extent that existing indentures allow or
can be amended to allow diversion, the surplus re-
venues of dependent and independent transportation
special districts within their jurisdiction for the support
of transportation programs that are operating at a
deficit; provided that the state government guarantees
the bonds of any transportation districts which have
had their surplus revenues so diverted;

E. authorize local and state governments to provide
financial subsidies to private transportation providers
and consumers.

Furthermore, the Commission recommends that, with
state authorization where appropriate, local govern-
ments revise their transportation financing policies by
adopting transportation pricing programs — parking
taxes, group fares for taxis, airport landing fees, con-
gestion tolls for urban highways, and the like — that
would contribute to more effective use of these
transport modes in reducing congestion, protecting the
environment, and promoting the most efficient use of
the nation’s energy resources.**

* * »* *

Recommendation 5. Modernizing State Trans-
portation Planning and Decision Making.

The Commission finds that the transportation pro-
grams of most states are still predominantly oriented
to highways, and that even in many of those states

*This agency might be the one already called for in the
Commission’s report, City Financial Emergencies: The Inter-
governmental Dimensions {(1973) to supervise local financial
management responsibilities.

**The Commission previously has urged that local govern-
ments support the finances of general purpose regional
planning and decision making bodies that would have a major
role in planning more efficient transportation systems. See
Recommendation No. 3 in Volume | of the Commission's
1973 report on Substate Regionalism and the Federal System.



having multimodal departments of transportation
strong and effective coordination among the modes has
not been achieved. In addition, many states influence
their urban and rural regional transportation systems
without the benefit of an adequate intermodal per-
spective. Though these deficiencies at the state level
arise partly from the lack of financial flexibility re-
ferred to in Recommendations No. 3 and 4, a
substantial share of it comes from certain structural
inadequacies within state governments. Hence. . .

The Commission recommends that each state enact
legislation establishing a broad intermodal “Department
of Transportation,” if it has not already done so, and
that all such departments now existing or hereafter
created should be headed by a chief administrator:

(1) appointed by and responsible to the Governor
of the state, with appointment subject to legisla-
tive confirmation where that is the state practice;

(2) directly vested with strong and effective inter-
modal planning, policy making and budgeting
capabilities; and

(3) supported by adequate staff to enable him to
carry out these responsibilities; provided that
policy decisions concerning regional transpor-
tation plans and projects made by the state DOT
shall be subject to approval by the Governor
acting with the advice of the state’s compre-
hensive planning agency and A-95 clearinghouse
and such other state agencies and appropriate
local and regional advisory groups as he may
designate, and that no applications shall be
submitted by the state for Federal regional trans-
portation funds without his approval,
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Recommendation 6. Reforming Independent
Regulatory Bodies to Better Meet Areawide
Intermodal Transportation Needs.

The Commission finds that the regulation of routes,
fares and other operational aspects of transportation
services has too frequently been based on narrow
economic objectives, and that the widespread use of
separate regulatory agencies for the different transpor-
tation modes has hindered solutions to the broader
problems of modal productivity and efficiency,
intermodal competition and coordination, energy con-
servation, community development, environmental
protection, mobility and access. The Commission also
finds that regulations governing land use, the environ-
ment and human rights vitally affect the success of
transportation programs, but too frequently have been
exercised on a different basis than has been used for
the regulation of transportation systems. Hence. . .

The Commission recommends that the Congress and
state legislatures consider amending their respective
laws and interstate compacts establishing the indepen-
dent transportation requlatory bodies with a view
toward (1) consolidating them to combine separate
transportation modes, where appropriate, in indepen-
dent intermodal regulatory bodies; and (2) broadening
the public policy objectives which shall be considered
and promoted to the extent possible by these indepen-
dent regulatory bodies to include — in addition to the
traditional ones of safety and economics —modal
productivity and efficiency, energy conservation,
desired community development, environmental pro-
tection, enhanced mobility, and unhindered access.



Chapter |

INTRODUCTION

come increasingly concerned about the

appropriate role of local communities in planning
and providing public facilities and services. The local and
areawide decision making processes for public works
planning and for the implementation of authorized plans
have received particular attention. Central to this con-
cern is the jurisdictional fragmentation and diffusion of
related public works functions at these local and
areawide levels, since they combine to make planning
and program decisions in this field both complicated and
difficult.

Nowhere is this more apparent than with
transportation, where a serious gap has grown up
between general planning and project implementation.
Recent legislative efforts to provide for more co-
ordination and for greater community participation in
both planning and implementation have not
substantially reduced this gap.

With recent Federal legislation requiring the creation
of areawide planning agencies in those metropolitan
areas expecting to receive Federal funds, there is
mounting pressure to plan consistently and to carry out
projects in conformance with these plans. The areawide
agencies are being encouraged to develop single agency
capability for planning, financing, and implementing
transportation and other work programs. But there is
meager evidence to show that areawide agencies have
integrated effectively these functions.

I n recent years, the Federal government has be-

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The primary objective of this report is to answer
three basic questions:

1. To what extent should regional transportation
planning be linked more closely to comprehensive
{multivalued) areawide (metropolitan and non-
metropolitan regional) planning and specifically to
project implementation activities (including
finance, construction, management, and
regulation)?

2. To what extent are current practices achieving
the goal of stronger linkage?

3. To the extent that they are not, how could
closer linkages between the functions of planning
and implementation be developed?

To provide answers to these questions, this study
examines in depth the broad issue of integrating trans-
portation planning and implementation activities in



order to determine both the feasibility of and the need

for establishing specific institutions, organizations,
agencies or procedures capable of planning,
implementing, financing, and programming

transportation projects in a coordinated fashion in urban
and rural areas. Alternative solutions to this problem
also are probed.

This first chapter sets forth a general survey of the
nature and history of the metropolitan transportation
problem. It places this challenge in the broader context
of overall metropolitan development goals, and provides
important substantive background for the examination
of the governmental organization issues treated in later
chapters. The movement of both persons and goods, the
volume and character of urban transportation, and the
impacts of transportation on the urban environment and
on the community-at-large are all covered.

Certain non-metropolitan divisions of these topics are
also noted. The original focus of this study was
restricted wholly to the metropolitan transportation
problem — and this is reflected throughout most of the
study. Yet, events occurring during the course of the
project led ultimately to the inclusion of recom-
mendations on non-metropolitan transportation as well.
This came about too late to permit additional major
research on non-metropolitan transportation. The
Commission’s previous work on substate regionalism,?
however, indicates that many of the basic governmental
problems of local fragmentation, financial limits, and
constraints on functional and program capabilities
confront non-metropolitan as well as metropolitan areas.
Indeed, some of these difficulties are even more severe in
the non-metropolitan areas. So, while the bulk of this
report deals with metropolitan areas, brief references are
made to the non-metropolitan situation at several points,
and the Commission believes that there is ample justi-
fication for applying a substate regional approach to
non-metropolitan transportation problems consistent
with the approach in metropolitan areas.

THE PLACE OF TRANSPORTATION IN
URBAN AND RURAL AMERICA

Transportation is an essential part of urban and rural
America. It pervades everyday life, and enables the
economy to function. Without modern transportation,
modern society would not be possible.

Americans are among the most mobile people the
world has ever known, and a very large share of this
mobility takes place within the nation’s metropolitan
areas or between them. Because the nation is largely
urban, many of its transportation problems are urban as
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well. Though, for the maost part, our transportation is
the most comfortable, least expensive, and fastest which
has ever been available, it is not without its problems.

Congestion

Many urban transportation systems are
clogged with congestion. During the work day the
rush hours find countless citizens sitting idly in
traffic; downtown streets are often clogged by
trucks making deliveries; good transit service is not
available to help reduce congestion; and ways of
attracting enough transit riders to significantly re-
duce congestion have not been found. On the
weekend, many suburbanites can hardly get into
and out of their shopping centers. In the summer-
time, roads to the beaches are clogged. Air tra-
velers arriving at major metropolitan airports for a
trip to another urban area are frequently unable to
park, and often find themselves jostled about in an
overcrowded terminal. It may take longer to get to
and from the airport than for the flight itself.
Furthermore, when changing from the plane to a
train or bus or subway, the traveler frequently
finds that the terminals or transfer points are
separated by many miles of congested highways or
transit lines. All of this costs the individual extra
time and money, and places him under added
physical and mental stress,

Safety

Many travelers have been in traffic accidents
at one time or another. Even those who have not
are well aware of the risks they run each time they
get into their cars. About 50 percent of all fatal
accidents are transportation related. Traffic
deaths, injuries, and damage to property are re-
flected in spiraling insurance rates.

Loss of Productivity

The average employed adult spends about
one-third of his “free” time traveling. Most of
these workers experience days when they can not
get to work because of the weather. Now, they are
beginning to experience days when their driving is
restricted because of air pollution or gasoline
shortages. For example, Washington, D.C.,
experienced 17 days of air pollution restrictions in
1973, and 1974 saw nationwide shortages of
gasoline which cut non-essential driving drastically,
caused a nationwide reduction in highway speeds,
and forced many people onto transit. Railroad and



regular airline services also are being curtailed in
some urban and rural areas — because of economic
problems and fuel shortages — thereby curtailing
economic growth. Goods which have been ordered
often arrive late and damaged, because of in-
efficient freight handling systems. For example, 85
percent of a truck’s time is spent parked waiting to
load or unload. Sometimes freight costs are
artificially high, because of outmoded regulations
requiring empty back-hauls.

Unequal Access to Opportunities

Most people have experienced being unable
to go somewhere because they did not have a car,
or the busses were on strike, or they were sick, or
didn’t have the money needed for the trip. For
most, these occurrences are just occasional in-
conveniences. But many people in our society are
permanently barred, or barred for long periods of
time, from going where they need to go to find
jobs, to do their shopping, to receive services, or to
take advantage of many other opportunities
offered in urban areas. In rural areas, where
alternatives to the private automobile are even
more restricted, the problems are still more
serious. The people most affected by these
problems are chiefly the poor, the young, the old,
and the handicapped. The general lack of emphasis
on public transportation designed to meet these
special needs denies equal opportunities to many
of the nation’s citizens.

Declining Public Transit

Even as the need for better public trans-
portation begins to be more fully recognized,
many of the nation’s transit systems are losing
riders (40 percent since 1955) and getting into
greater financial trouble; fares are rising and
ownership is changing increasingly from private
companies to public bodies. Over 80 percent of all
transit passengers are now carried by publicly
owned transit companies.

Community Disruption

The building of wurban transportation
systems displaces many homes and businesses.
Such construction also changes the character of
many neighborhoods, and sometimes splits them
apart physically. Moreover, the increased traffic
noise and visual impact of new facilities are often
disruptive. The affected citizens frequently lose in
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terms of money, mental anguish, or reduction in
the quality of their lives — costs which have not
usually been charged to the traveling public. In
addition, major new transportation facilities fre-
quently attract development nearby; so when
these facilities are not coordinated with overall
development plans, they may create pressures for
other community facilities — not previously anti-
cipated. This, in turn, creates public service gaps
and increases the cost of government.

Pollution and Waste Disposal

Emissions from automobiles produce
anywhere from 45 to 90 percent of the major
pollutants in the air in metropolitan centers. In
addition, over 7-million autos are scrapped each
year, contributing to the problems of waste
disposal and the consumption of many valuable
resources. Transportation also contributes to water
pollution and noise problems.

Energy Consumption

Transportation services consume atmost 60
percent of all petroleum produced and 30 percent
of all energy wused in the United States
today — largely because of an over-emphasis on
the use of large private automobiles.

These problems, of course, are not as serious in some
areas as in others; even their manifestations may differ
from one place to another. For example, rail rapid
transit is probably appropriate in only one or two dozen
of the largest, most densely developed areas, while buses,
car pools,and other means may serve the same function
in other areas. Nevertheless, most metropolitan and
non-metropolitan areas have at least some of the
problems cited above to a degree severe enough to
require serious attention. These difficulties have com-
bined to produce a transportation challenge of national
dimensions.

THE METROPOLITAN
TRANSPORTATION PROBLEM

To a considerable extent, transportation problems in
urban areas are related to the growth in these areas. The
economic, social, and environmental qualities of such
areas depend heavily on the ability to move goods and
people from place to place relatively efficiently. Eco-
nomic activities {including work trips) are recognized as
being particularly important. Yet the movement of
goods and people has grown more and more difficult in

many areas. This difficulty has occurred despite



extensive planning efforts in almost all metropolitan
areas, and despite available transportation technology
that could be (but is not) used effectively to solve the
problem.

Today's urban transportation problems have been
well defined since at least the 1950’. In one study
undertaken a decade ago, it was observed that despite
the importance of transportation “. .. large cities, not
only in America, but throughout the world are frustra-
ted by the inadequacies of their internal transportation
system [so that] ....some men cannot complete their
journeys to work in our larger urban areas in the time in
which other men can orbit the globe. . . .""?

Almost seven vyears later the problem remained so
unchanged and looked so intractable that one journal in
its examination of transportation in cities observed
“, .. .Americans somehow seem to think that it is nobler
to move three men 1-million miles than to move
1-million men three miles.”3

The deficiencies of our metropolitan transportation
networks are reflected in a variety of ways. Their
enumeration helps to define the problem.,

1. The rise in traffic congestion and its associated
increase in the loss of time and vehicle operating
costs. Congestion is particularly troublesome dur-
ing the peak hour demands of the journey to work
and weekends and holidays.

2. The rise in automobile ownership which has
permitted more dispersed urban development
which in turn has reinforced the need for auto-
mobile trips. This has been generally associated
with the decline in the availability of public transit
and has contributed to public transit’s inability to
provide services in an era of growing cities and
expanding metropolitan areas.

3. The decline in urban transit use which has
resulted in some companies going out of business,
and in most others operating with major financial
deficits. Major byproducts have been low rates of
equipment replacement and cutbacks of service
with the resulting inconvenience and discomfort
added to time losses and general unreliability. Not
only have routes been dropped, but the frequency
of service on remaining routes has been reduced.

4, The lack of attention to coordinating other
modes of transportation, taking advantage of new
technologies and innovative approaches to the
movement of people and goods.
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5. The expanding impacts on city configuration
including the allocation of large areas of the city
to transport functions because of the require-
ments for streets, freeway, and parking facilities. In
addition, the automobile encourages a pattern of
development not easily served by high density
type of line-haul carriers such as characterize many
of the larger and older cities in the United
States — like New York, Boston, and Chicago.?

6. The growth in health and safety hazards from
the increasing levels of air, noise, and water
pollution associated with heavy traffic volumes;
and traffic accidents have added to the distractions
of living in an urban environment.

7. The institutional deficiencies which reduce the
ability to identify and implement solutions to the
problems previously described. It is not the transit
companies’ unwillingness to grow (though poor
management is frequently a contributing factor), it
is unwillingness to set up institutions that can
somehow deal with the problem. These institu-
tional weaknesses include:

® fragmented political organizations and juris-
dictions;

* limited budgets whether for funding, staffing,
or operating systems (e.g., subsidies);

¢ inflexibility in use of available funds from
state and local levels; and

® too much reliance on special purpose govern-
mental units with narrow program goals, and
not enough on general purpose units with
broader citizen oriented goals.

8. The continued lack of clarity and consistency
in urban development strategies which has resulted
in uncoordinated objectives for the shape and
character of cities and suburbs, densities, and
zoning policies, and transport requirements.

These basic components of the metropolitan trans-
portation challenge dominate most of this report. The
remainder of this chapter discusses in some detail how
these difficulties emerged, how the wide range of
different transportation demands affects the various
modes as well as the metropolitan communities them-
selves, and how the transportation challenge can be dealt
with more effectively.



Historical Background and Perspective

In order to fully understand the current problem, a
brief historical review of urban transportation is helpful.
Since many of its features are rooted in the growth of
urban areas resulting from the industrial revolution and
rapid technological change, this review must start before
the turn of the century, and examine the relationship
between the public and private sectors of urban trans-
portation,®

Urban transportation in the United States probably
started some time in the 1830’s with the introduction of
horse drawn carts (generally called omnibuses) that
seated about eight passengers and travelled on the
existing streets. The introduction of these omnibuses
was coincidental with the evolving practice of separating
the place of work from the home —a phenomena
directly associated with the industrial revolution.

The growing industrialization during the 19th and
20th centuries required substantial concentrations of
labor which could be found only in urban areas. These
areas expanded by concentrating employment in centers
where people had to travel from their residences. At the
beginning of the 19th century, only five cities in the
United States had a population of over 8,000. By 1840,
this number had risen to 44, and by 1860 there were
141 such cities. Similarly, the percentage of urban
population in the United States increased from about
3.3 percent in 1790, to 8.5 percent in 1840, 40 percent
in 1900, and 67 percent in 1970.6

One major by-product of these changes was sub-
stantial expansion of city boundaries. Up to the late
1800’s, the boundaries of a city rarely extended more
than two miles from the core, partly the result of the
slow speed of omnibuses and the reluctance of users to
engage in trips exceeding 30 minutes. Of particular
importance was the invention of cable drawn railcars in
1873 which permitted speeds of nine miles per hour
(about twice as fast as a horse drawn vehicle). By 1890,
these systems were moving 375-million passengers an-
nually and had succeeded in pushing the development
horizons of the city to over four miles from the city
core.

Not until electric streetcars appeared in the 1880,
however, did substantial growth in transit patronage
really occur. Streetcars (taking advantage of existing
rights-of-way originally used by horse-cars and the
operating procedures developed by these systems) again
accelerated the growth of city boundaries. The more
flexible and less costly technology of these vehicles
enabled routes to be extended well beyond the de-
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veloped boundaries to a wide range of destinations
including satellite towns.

By the start of the 20th century, the transit industry
was in very strong financial condition, with streetcar
enterprises and the rapid rail counterparts earning very
high profits. Yet by World War |, revenues had declined
to a point where many operators were in serious
financial difficulty. In 1921 (alone), 116 companies with
more than 2,000 route miles had fallen into re-
ceivership.” After considerable study, the Federal
Electric Railway Commission (appointed by President
Woodrow Wilson) attributed the cause primarily to poor
financial practices and low fares which combined to
produce large negative cash flows. In retrospect, it is
fairly clear that the underlying reasons were the low
densities at the extremes of the service corridor and the
failure to adopt higher fares to compensate for the
declining average line densities.

Generally fares had originally been negotiated at 5
cents in the latter part of the 19th century in order to be
able to obtain the exclusive service franchises. As the
boundaries of the city expanded and travel distances
increased, the operating costs in serving these more
distant riders were not compensated by the fares,
generally resulting in growing transit industry operating
losses.

By the middle of the 1920’s, the automobile had
begun to assert itself as a major form of transportation.
With prosperity and mass production, automobile own-
ership and acquisition expanded quickly. In 1900, there
were only 8,000 registered automobiles in the United
States, but by 1925 the number had risen to 17-
million.8 By the late 1920’, a pattern of competition
between the private automobile and public forms of
transportation in urban areas had emerged.

Table [-1 summarizes transit trends from 1924 to
1958, and Table I-2 summarizes transit traffic trends
from 1935 to 1970. These two tables together provide
an accurate picture of the general decline in transit
patronage — a decline which continued throughout the
period except for the interlude of World War |l. Table
/-2, in particular, confirms the sharp drop in passengers
using transit systems. For example, by 1970, total
passenger traffic had declined to under 6-million, and
there is no indication that these trends will be reversed,
given present preferences for automobiles.

In response to growing suburbanization and the
growing competition from the private automobile, the
public transportation industry in the 1920’s began to
shift from rail on exclusive rights-of-way to buses
traveling on streets with automobiles. In 1922, almost all
transit patrons were carried by streetcar and rapid rail,



NA = Not Available.

and Associates, 1961).

Table I-1

TRANSIT TRENDS IN THE UNITED STATES: 1924 — 1958

Year Total Total Total Rides
Vehicles Vehicle Passengers Per
Miles Carried Capita
(millions) {millions)
1924 NA NA 16,301 271
1926 86,166 2,669.7 17,234 274
1928 88,292 2,748.0 16,989 257
1930 86,263 2,707.0 15,567 226
1932 80,403 2,363.0 12,025 172
1934 76,759 2,312.0 12,038 169
1936 76,039 2,433.0 13,146 182
1938 73,137 2,434.0 12,645 173
1940 75,464 2,596.0 13,098 176
1942 86,893 3,047.7 18,000 239
1944 89,160 3,284.5 23,017 309
1946 89,845 3,304.3 23,372 282
1948 90,507 3,311.1 21,368 252
1950 86,310 3,007.6 17,246 195
1952 82,336 2,814.5 15,119 167
1954 76,198 2,548.8 12,392 135
1956 70,373 2,366.6 10,941 117
1958 67,149 2,201.0 9,732 104

SOURCE: Wilbur Smith and Associates, Future Highways and Urban Growth (New Haven, Connecticut: Wilbur Smith

but by 1925 over 1-billion passengers were being carried
annually by buses. By 1930, this number had risen to
2.5-billion.

The shift away from the fixed guideway type of
right-of-way put the public transportation industry into
competition for patronage on the private automobile’s
own ground where the latter performed considerably
better. One important byproduct of this shift to buses
(in addition to its impact on the economics of the public
transit industry) was the less disciplined, sprawling
development of the urban areas.

In the almost three decades since World War |1, the
urban public transit industry in the United States has
continued its economic decline. Even though fares have
more than kept pace with the consumer price index,
patronage has not grown rapidly enough to offset
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increased costs. More and more systems have ex-
perienced operating deficits and many privately owned
systems have either ceased to operate or sold their
depleted operations to the municipalities they served.

Cause of Decline in Mass Transit

The emergence of public transportation and its
decline can be attributed to a number of interdependent
causes.

1. The urban population has grown rapidly out-
side the central cities in which most public
transportation systems are located. (From 1960 to
1970 alone the population outside central cities in



Table I-2

TRANSIT TRAFFIC TRENDS: 1935 — 1970

Year Passengers Vehicle Miles Number Of
Rapid Street Total Rapid Street Total Passengers Per
Transit Transit Transit Transit Vehicle Mile
Street  Rapid
(Millions)
1935 2,252 7,530 9,782 439 1,888 2,327 4.0 4.4
1945 2,555 16,427 18,982 458 2,796 3,254 5.9 5.6
1950 2,113 11,732 13,845 443 2,565 3,008 4.6 4.8
1960 1,670 5,851 7,521 391 1,752 2,143 3.3 4.3
1970 1,574 4,358 5,932 407 1,476 1,883 3.0 3.9

SOURCE: Above data compiled from American Transit Association, ‘70 - ‘71 Transit Fact Book (Washington, D.C.: Ameri-
can Transit Association, undated).

the United States increased by about 34 percent as

against 1.5 percent in central cities.) Table I-3

2. Suburban living in the United States is largely AUTOMOBILE OWNERSHIP IN
automobile oriented, because housing and THE U.S.: 1960 AND 1970
population densities are low and parking space is

usually freely available. Moreover, because of these Item 1960 1970
low population densities and the wide dispersion

on origins and destinations, conventional public Automobiles In Use

transit normally cannot operate profitably and is Per Capita 0.32 0.39
usually not even available to the suburbanite. Per Household 1.09 1.27

3. Automobile ownership has increased drama-
tically. The evidence for this trend is widely
documented. Even over the last decade there
continued to be marked change. Automobile
ownership per household between 1960 and 1970

Percent Of House-
holds Owning
Automobiles 75.5 79.2

One Automobile

increased from 1.09 to 1.27; the number of two or Only 62.1 50.3
more automobile households rose from 13 percent Two Or More

in 1960 to almost 30 percent in 1970 (Table /-3). Automobiles 13.4  29.3
By 1970, only 20 percent of households were

without automobiles. These, of course, were con- Percent Of House-

centrated among the poor, old, or too young, who hold With No

are frequently considered to be “‘captive riders” of Automobiles 24.5 204

public mass transit systems.
SOURCE; Automobile Manufacturers Association,
4. Public transit fares generally have escalated Inc., Automobile Facts and Figures, 1968 and Auto-
while extensive freeway construction has contri- mobile Facts and Figures, 1971 (Detroit, Michigan:
buted to the diversion from the use of public Mot.or Vehicle Manufactu.rers Association, und'ate.d).
A . . various pages. Data estimated by the association
transit systems to the use of private automobiles from Census information.
(for which ubiquitous rights-of-way are available).
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5. Lack of innovative management and marketing
in the transit industry has contributed to the
difficulites of public transportation.

6. Federal programs to assist different modes have
been enacted and administered inconsistently with
respect to one another, frequently accentuating
the problems of urban transportation. For ex-
ample, the funding of highway construction from
the Highway Trust Fund has not only encouraged
the use and ownership of automobiles, it has
introduced rigidities and misallocations in trans-
port investment decisions. {These rigidities are
only beginning to be eliminated through more
unified transportation legislation.) Converscly,
public transportation has had a relatively low
priority.

7. The use of Federal funds for constructing and
maintaining urban transport networks, until very
recent times, has been restricted. Most of the
Federal contribution has encouraged road
building — often without careful consideration of
the economic, social, and environmental impacts.

8. Finally, Federal planning funds for compre-
hensive urban planning available from the.Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development have
been only partly coordinated with other trans-

portation planning funds available from the Urban
Mass Transportation Administration and the
Federal Highway Administration. Despite the best
efforts of these agencies, these programs, to a
considerable extent, have been not only uncoor-
dinated but largely unrelated to implementation
activities,

9. During most of the period in which the nation’s
urban mobility problems were developing, states
and the Federal government were largely con-
cerned with the problems of transportation
between urban areas. It is only in the last few
years that real attention has been focused on the
transportation needs within these areas, though by
no means has this shifting interest and concern
caught up with needs.

The Diversity of Metropolitan Transportation
Needs — Moving People and Goods

In

examining metropolitan transportation, it is

relatively easy to fall into the customary pattern of
simplifying its scope and character. But the urban trans-
port network is not simple: it is varied in terms of
system and consumer needs within any given urban area
as well as between urban areas. In the sections that

Table 1-4

HOME BASED TRIPS BY TRIP PURPOSE FOR TEN URBANIZED
AREAS IN THE UNITED STATES

Urban Year Popula-
Area tion Work Business
(000's)

Philadelphia 1960 4,007 34.8 9.8
Boston 1963 3,541 28.3 9.9
Baltimore 1962 1,608 39.7 8.1
Seattle 1962 1,347 27.8 14.7
Milwaukee 1963 1,221 32.8 25.2
Denver 1960 779 29.3 12.8
Springfield 1964 531 30.1 9.6
Richmond 1964 418 34.2 13.0
Lehigh Valley 1964 333 31.0 11.8
Columbia 1964 196 25.3 7.9

SOURCE: Wilbur Smith and Associates, Patterns of Car Ownership, Trip Generation and Trip Sharing in Urbanized
Areas (New Haven, Connecticut: Wilbur Smith and Associates, June 1968), Table 2.1, p. 7.

Percent Of Home Based Trips To And From
Shop-
ping

12.7
17.5
15.1
16.5
16.7
15.5
16.5
16.6
15.9
16.9

Social- School Other All
Recrea- Purposes
tional
17.1 6.6 19.0 100.0
17.0 11.5 15.8 100.0
15.6 12.0 9.5 100.0
20.9 9.2 10.9 100.0
3.6 9.6 12.1 100.0
31.1 1.1 10.2 100.0
18.3 13.6 11.9 100.0
18.1 11.0 7.1 100.0
14.8 13.2 13.3 100.0
20.2 14.9 14.8 100.0
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follow, this diversity will be explained in some detail,
because it is one of the basic reasons why coordination
of planning and implementation is so difficult to bring
about.

Metropolitan transportation should be viewed as a
hierarchy of systems. Within any metropolitan area,
transportation systems may be unpeeled like the layers
of an onion, with each layer interrelated and interacting
with another. For example, public transportation
systems usually operate to provide scheduled fixed route
services, while simultaneously the private automobile
provides personalized door-to-door transportation.
Alongside these two services, taxis provide an inter-
mediate form of door-to-door services, while special
transportation facilities {for the elderly or handicapped)
may interface with all these systems.® Also related are
the school buses, car pools, jitneys, trucks, and airport
and limousine services (to mention only a few of the
subsidiary systems).

This diversity of metropolitan transportation involves
not only the different modes of travel but also the trip
purposes, the time of day, and the specific places in the
metropolitan area to which people wish to travel.
Another way to describe this diversity is to say that
individuals have widely variegated transportation needs
in terms of time and place — both for themselves and
their goods.

Where People Want to Go in the Urban Area. Data
showing where people wish to travel are developed
mainly from home interviews and traffic surveys
showing origins and destinations. Obviously, the findings
of these surveys depend on the characteristics of the
particular metropolitan area. But it is possible, in general
terms, to describe the array of trip purposes and their
relative importance.

Table I-4 summarizes the purpose of trips which
either begin or end at home (home based) for ten
urbanized areas in the United States. The data show that
work trips account for the largest proportion of any of
the trip purposes — amounting to between 25 and 40
percent of all home based trips and these are the trips
which usually contribute most to street and road
congestion. The data also confirm the great diversity
between metropolitan areas — reflecting, of course, their
varied patterns of development.

By far, the second largest category of trips are those
taken for social and recreational purposes — falling in
the range of 15 to 20 percent of all home based trips. If
these trips are taken in conjunction with shopping trips,
they usually account for as many home based trips as
the work trip. This explains why congestion is fre-
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quently found on weekend or even during the week at
recreation facilities and shopping centers, including
those located in suburban areas.

Finally, it may be seen that schoo! trips tend to
account for about 10 to 14 percent of home based trips,
and are a relatively stable share among the metropolitan
areas shown in Table I-4. This similarity in size is largely
explained by the fact that the proportion of school-age
children in the population does not vary widely between
cities, and schooling (of course) is compulsory.

Of considerable interest is the fact that non-home
based trips account for about 15 to 20 percent of the
total, reflecting the relatively large number of trips taken
between business locations or from shopping center to
shopping center (to cite but two examples). Many of the
non-home based trips generate substantial volumes of
midday traffic in the central portions of cities—a
problem which merits special attention.

Available data suggest that the distribution according
to purpose of trips by persons varies by size of urban
area. Composite data in one study of central business
district (CBD) trips indicated that the journey to work
ranged from 20 percent of total person-trips to the CBD
in areas of 100,000 population to about 60 percent in
urban areas of 5-million.79 Fjgure /-1 shows this rela-
tionship for all trip purposes. Variations in density and
land use patterns, of course, play an important part in
the volume of trips and the types of transport (mode)
selected, especially during the most congested times of
the day.

Using the same study, Table [-5 illustrates the
variation in the proportion of CBD land devoted to
streets and parking in various U.S. cities. As may be
seen, in 1960 the CBD of the City of Los Angeles with
its relatively more dispersed characteristics devoted
about 59 percent of its land area to streets and parking
in contrast to 41 percent in Chicago and similar high
density CBD cities.

As might be anticipated, the variation in density
implied by these data is also reflected in the mode used
to travel into the CBD’s of most urban areas. Table I-6
summarizes peak hour CBD person-movements entering
and leaving the CBD by various modes for 12 large
metropolitan areas. As may be seen, private transpor-
tation in 1960 accounted for 10 percent of the total
CBD volumes in New York City, while public transpor-
tation there accounted for about 90 percent. Los
Angeles shows a sharp contrast, with private transpor-
tation (largely automobile) accounting for almost 60
percent of the total, while public transportation ac-
counted for the remaining 40 percent. Similar variations
may be seen in a wide range of cities in and out of the



Figure I-1

CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT TRIP PURPOSE
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION BY SIZE OF URBAN AREA
(Population On Ratio Scale)
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SOURCE: Wilbur Smith and Associates, Transportation and Parking for Tomorrow's
Cities (New Haven, Connecticut: Wilbur Smith and Associates, 1966), p. 55.

5-MILLION

United States. These variations, of course, reflect the
differing levels of available public transportation, as weil
as differing land use density patterns in each of these
cities.

When People Want to Travel in Urban Areas. Perhaps
the most severe and really apparent metropolitan trans-
portation problem is the “rush hour” congestion
associated with the journey to and from work. Most
work trips take place in a one or two hour period in the
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morning and again in the evening, temporarily over-
crowding traffic facilities. Consequently, capacities for
all modes are generally designed to meet these peak
demands as much as possible. The problem is com-
pounded by the fact that trips are not only peaked in
time but in space as well. In most American cities, work
trips are concentrated in the intensively developed
central parts of the urban area, thereby contributing
further to the congestion problem.

These pronounced variations in urban traffic con-



gestion occur daily, resulting in high costs, considerable
irritation, and loss of time by commuters. The weekday
commuter peaks cause mismatches in supply and
demand that can be readily observed throughout the
transportation network with long lines of vehicles on
freeways and with crowding on the subways and buses.!?

To some extent in the larger metropolitan areas, the
extreme peak demands of the journey to work have
prompted some deliberate spreading of the peak period,
particularly as automobile users try to plan their trip to
avoid congestion, and as employers stagger their hours to
accommodate this desire. In many cities, this results in
the commuting peaks stretching over two hours or
more — usually from about 7:00 a.m, to 9:30 a.m. in the
morning, and again from about 4:00 p.m. to 6:30 p.m
in the evening. Within these two-and-a-half hour periods,
one hour generally accounts for the major part of the
congestion. However, it is important to keep in mind

that there is considerable variation in the speed and
sharpness of these peaks from city to city.

On the west coast where work frequently begins at
8:00 a.m., the morning peak is more concentrated and
earlier. As an illustration, Table I-7 shows total persons
entering downtown Los Angeles during the morning
hours of May 1970. The data shows that the morning
peak in Los Angeles occurs between the hours of 7:00
a.m.-9:00 a.m., in contrast to the somewhat later peaks
on the east coast. Similar data can be developed for any
metropolitan area and would reflect the peculiarity of
that area.

As might be expected, the peaking patterns of
different modes vary considerably. One recent study
suggested that peak hour commuter railroad trips typi-
cally account for 20 to 25 percent of the total daily
travel nationally; while rail rapid transit trips account for
15 to 20 percent; buses for 10 to 15 percent; and the

Central Business Year
District
Los Angeles 1960
Chicago 1956
Detroit 1953
Pittsburgh 1958
Minneapolis 1958
St. Paul 1958
Cincinnati 1955
Dallas 1961
Core Area
Central District
Sacramento 1960
Columbus 1955
Nashville 1959
Tucson 1960
Charlotte 1958
Chattanooga 1960
Winston-Salem 1961

'Excludes undevelopable land.
2Not itemized.

cut: Wilbur Smith and Associates, 1966), p. 59.

Table 1-5

PROPORTION OF CBD LAND DEVOTED TO STREETS AND
PARKING FOR VARIOUS YEARS AND CITIES

SOURCE: Wilbur Smith and Associates, Transportation and Parking for Tomorrow's Cities [New Haven, Connecli-

Total Per Cent Of CBD Land
Acres Devoted To
Streets Parking Streets
And Parking
400.7 35.0 24.0 59.0
677.61 31.0 9.7 40.7
690.0 38.5 11.0 49.5
321.31 38.2 2 2
580.2 34.6 13.7 48.3
482.0 33.2 11.4 44.6
330.0 2 2 40.0
344.3 34.5 18.1 52.6
1,362.0 28.5 12.9 41.4
350.0 34.9 6.6 41.5
502.6 40.0 7.9 47.9
370.5 30.8 8.23 39.0
128.9 35.2 2 2
473.0 28.7 9.7 38.4
246.0 21.8 13.2 35.0
334.0 25.1 15.0 40.1
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'CBD over nine square miles.
2CBD over 1.5 square miles.

‘Averages are unweighted.

cut: Wilbur Smith and Associates, 1966), p. 69.

TABLE I-6

PEAK HOUR CBD CORDON* PERSON MOVEMENTS BY MODE
FOR SELECTED URBAN AREAS

Urban Area? Year
New York City? 1960
London, England® 1961
Chicago 1961
Philadelphia2 1955
Boston? 1954
Toronto 1956
Average*
Los Angeles 1957
Detroit 1956
St. Louis 1957
Washington? 1961
Baltimore 1955
Montreal 1960
Average*

3Detailed appendix tabulations of cordon counts in each city.

*A “cordon” is a line drawn around the CBD. Traffic is generally counted on all (or major) roads passing
through this line as they pass over the cordon line entering or leaving.

SOURCE: Wilbur Smith and Associates, Transportation and Parking for Tomorrow's Cities (New Haven, Connecti-

Per Cent Of Total
Cordon Volumes

Private Public Transportation
Local Rapid
10.2 7.4 82.4
8.8 12.5 78.7
19.4 14.4 66.2
28.5 18.1 53.4
30.8 4.5 64.7
26.8 42.8 30.4
20.8 16.5 62.7
59.4 40.6 —
48.7 51.3 -
57.7 42.3 —
65.3 34.7 —_
56.2 43.8 —
29.0 71.0 —_
52.8 47.2 —

automobile for 8 to 10 percent.'2 It is difficult to
develop composite data because each case is usually city
specific. Yet, one study that developed a composite of
the hourly variation for auto and transit confirmed the
sharper peak characteristics.’® The study noted that
transit trips are far more concentrated during the rush
hours than those of automobile drivers and passengers,
with about 8 to 10 percent of all person-trips by auto-
mobile and 12 to 16 percent of all trips by transit taking
place in the peak hour.14

Seasonal and Weekly Variations in Urban Travel. In
addition to the variation in person movements through-
out the day, there is a wide range of differences between
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the days of the week and months of the year. Traffic
counts for the Dan Ryan Expressway in Chicago are
summarized in Tables [-8 and 1-9 to illustrate these
variations.

As may be seen in Table /-8, Friday has the highest
average traffic volume of any day in the week, largely
reflecting the weekend exodus. In many metropolitan
areas, particularly in areas close to seashore and re-
creation facilities, specific highways may carry the bulk
of the weekly traffic during 10 to 12 hours on the
weekends, 15

Table 1-9 presents seasonal data for 1970 in Chicago
and illustrates the variation in traffic by month. As
might be anticipated for a city with a relatively difficult



Table I-7

MORNING PEAK CORDON
COUNTS OF PERSONS
ENTERING DOWNTOWN
LOS ANGELES: MAY 1970

Time Period  Total Persons Entering
Number Per Cent

6:00-7:00 33,863 5.5

7:00-8:00 87,180 14.1

8:00-9:00 63,566 10.3

9:00-10:00 41,630 6.7
10:00-11:00 39,452 6.4
16 Hour Total 617,742

SOURCE: City of Los Angeles, Department of Traf-
fice, Cordon Counts (May 1970].

winter season, traffic volumes are lowest during the
months of January and February and highest in May and
June. The impact of the weekend recreation trip is
clearly seen in a comparison between the column
“Average Weekday” and ‘‘Average Saturday.” During
the summer months of May and June, the average traffic
on an average Saturday is consistently higher than on an
average weekday.

Through Traffic. As has been noted, the heavy
demand for access to the central areas of most metro-
politan regions — especially the CBD — generates a
significant part of the repetitive daily congestion that
characterizes our cities. However, in most urban areas,
there is a relatively large proportion of motor vehicle
traffic that does not have destinations in the center of
the city, and, therefore, does not need to pass through
the CBD. This traffic is generally referred to as
“through” traffic, and can be identified as:
(1) interurban “through” traffic traveling long distances
with no need to pass through any part of the city, and
(2) intraurban “‘through” traffic with origins and des-
tinations located on the periphery of the city (or at least
not within the heavily congested core). Generally, traffic
engineers have tried to separate ‘‘through’’ vehicles from
traffic with origins and destinations within the core area
of the city, mainly to alleviate downtown traffic
congestion problems.

One of the most widely used methods for bypassing

VOLUME AND PERCENT OF TRAFFIC ANALYZED BY DAY OF WEEK,
CHICAGQO, ILLINOIS, DAN RYAN ESPRESSWAY: 1970

Table I-8

Day Of Week Number
Of Days
In Year

Sundays And

Holidays
Mondays
Tuesdays
Wednesdays
Thursday
Fridays
Saturdays
Year

SOURCE: State of Illinois, Department of Public Works and Buildings, Division of Highways, Bureau of Planning,
Ilinois Count Data 1970, Count Station 001, Dan Ryan Expressway at Taylor Street, direction — south, p. 20.

56
51
52
52
52
52
50

365

Volume Average
of Per
Traffic Day
4,806,460 85,830
4,859,790 95,290
5,123,660 98,532
5,069,560 97,492
5,095,820 97,997
5,332,360 102,545
4,867,830 97,357
35,155,480 96,316
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Table I-9
AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC ANALYZED BY MONTHS,
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS, DAN RYAN EXPRESSWAY: 1970
Month Average Average Average Average
Weekday Saturday Sunday and Day Of
Holiday Month
(Number Of Vehicles)
January 89,141 88,120 73,830 87,001
February 95,388 99,008 84,645 94,370
March 97,395 98,093 87,808 95,939
April 96,085 101,270 88,380 95,749
May 102,240 100,970 86,550 99,039
June 102,443 103,360 95,083 101,584
July 97,261 82,773 82,802 93,527
August 101,777 105,002 92,924 100,869
September 100,840 98,370 84,068 97,715
October 99,376 95,494 84,543 96,836
November 101,246 101,600 87,553 98,554
December 97,906 91,438 79,478 94,693
Year 98,383 97,357 85,830 96,316
SOURCE: State of Hlinois, Department of Public Works and Buildings, Division of Highways, Bureau of Planning,
Hlinois Count Data 1970, Count Station 001, Dan Ryan Expressway at Taylor Street, direction — south, p. 18.

“through” traffic is the use of grade separated, con- (e.g., intraurban traffic, interurban traffic, vehicles not
trolled access routes which circle the city — often called parking, etc.), the time period considered (e.g., peak or
beltways. Beltways are usually planned so as to be all day), and the area of study {e.g., metropolitan region,
placed in the first large band of uninhabited land just the central city, or CBD), as well as the available
beyond the city limits or in built-up suburban residential freeways and travel patterns of the particular area.
areas. These circumferential routes act both to bypass Despite the scarcity of data, it is apparent that in the
traffic with interurban origins and destinations and to central city of most urban areas, “through”’ traffic can
facilitate intraurban traffic. Beltways also provide an account for a substantial share of the total traffic
almost ideal site for the performance of truck-to-rail volume (even at peak hours). Data on the CBD’s of
transfers, particularly at points of intersection with rail medium sized cities (although somewhat out of date)
facilities, and they are ideal locations for certain suggest considerable variations — ranging from 30 to 70
industries and distribution functions. percent. 18

As a result of the interstate highway construction More recent data for the CBD’s of large U.S. cities are
program, most large cities have some form of circum- also scarce. However, from the limited data available, it
ferential facility; many of these, however, are not appears that “through’ traffic probably would account
completed or are fragmentary in nature. In some cities for no more than a third of total traffic in these areas
(Los Angeles and New York), beltways do not take on a and the proportion probably tends to increase in the
circular character, while in others (e.g., Washington, medium sized and smaller cities, depending upon their
D.C., or Baltimore, Maryland), they literally circle the highway and street systems and locations vis-g-vis major
entire city. interstate routes. If the central city as a whole is

Although data measuring the extent of ‘‘through” considered (in contrast to only the central business
traffic are scarce, those available indicate that the district), the proportion of “through” traffic would
proportion of “through’ traffic will vary from city to probably be even less, perhaps about 5 to 20 percent of
city, depending upon the inclusiveness of the definition total traffic in most medium and large sized cities. 17
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In addition to beltways, some cities have developed
an “inner loop” to keep through traffic out of their
CBD’s. These “inner loops” are situated at the outer edges
or just beyond the downtown and function primarily as
distributors for traffic moving in and out of the CBD.
This form of distributor may be found less frequently
than outer beltways, though Rochester, New York, and
Dallas, Texas, are good examples of cities with inner
loops. In some instances, inner loops may have bus
service but not as a rule. Outer beltways rarely have bus
service although growing environmental and energy
concerns have encouraged some express bus lanes.

The Transit Dependents. Though all of the previous
data suggest a wide range of transportation needs in
most metropolitan areas and auto dominance for most
trips (especially for non-CBD destinations) in most
cities, there remain groups who cannot use automobiles
and are therefore transit dependent. These groups
deserve close examination, because the transportation
options available to them reflect conditions that have
important implications for public transportation and
transportation planning generally.

In most urban areas, the users of the public transpor-
tation systems tend to be largely those who are either
unable to own a car, have no license, or cannot drive.
They consist largely of the elderly, the economically
disadvantaged, the young, and the handicapped. Thus
many people who most frequently need basic social,
welfare, and/or medical services find their mobility and
access to these services limited. Many (especially the
very poor or the very young) cannot afford even public
transportation, while others (the elderly and handi-
capped in particular) reside in areas poorly served by
public transportation or cannot use public transpor-
tation systems because of design and service features
which create difficult maneuverability and orientation
problems for them.

The precise level of transit dependency is not fully
known, but several items are suggestive. For example,
the 1970 Census indicates that there are about
20-million Americans 65 or older — about 10 percent of
the population.?8 Income data (for 1969) indicate that
almost 20 percent of those 65 years or older are in the
low income group (defined as those below $1,750 per
year).19

As might be expected there is close correlation
between the handicapped and the elderly. As one
observer noted recently at testimony before the Senate
Special Committee on Aging: “A little more than half of
the handicapped are elderly; a little more than a third of
the elderly are handicapped. . .the total number, with no
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double counting, is approximately 26.5-million
persons.’'20

The elderly tend to be unevenly distributed through-
out the United States, and there is considerable variation
in the percentage of elderly in urban areas. The
percentage 65 or over may vary from metropolitan area
to metropolitan area. Even among metropolitan areas
with 200,000 population or more, the proportion of
elderly (and the level of concern) will vary from 5
percent in the Ann Arbor metropolitan area to almost
20 percent in the Fort Lauderdale region.2?

Independent travel by the very young also is limited
by availability of public transit, mainly because they
have little income and cannot drive. In a recent national
study of the personal characteristics of tripmakers for
the period 1969-1970, it was found that for the 5 to 15
year old groups, about 70 percent of their trips were as
auto passengers and about 22 percent were in school
buses.22 Less than 5 percent of their trips were on other
bus or rail transit systems — suggesting the level of
constraints for this major segment of the population. In
1970, the population under 18 accounted for over 34
percent of the population.23

Though it may be difficult to think of the young as
“disadvantaged,” it is quite clear that they have major
mobility problems. These problems and associated frus-
trations have helped to generate their desire to obtain
automobiles at the earliest opportunity, even though
such cases may have dangerous mechanical defects.24

As for the 30-million poor with incomes under
$4,000 annually (about 15 percent of the population)25
auto ownership is seldom possible, or possible only with
considerable hardship. They are left to use whatever
means they can get, including public transportation. Yet,
public transportation, in the face of the immense
changes that have occurred in land use in most metro-
politan areas, often does not give them adequate access
to employment, social services, and welfare oppor-
tunities. Furthermore, even when they have auto-
mobiles, the vehicles are frequently unreliable. Available
data suggest that about two-thirds of the automobiles
owned by the poor are over six years old, and infor-
mation about the Watts district in Los Angeles suggest
that 20 percent of these automobiles are not in a con-
dition for safe driving and 40 percent are uninsured.26

Finally, there are those who are handicapped physi-
cally and can not easily use present public transport
systems. Their problems generally require improved
design or special scheduling. Data for 1970 indicate that
about 11 percent (22.2-million) of the total population
had some sort of activity limitation, and about one-third
of these were elderly.27



Though it is not possible to say how many in each of
the transit dependent categories suffer from some form
of mobility restriction, there can be little doubt it is a
significant share. As shown earlier, the elderly account
for almost 10 percent of the total population; the
younger {under 18) account for over 34 percent; the
handicapped around 11 percent and many of the
handicapped (about 36 percent) are 65 years or older.

Moving Goods. There is little doubt that the move-
ment of goods plays a major part in the economic
growth and development of metropolitan areas. lts
impact on planning is substantial, and is reflected in the
location of industrial and commercial establishments,
the siting of terminal facilities, the mix of vehicles
during the peak period, and environmental conditions.
Hence, it is essential that planners carefully consider and
understand these impacts.

Despite the importance of the movement of goods
within cities {and the general recognition of this fact by
most professional urban and transportation planners),
there are still relatively limited data available on the
subject. Few urban transportation plans do more than
nod in the direction of goods movement problems in the
metropolitan region. It is only in the last few years that
any data at all have been collected on this subject.

One major effort in measuring the impacts and scope
of the goods movement has been made in the New York
metropolitan region. Though the New York metro-
politan region -is hardly representative of the typical
urban area, it illustrates dramatically the amount and
purposes of the movement of motor vehicle freight
transportation in the metropolitan area.

New York's motor vehicle freight requirements re-
flect (as is the case in most cities) the economic
character of its region as an employer, consumer,

typical weekday.

Associates, August 1969), Table A-6, pp. 147-149.

Table I-10

INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL TRUCK TRIPS FOR SELECTED
URBAN AREAS AND SURVEY YEARS

Year Urban Study Vehicle Trips Internal
Of Areas Year Internal External Total As Per-
Survey Population cent Of
(000’s) Total
1964 Lewiston-Auburn- 73.0 23,121t 5,334 28,455 81.3
Lisbon, Maine
1964 Manchester, N.H. 112.8 30,192 6,709 36,901 81.8
1958 Charlotte, N.C. 202.3 51,918 18,729 70,647 73.5
1960 Chattanooga, Tenn. 2417 64,022 13,894 77,916 82.2
1965 Baton Rouge, La. 245.1 81,430 16,147 97,577 83.5
1962 Albuquerque, N.M. 267.3 104,049 7,018 111,067 93.7
1965 Oklahoma City, Okla. 574.0 148,290 13,801 162,091 91.5
1962 Southeastern Region, Va. 602.0 106,829 9,132 115,961 92.1
{Norfolk, Portsmouth, etc.)
1957 St. Louis, Mo. 1,275.4 280,262 37,274 317,536 88.3
1962 Baltimore, Md. 1,607.9 403,632 32,279 435,911 92.6
1963 Boston, Mass. 3,584.4 878,288 40,660 918,948 95.6
1959 Chicago Metropolitan Area 5,169.7 1,363,042 113,253 1,476,295 92.3

'Internal trips are trips made wholly within the study area, defined as one way travel from origin to destination on a
2Includes local trips with one end inside the study area, and through trips on a typical weekday.

SOURCE: Wilbur Smith and Associates, Motor Trucks in the Metropolis (New Haven, Connecticut: Wilbur Smith and
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producer, warehousing and transshipment center. The
interaction between the forces of demand and supply
within the huge regional market, and between the region
and the outside, results in a set of interrelated markets
which determine the freight transportation needed by
the region for feeding, clothing, housing, and amusing
the metropolitan population; in moving raw materials in
and finished products out; and in performing the
region’s role as an international gateway, business
headquarters, and warehouse and distributing center.

The market structure found within the New York
metropolitan region is typical of most major metro-
politan areas of 1-million population or
more — including Atlanta, Chicago, San Francisco, and
Los Angeles. First and usually foremost, is the internal
market made up of “local market” industries serving the
population in the region. lts transportation origins and
destinations are largely residential and population
oriented, and involve relatively short hauls within the
region, mainly using light vehicles.

A second major market is the national market
comprised of industries largely dependent on the par-
ticular economic advantages of the region. The
transportation demand of these nationally oriented
industries has its origin or destination closely tied to
employment centers in the region as well as to market
points outside which require longer hauls and heavier
vehicles.

Finally, in those cities where there is a port
facility — such as New York, Baltimore, San Francisco,
Norfolk, and Seattle —and a complex of associated
industries, transportation needs include terminal and
handling facilities required for the movement of mer-
chandise to and from the port as well as linkages to the
points in and outside the metropolitan region.

The magnitude and character of all these movements
depend on the character of the particular urban area,
and determines its intraregional and interregional link-
ages and demands. Obviously, there are substantial
variations between cities on this score also. For example,
the Tri-State Transportation Commission estimated that
the New York region in 1962-63 handled about
520-million tons of freight each year. Domestic intra-
regional freight movements accounted for 268-million
tons (52 percent), and interregional freight accounted
for 252-million tons (48 percent — including 162-million
tons in-bound and 90-million tons out-bound).28 Data
for 1963 for the United States confirmed the relatively
large share of local traffic — about 59 percent for the
United States as a whole,2®

Table 1-10 summarizes for a variety of city sizes the
relative share of internal and external trips by trucks. As
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may be seen, internal trips account for 80 to 90 percent
of all trucks and confirms the importance of these trips
in metropolitan areas.

Of particular importance to the goods movement in
urban areas is the fact that truck traffic {both inter- and
intraregional) must share common facilities with private
automobiles, taxis, and buses. It is also true that all these
vehicles frequently must share the same facilities at
about the same times of the day. It is not very
surprising, therefore, that highway and street systems
become acutely congested at specific times and places.

Again using the New York metropolitan region as an
illustrative case, data for vehicles crossing the Hudson
River indicate for a typical weekday in 1965 that trucks
accounted for about 25 percent of the traffic in the
Holland Tunnel and about 12 percent in the Lincoln
Tunnel.3% These tunnels are used most extensively by
trucks because of their strategic access to manufacturing,
wholesaling, and port activities in the city.

In other cities, the congestion conflicts between
trucks and other vehicles are somewhat less. In a study
of trucks and metropolitan areas, a comparison of the
hourly distribution of urban truck and auto trips
indicated that the former were less peaked and some-
what more dispersed throughout the day.3"

As might be anticipated, conflicts between trucks and
other vehicles are often most acute during the peak
hours. For example, in 1960 in New York City during
the peak hours of 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m., trucks
accounted for 49 percent of the motor vehicles entering
the New York CBD on a typical business day; this is in
sharp contrast to 33 percent over a 24 hour period.
These observations are generally applicable to other
areas as well. For example, in the same truck study cited
previously, data for cities of varying sizes and functions
showed that “trucks are in transit generally between
9:00 a.m. and 11:00 a.m. and between 4:00 p.m. and
6:00 p.m., and are being loaded and unloaded usually
between 11:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m."’32

Thus, the most critical competition for space occurs
in the morning hours during the journey to work, and it
becomes most acute when the various motor vehicle
subsystems (auto, truck, taxi, and bus) converge. This is
particularly true in cities with restricted gateways (e.g.,
bridges and tunnels).

Even after the trucks have managed to get into the
CBD, the competition is not over. The search for a
parking space begins. For the motor vehicle moving
goods and services, it is mainly a problem of finding
available loading and unloading space; for the salesmen
and service delivery, the problem is short term parking.
Off-street facilities are most satisfactory for loading and



Land Use
Monroe
(96.6)

Residential 1.7
Manufacturing 5.9
Transportation —

Warehouse 2.5
Retail — Wholesale

Trade 35.0
Services, Schools,

Government 5.2
All Developed Land 3.5

NA = Not Available.

and Associates, August 1969), p. 65.

Table I-11

DAILY TRUCK DESTINATION TRIP ENDS PER ACRE

Trips Per Acre By Urban Area Land Use Urban Area

Columbia Little Rock Baton Rouge Richmond

(196.0) (222.9) (245.1) (417.6)
1.2 1.0 2.0 14

1.5 0.4 1.3 2.6

2.3 NA 4.0 0.9

20.3 16.0 33.6 10.3
3.2 NA 2.6 4.0

2.2 0.6 0.9 2.0

SQURCE: Wilbur Smith and Associates, Motor Trucks in the Metropolis (New Haven, Connecticut: Wilbur Smith

{Population In Thousands)

unloading. But most CBD's have inadequate supplies of
such facilities, so curb and alley parking usually is
necessary if deliveries and loading-unloading operations
are to be permitted.

The problem is compounded if shipping and receiving
facilities are obsolete. Obsolete loading-shipping and
unloading-receiving facilities lead to competition among
trucks to obtain space; the long waiting lines of trucks
on Manhattan streets reflect these factors. For example,
in a study of trucking in the Manhattan garment
industry in 1961, it was concluded that because of
delays in loading and unloading, of each hour a truck
was at the curb, only 15 minutes were used in actual
movement of cargo, and 75 percent of the occupied curb
space hours were non-productive.33 Nationwide data
indicate that, for trucks operating on a typical 24 hour
day, “in motion” time accounts for only 12 percent of
the available time; 85 percent of the time the average
truck is parked waiting to load or unload.34

The number of daily truck trips within each urban
region relates closely to the size and complexity of that
region. Table I-11, summarizes destination trip ends per
acre for five urban areas by land use. The data in the
table confirm that trip generating factors for trucks vary
considerably by land use, particularly at the destination
end. Thus, retail and wholesale trade generate the largest
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trip rates, followed by industrial activities (manufac-
turing, transportation, and warehousing).

Cities with high levels of industrial or commercial
activities tend to be characterized by considerable
volumes of truck traffic involving pickup and delivery
service trips, personal business trips, and general con-
sumer repair and service activities. Because of the
important role of trucks in the movement of goods and
the impact of these movements on economic growth and
development of the urban area, there is generally
considerable reluctance to undertake any policies which
might in any way interfere with or constrain economic
growth and development. The restraints on motor
trucks, then, have tended to be relatively limited and
difficult to implement. Even where impacts on the
environment are significant (e.g., air pollution and
noise), policies involving restraints on motor trucks have
had little success up to now. Attempts to require evening
deliveries and special time periods for truck utilization
of urban street and terminal facilities have not worked
well,

Table 1-12 illustrates for three urban areas how these
conflicts manifest themselves. For example, in Chatta-
nooga’s CBD almost 14 percent of all trucks were using
illegal curb space for parking, while in New Orleans
(where greater congestion and higher density of econo-



mic activity is found), the figure was almost 47 percent.
The conflict is even more dramatic when trucks load and
unload retail merchandise all over the city.

Urban transportation planning must deal with these
conflicts between goods movements and person and
vehicle movements. An important element in controlling
goods movements, while perserving the benefits for
economic development and growth, is control over the
size and shape of the city. If the major conflict between
the movement of freight and the movement of people is
not to eventually strangle our cities, planning and
implementing agencies will have to coordinate more
closely than has been true in the past.

Solutions may involve the use of both vertical and
horizontal space. For example, the height of buildings
and the capabilities for vertical transportation within
them are directly reflected in the congestion problems
associated with truck delays on the streets of New York,
where the old freight elevators are unable to handle the
delivery of goods into buildings rapidly enough.35 The
development of appropriate vertical transportation and
adequate delivery capabilities clearly is essential not only

for persons but also for goods; without them major
horizontal congestion results.

Another approach is to separate truck movements
from those of other vehicles. In the case of the city of
Dallas, truck tunnels are to be developed as part of the
overall urban development strategy. Elsewhere, many
major mall type shopping centers handle these problems
by putting truck access underground, auto parking on
the periphery, and unhindered pedestrian access
throughout the retail areas.

In some cities, clustering of trucking and related
activities may be a viable solution. For example, one
proposed solution is to divide the region into centers of
truck activity averaging about three square miles. In each
of these “centers,” off-street sorting terminals would
combine small shipments for delivery to other terminals.
By consolidating these shipments into 12 ton loads, it is
believed that transport between clusters could be re-
duced by 90 percent.36

The entire network for goods movements then
(including such components as entry points, intercity
routes, and parking) poses as many problems for urban

NA = Not Available.

Table I-12

CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT TRUCK PARKING, BY TYPE OF
FACILITY IN SELECTED URBAN AREAS

A. All Trucks — Percentage Distribution

Type Facility Chattanooga Nashville New Orleans
Loading Zone 50.0 35.7 16.7
Other Legal Curb 26.2 42.2 21.6
Illegal Curb 13.9 8.8 47.3
Off Street 9.9 10.5 14.4
Off Street Loading Docks NA 2.8 NA
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
B. Trucks Loading And Unloading Merchandise — Percentage Distribution?
Loading Zone 73.5 55.9 17.6
Other Legal Curb 10.1 20.7 6.3
Illegal Curb 15.7 10.7 75.0
Off Street 0.7 3.7 1.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

1532 trucks, Chattanooga; 700, Nashville; 953, New Orleans.
SOURCE: Wilbur Smith and Associates,
Connecticut: Wilbur Smith and Associates, 1966), p. 261.

Transportation and Parking for Tomorrow’s Cities

(New Haven,
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transportation planning as do passenger movements.
Other troublesome topics include draw bridges that
delay traffic on roads already saturated with traffic; rail
crossings at grade that bottleneck movements of goods
(truck) and persons (cars and buses) and sometimes
represent a safety hazard; and in some cases bikeways
and pedestrian zones. All of these demands for mobility
have the potential for conflict with one another, and
require some form of separation either in time or by
facility design.

Reducing Transportation Demands
for Vehicle Travel

As has been noted, the paramount transportation
problem in urban areas is the emergence of congestion as
a recurring characteristic of the network, particularly for
the journey to work and social and recreational trips.
Most planning dealing with the problem of congestion in
the United States has been directed toward either the
supply or demand side,

On the supply side, there is the possibility of (1)
improving public transportation facilities and providing
for increased capacity; (2) facilitating the flow on the
street network through traffic management and traffic
control; (3) adding to the supply of freeway and urban
expressway facilities; (4) increasing the utilization of
automobiles through encouragement of car pools and
increased car occupancy; (5) improving utilization of
public transit vehicles through priority lanes for buses or
through the construction of busways; and (6} providing
for separation of the movements of goods and persons.

On the demand side, approaches to the reduction of
congestion have included (1) the use of staggered work
hours; {(2) providing for some restraints on motor
vehicle use through direct or indirect pricing (parking
charges, increased fuel charges, increases in title taxes,
and so forth); (3) prohibiting motor vehicle use in
certain areas of the city; and (4) designing urban
activity systems and land use patterns that minimize or
reduce the need to travel.

Clearly though, most of the effort has been on the
supply side where highway construction, new fleets of
buses, computerized traffic signals, and other measures
are common. In dealing with demand, there have been
only a few selected efforts to control congestion. Where
employment patterns permit, some work hours have
been staggered (prime examples being office centers like
Washington, D.C., and New York City). Some tentative
thinking has developed on restraining motor vehicle use
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and, in response to energy shortages, these preliminary
ideas might be used more. Yet, to the extent there is
presently active consideration of motor vehicle restraint
policies, it is largely attributable to pressure from the
environmentalists — specifically the need to meet quality
standards — or now perhaps from pressures emerging
from the recent energy shortages.

Of considerable importance in the long run is the
possibility of reducing urban congestion through chan-
ging the basic urban framework so as to minimize travel
demands. This could include selection of urban growth
strategies that contribute to this goal, such as new
towns, clusters, radial fingers, or satellite cities. There
are, of course, no “correct’” or “best” solutions, since
the form a city should take is largely a subjective
decision. It is clear, however, that the form selected can
play an important part in reducing traffic demands
through careful coordination and interchange between
planning (both urban and transportation), implemen-
tation, and system operations.

In the United States, considerable effort has been
expended on developing this kind of coordination, but
with no great success. This lack of success illustrates the
difficulty of developing an authoritative coordinating
mechanism within the framework of American urban
political institutions, rather than any lack of effort or
understanding of its importance. So urban design efforts
continue to be pursued with the hope that they will be
able eventually to make a significant contribution to
minimizing transportation demands.

The concept of reducing travel demands through
urban design has long been current among urban and
transportation planners. Wilfred Owen, for example,
observes that many of the problems of urban areas are
attributable to poor design and/or what he calls the
“accidental city.”37 The way to avoid the frustrations,
the congestion, and the difficulties of the ‘‘accidental
city” (that has been built with only minimal planning or
with little attention to the good planning which has been
done), in his view, is to design outstanding accessibility
and amenities as essential elements of the urban environ-
ment to which political leaders are willing to commit
themselves.

Assuming that the demand for space will grow; that
land outside the central areas will have to be utilized
(and will be available); and that the technology for
overcoming time and distance through a combination of
rapid transit and instantaneous communication is avail-
able; it may be possible to design urban environments
which in fact would minimize the need for travel
generally, or at least would stress a policy of reduction
in vehicle trave!.38



Owen contends:

New urban designs are revealing that the task of
increasing urban mobility may not call for more
transportation at all, but may depend more on
such non-transportation solutions as locations,
densities, and aesthetics of everything being done
to accommodate urban man. In other words,
transportation demands derive from the design of
the community itself and from its various life
support systems. These include the places people
live and work, the nature of the neighborhood and
its surroundings, the power, water, and sanitation
systems, and methods of food supply, medical
services, schools, and recreation. How these sub-
systems are located and interrelated determines
what resources must be spent for transportation
and whether this allocation of resources will make
its maximum contribution to the community.39

Another important approach would be to design the
city so that there is increasing separation between the
various movements. Vincent Ponti has made this an
essential ingredient in his urban planning for a number
of cities. It is his belief that if the core is to be kept
workable without overbearing traffic restrictions, con-
siderable advance planning must be undertaken to
consider the interfaces of these various movements.

Ponti’s approach and solution to the problem makes
considerable sense and has wide support: separate

pedestrian, automobile, truck, and mass transit into their
own spheres or different physical levels. This means
“. . .create for each a distinct and appropriate environ-
ment where there is easy circulation without mutual
interference.””49 Ponti’s approach is particularly relevent
for goods movement, and he alreadv has had some
opportunities to put these ideas to work. Turning again
to Dallas, the idea of separating traffic is reflected in an
already partially constructed truck tunnel system which
will separate goods movement from both the surface
traffic and pedestrians. This multilevel approach may
also be found in the city center of Montreal as well as in
the central portion of the city of Munich. Greater use of
pipelines, pedestrian bridges, bikeways, elevated rails and
guideways, and other facilities multiply the possibilities
for separating incompatible traffic flows, allowing each
to work better.

If all these design potentials are to be realized,
however, an institutional format will have to be de-
veloped whereby the functions of planning, implemen-
tation, and operation of all modes can be brought more
closely together. One approach may be through an
integration of the time phasing of the process especially
where public works programs are involved. Frequently
(particularly in the United States), the transportation
planning process is divided into system planning and
project planning with the implication being that project
planning is the only part of the process concerned with
final design, construction, and operation. But if planning
is defined as the process of making choices from among

Mode 1960
Passenger-Miles Percent
Of Travel of
(Millions) Total
Automobile 422,300 88.2
Bus Transit! 28,328 5.9
Rail Transit? 18,504 3.9
Commuter Rail 4,600 1.0
Taxicabs 4,868% 1.0
Total 478,600 100.00

'Includes trolley coaches.
¢Includes surface railway.
‘Estimated.

ment Printing Office, 1972), Table VI-1, p. 189.

Table I-13

URBAN PASSENGER-MILES OF TRAVEL IN THE UNITED STATES,
BY MODE OF TRAVEL: 1960 — 1970

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Transportation, 1972 Nationa! Transportation Report (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Govern-

1970 Percent
Passenger-Miles Percent Change
Of Travel of 1960-1970
(Millions) Total
736,689 93.9 74.0
20,864 2.7 -26.3
16,928 2.2 -8.5
4,600 0.6 0.0
5,126 0.6 30.8
784,207 100.0 63.8
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Mode

On Urban Streets

4Taxi data for 1969.
bincludes street cars.

ment Printing Office, July 1972), Table III-16, p. 78.

1960
Millions Of Vehicle Miles

Table 1-14

TRAVEL IN URBAN AREAS: 1960 — 1970

Passenger Cars 284,800 494,543 73.6

Commercial Buses 1,849 1,810 -2.1

Trucks 44,687 80,606 80.4

Millions Of Revenue Vehicle Miles
Public Transit:

Railway
Surfaceb 75 34 -54.7
Subway And Elevated 391 407 4.1
Trolley Coach 101 33 67.3
Motor Bus 1,576 1,409 -10.6
Taxicab 5,200 6,8002 30.8

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Transportation, 1972 National Transportation Report (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Govern-

1970 Percent Change

alternatives (whether it be for urban planning as a whole
or some part of a transportation network), specific
schedules ought to be incorporated for specific projects
to be built sequentially in a continuing effort to
accomplish recognized metropolitan objectives. Later in
this report the character, nature, and phasing of that
process will be described in greater detail.

While improved urban design and technology may
reduce the need for some kinds of travel and minimize
the conflicts between different modes, they cannot do
more than redirect transportation. Historical trends
suggest that when communications have improved and
the flow of commerce, ideas, technical information, and
cultural interchange increases, the transportation de-
mand for persons and goods movements is stimulated. In
this context, improved communication systems can
bring dual forces into play: while substituting for some
transportation needs, they also may create greater
demands for other forms of transportation. Closed
circuit television or any other new developments are not
likely to change this interplay and electronic commun-
ication is no substitute for the cooperative efforts that
result from face-to-face contacts and interactions. Not-
withstanding these limits, technology, and urban design
in particular, can play an important part in minimizing
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the need for the longer trips generally characteristic in
many urban areas today.

The Relative Importance of
Different Transportation Modes

Measured in terms of passenger miles, the automobile
is by far the most important mode of urban transpor-
tation. This has been true since at least the 1930’s, and
even as recently as the 1960's the pattern of urban travel
by auto continued to grow. Table [-13 summarizes
passenger miles of travel within urban areas by mode for
the period 1960-1970. In 1960, the automobile account-
ed for about 88 percent of urban passenger miles as
compared to 6 percent for bus transit, 4 percent for rail
transit, 1 percent for commuter rail and taxi cabs
respectively. By 1970, the proportion of passenger miles
by auto had increased to almost 94 percent. In terms of
passenger miles, the automobile has shown the greatest
growth rate over the period — about 74 percent — in
very sharp contrast to public transportation where there
has been either no growth at all or sharp declines. The
only form of transportation that reflected any positive
growth other than the private automabile was the taxi



cab, reflecting its ability to provide a service level similar
to that of the private motor car.

In terms of vehicle miles, Table I-14 shows, for the
decade 1960-1970, how passenger cars, commercial
buses, trucks, and public transit compare. Despite some
problems of comparability, these data substantiate the
relative importance of the automobile. Trucks have
shown, over the decade, an even larger growth rate in
miles travelled than passenger cars, and represent the
second largest mode on the urban network, as measured
by vehicle miles. The declines in public transit are
indicated by the sharp drop (54 percent) in rail surface
miles. This largely reflects the decline in trolley car
operations. Many trolley cars have been replaced by
trolley coaches. Yet, many of these lines and routes have
been abandoned — as the sharp decline in trolley coach
revenue miles suggests.

In addition to motor vehicles and public transit, other
traffic sources obviously contribute to the volume of
congestion in urban areas. These include airline arrivals
and departures at terminals, passenger arrivals at seaports
(especially in areas with growing cruise markets), pipe-
line activities, and even bike trails. Though all of these
activities do not encompass travel exclusively within the
urban area, they do (with the exception of bike trails)

create many problems at their terminal facilities. There
are few people who have not fought their way through
the airport congestion during the typical peak hours
(whether departing or arriving).

Table [I-15 summarizes forecasts of enplaned pas-
senger data for representative urban areas. These data
confirm the large number of passengers at airline
terminals (including heliports), both presently and pro-
spectively.

Similar trends can be shown at seaports serving major
cruise markets and even at some railroad stations — espe-
cially since the problems of energy availability have
become so acute.

Tables 1-16 and 1-17 summarize data for petroleum
pipelines and inland waterway freight, and are intended
to illustrate again the importance of providing for
smooth interfaces between modes for people as well as
the movement of freight.

All these data make it quite evident that the interface
between terminal facilities for airports and other modes
requires careful coordination, planning, and implemen-
tation among the modes. Airport terminals designed to
handle large passenger volumes need not only adequate
baggage and terminal facilities but also good access
roads, parking, and public transit in order to minimize

Airport 1971
National (D.C.) 4,864
Dulles International 1,080
Newark 3,375
New York (JFK) 9,263
New York (LaGuardia) 5,857
New Orleans 2,004
Albuquerque 609
Oklahoma City 655
Chicago 13,648
Los Angeles International 10,612
San Francisco 6,802
Portland 1,287
Seattle 2,576

December, 1970, unpublished.

Table 1-15

ENPLANED PASSENGER FORECASTS FOR REPRESENTATIVE
AIRPORTS: FISCAL YEARS 1971-1982 (Thousands)

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, Terminal Area Plans, EC-200,

Forecast (Fiscal Year)

1972 1973 1977 1982
5,150 5,502 7,007 8,000
1,233 1,408 2,465 5,561
3,645 4,320 6,800 12,495
9,794 10,514 14,710 24,540
6,398 6,960 10,080 16,165
2,167 2,459 3,753 6,259
656 749 1,139 1,999
723 824 1,248 2,049
14,520 15,995 23,360 38,440
11,387 12,582 17,613 28,972
7,247 7,948 11,346 19,319
1,422 1,588 2,453 4,259
2,757 3,222 5,099 9,397
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Table I-16

PETROLEUM PIPELINES —
TOTAL AMOUNT BY
SYSTEMS: 1950-1970

Year Million
Barrels
1950 2,740
1955 4,039
1960 4,783
1965 5,864
1970 8,147
SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical

Abstract of the United States, 1972 (Washington,
D.C: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972),
Table 927, p. 561.

congestion. In addition, there are major problems of
intermodal transfers — such as from air to bus and from
rail to bus. All these interfaces must be provided in the
terminal facility (airport, railroad, seaport, heliport, or
whatever the mode) if it is to work properly and not
contribute to the problem of congestion and pollution.

Finally, if energy shortages continue or become a
recurrent phenomenon over the next ten years, sub-
stantial increases in bicycle use could generate
corresponding rises in demands for bike trails. Of even
greater importance than bike trails will be the problem
of mixing bicycles with motor vehicles. Such mixing will
require careful advance planning irrespective of the fact
that the volume of passenger trips or miles travelled by
bicycle may be small. The potential for accidents and
traffic constrictions here is very high.

THE RURAL TRANSPORTATION PROBLEM

The evidence cited above in detail is not intended to
suggest that only urban areas suffer from transportation
problems. Rural areas have many of the same problems,
and in some ways they are more difficult to solve
because the distances are longer and the origins and
destinations are more dispersed. In the case of many
such areas, access to adequate medical and social services
for the rural disadvantaged (elderly, handicapped, the
very young, and so forth) requires links to urban
facilities which have not usually been provided, or even
considered in most urban transportation planning.

Not surprisingly the rural transport network for
moving people to their destinations is largely confined to
the private automobile and the intercity bus. Though
intercity bus services may be available, they usually are
infrequent and in no way adequate for the kinds of
interface required by the rural disadvantaged for the
facilities and services they need.

Much less is known about rural transportation prob-
lems than urban ones. There have been relatively few
detailed transportation surveys of rural areas and much
less planning than for the urbanized areas where compre-
hensive transportation planning is required. Nevertheless,
transportation has played an important part in the rural
development programs of the Appalachian Regional
Commission and the Economic Development Adminis-
tration of the U.S. Department of Commerce. In
addition, assistance is available from the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture under the Rural Development Act
of 1972 for local access roads. As shown in Table I-18,
per capita Federal outlays for community development
are considerably more in rural areas than in urban areas,
and a larger share of such outlays goes for transportation

ment Printing Office, 1972) Table 946, p. 573.

Table I-17

FREIGHT CARRIED ON INLAND WATERWAYS, BY SYSTEM: 1950 — 1970

Years Atlantic Gulf Coast Pacific Coast Mississippi Great Lakes

Rivers Rivers Rivers River System System
(Million Ton Miles)

1950 6,497 1,229 1,686 33,598 120,334

1855 27,042 13,860 4,736 52,019 118,850

1960 28,583 16,932 6,001 69,257 99,480

1965 27,781 21,808 6,630 96,593 109,609

1970 28,5672 28,582 8,397 138,534 114,475

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1972 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Govern-
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Item Dollars
Per
Capita
United States, Total 63
Metropolitan, Total 58
Large, Total 55
Core 60
Fringe 42
Medium 61
Small 66
Non-Metropolitan, Total 77
Urbanized:
Adjacent To SMSA 45
Not Adjacent To SMSA 74
Less Urbanized:
Adjacent To SMSA 70
Not Adjacent To SMSA 90
Thinly Populated:
Adjacent To SMSA 119
Not Adjacent To SMSA 142

Percentages may not total to 100 because of rounding.
'Includes health facility construction.

Table 1-18

Total

100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0

100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0

PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
ACCRUING TO METRO AND NON-METRO COUNTIES:
FISCAL YEAR 1972

Percent Of Total

Commun- Commun- Trans- Urban
ity ity porta- Renewal
Develop- Develop- tion
ment ment
Loans Grants?

Percent Of Total Outlays

21.3 20.0 45.2 13.5
16.0 23.2 43.1 17.7
16.4 21.8 44.0 17.8
16.0 22.8 41.2 19.9
17.7 18.3 53.5 10.4
15.0 26.2 40.9 17.8
17.1 21.4 44.7 16.8
32.0 13.5 49.5 5.0
29.3 24.9 35.5 10.3
25.2 19.6 44.5 10.6
34.9 10.8 50.8 3.4
33.9 12.0 49.8 4.3
31.1 6.2 62.3 0.4
33.0 6.9 59.7 0.3

SOURCE: Office of Economic Opportunity data, as reported in Rural Development Service, U.S. Department of Agri-
culture, Rural Development: Fourth Annual Report of the President to the Congress on Government Services to Rural
America {Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1974), p. 25.

in the rural areas. So transportation is obviously of
major importance in non-metropolitan America.

The deficiencies in rural transportation systems may
be listed briefly as follows:

1) rail abandonments, threatened and real;4?

2) inadequate highways, bridges, and trucking to
take up the slack;4?

3) needs for improved transportation (highway,
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air, rail, and water) to promote economic
development;32

4) lack of public transportation to meet the needs
of persons without private automobile
transportation;43

5) continuing highway, rail, and migrant labor bus
safety hazards;#4 and

6) seasonal traffic congestion in rural recreational
areas.?®




These deficiencies are difficult to overcome because
of fragmented and inadequate local governments,3®
limited transportation programs, and inadequate
planning of rural development strategies. At the same
time, most rural areas are developing regional planning
capabilities linked to statewide systems of multicounty
substate districts designed to plan and promote
economic development, protect natural resources, build
competent governmental staffs, and take advantage of
economies arising from joint activities by small local
governments.47

TRANSPORTATION'S IMPACT
ON LOCALITIES AND REGIONS

The interaction between land use and transportation
has been recognized for many vyears, and it remains
critical. Not only do transportation facilities change
patterns of land use, but rapidly shifting land use
patterns create unexpected transportation demands. In
addition to these land use impacts, many other environ-
mental impacts of transportation facilities now are being
recognized and addressed in the transportation planning
process. Moreover, the opportunity of various segments
of the public to participate fully in community life is
significantly affected by differential accessibilities af-
forded different neighborhoods. Transportation clearly
has an impact on personal safety and the protection of
property. Finally, many highway construction programs
displace residences and businesses, creating large de-
mands for relocation programs. All of these impacts are
felt through the political process. This section explores
each of these impacts as a means of helping to define the
scope of regional transportation programs which will be
responsive to broader community needs in both urban
and rural areas.

The Interplay Between

Land Use and Transportation

Transportation has numerous relationships with land,
all of which affect the planning and providing of
transportation facilities and services. Transportation
both “produces” and “consumes’ land in the course of
providing its services. Transportation also affects the
adjacent users of land in a manner which can directly
influence the type of use.

Transportation as a Force in Land Development. By
merely giving access, transportation makes land usable
for varying purposes. A group of 1,000 acre farms need
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only one public access each and the road network
needed would be relatively short in relation to the area
served. Moreover, the demand in terms of daily vehicular
capacity would be quite low. Service to any urban area
subdivided into city blocks and then into small building
lots requires a much greater street network in relation to
the land area served, and it will generate traffic volumes
much higher than rural volumes on the trunk routes
which serve numerous local gathering or distribution
streets. While larger farms, industrial users, and some
large scale developers might build their own access roads,
most urban land owners depend on local government to
arrange for the provision of their roads and for street
access — an access which is aboslutely essential to the
use of this land. Thus transportation ‘“‘creates” land
simply by making it available in a practical way.

The value created depends in part on the quality of
the access, i.e., condition of paved or other surface, time
required to reach destinations for which there is a
widespread demand, capacity to meet peak hour traffic
volumes, and most importantly, the total number of
possible destinations which can be reached. The need to
reach many locations in urban areas invariably produces
networks of urban streets, roads, and railroads. The scope
and comprehensiveness of these networks generate some
of the major problems in urban transportation planning
and they determine the total resources requirements. A
central characteristic of almost all urban networks is that
they serve various major activity centers (such as the
CBD, hospitals, universities, and warehouses) which are a
focus for transportation services and are junctions or
terminal points for the congested high traffic volume
corridors. These relationships produce the high densities
of land use in major activity centers and, in turn, the
high values of land observed in these centers.

In large cities, such networks are built up over very
long periods of time. Early low density routes are
adapted and expanded in capacity, usually in a hap-
hazard manner, in response to the demands for service
increase over the years. These networks, or even major
corridors, are seldom created in one plan, and certainly
not in a single period of construction. The development
of new communities (including large scale recreation
developments in rural areas), if considered by them-
selves, is an exception to this generalization but most
development is not of this type.

Transportation as a Consumer of Land. Except in the
very largest cities, practically all transportation facilities
are on the surface and therefore occupy land which
might (depending on the need for access) have been used
for other purposes. One of the prime signs of the motor
age is the percent of land in cities or in central business



districts which is occupied by highways, streets, and
parking lots. These ratios range from 25 to 45 percent.
Only in the largest cities with the highest land values and
greatest volumes of traffic has the use of land for
transportation been viewed so seriously that elevated
and underground alternatives have been used. The
multideck parking garage is the most universal example,
while rapid transit and commuter rail subways, and
elevated highways are others.

As shown earlier, among the transport modes the
private auto unquestionably requires the greatest
amount of land in relation to people moving capacity.
Yet, increasing urban densities increase congestion and
the demand for greater capacity. When the costs of a
“sufficient’”’ network capacity expansion become ‘‘too
high,” pressure is exerted for adoption of transport
modes which have higher capacities per unit of space
occupied, or which are easier to install in subways or on
elevated structures. This has been the major context of
transportation planning in major metropolitan areas
since 1955,

Another range of alternatives for reducing the
amount of land used by transportation is through the
type of planning found in many new towns. These towns
are often planned with “super blocks’ having areas equal
in size to several conventional blocks. These super blocks
reduce the space used for streets while also reducing or
limiting the access in terms of street frontage per lot or
per square measurement. In addition to several smaller
new towns which have followed this plan, two large
cities have been brought to maturity with super blocks,
Melbourne, Australia, and Taipei, Taiwan — both created
in the early decades of the 20th century.

Another approach, cited earlier, has been proposed in
Wilfred Owen’s book The Accessible City. This proposes
precise control of densities and of the location and
juxtaposition of specific land uses. It would greatly
reduce the effect of private, lot-by-lot decision making
on the development of the city. While congestion would
appear to be controlled in the latter case because of
density limits, the total use of fand for transport would
probably not be reduced except by application of super
block planning. World Bank studies of Bogota, Co-
lumbia, for three alternative densities of development to
provide for the same population (5-million), indicate
that the total development investment, public and
private, does not vary much with density, but that the
distribution of capital outlay between these sectors does
vary widely. The spread city is characterized by low
private investment and high public investment, while the
dense city relies on high private investment and low
public outlays.48
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Transportation’s Impact on Land Uses. The cause-
effect relationship between transportation and land
development is a widely discussed subject on which
systematically collected and statistically sound empirical
data are not readily available. General observations made
by laymen and planners have tempted many people to
think that transportation can “control land use’’ — that
is, induce development if it is wanted and discourage it if
not wanted. The only real certainty is that land will not
be developed if there is not access by at least a two lane
street. If such streets are built only by a public body,
effective control can be exerted. But once a basic
network of two lane streets is in place, a very wide range
of development can take place. While there are practical
limits to the capacity of a two lane street, the effect is
reduced by the ability of motor vehicle traffic to filter
through a network, taking the more circuitous routes as
the time required for the congested direct routes
increases.

The other factor which has affected land developers,
of course, is the widespread tacit understanding that
local authorities will increase the capacity of the street
and road networks after a major traffic generator like a
shopping center is built and the public is complaining
about the congestion. As long as local finance is based
on real property taxation, there is no strong incentive
for local authorities to refuse permits for any building
that adds significantly to the tax base. They can always
hope the infrastructure outlays will be “much less” or
“much later.”

In a broader sense, however, every example of
transportation causing particular land use results (the
first Toronto subway line causing high-rise apartment
clustering) can be matched by illustrations of where
there is no apparent relationship. Since 1930, the rapid
transit capacity on the east side of Manhattan steadily
declined as the old elevated transit lines were torn down.
Only one line, the Lexington Avenue subway, is left.
The west side is served by two subway lines, the 8th
Avenue being the newest and fastest in the city. Yet the
east side has developed to higher densities and higher
classes of use than the west side. In the New York
metropolitan region, the fastest growing residential areas
have the longest travel times, the poorest public trans-
portation service, and the need to use automobiles in a
very high cost area.

An indisputable generalization is that after a sub-
stantial amount of transportation capacity is in place
and operating as a network, it is increasingly difficult to
find any direct relationship between specific acts of
development and the character of transportation service
available. Both developers and tenants have a wide range



of tolerance with respect to the quality of present trans-
portation. [t has been frequently observed that the
public’s assumptions about the quality of public schools
had more influence on the growth of suburban counties
than the quality of transportation. It also is widely
observed that the interchanges of multilane, limited
access highways almost always will be developed to high
densities in urbanized areas, if the zoning regulations
allow. Moreover, it should be noted that almost every
inner city blighted area which is full of abandoned
buildings has very good transportation to major activity
centers, yet “‘development” is declining. A last observa-
tion is that the factors correlating most closely with new
development and changes in land use only rarely include
transportation among the two or three most important,
The availability of developable land, mortgage money,
obvious economic or population growth pressures, and
obsolesence are the most common controlling factors as
to whether a particular area will grow or decline.

Transportation Effects

on the Environment

One of the major problems associated with tran-
sportation has been its generation of a number of
undesirable environmental impacts.

Depending on the mode and the volume of vehicular
traffic, transportation produces air and water pollution
and noise which reach quantities objectionable either to
immediately adjacent land users, or in the case of the
worst examples of air and water pollution, affect users
many miles distant from the point of origin. Obviously,
airports also create noise problems which are often heard
over great distances.4?

Surface and elevated transportation facilities, espe-
cially, pose a variety of planning and design problems.
Neither are regarded as “attractive” portions of the

Table I-19

DISTRIBUTION OF TRANSPORTATION EMISSIONS,
BY TRANSPORTATION SOURCE: 1969

Transportation Source Carbon Particulates
Monoxide
(CO)

Gasoline Powered

Motor Vehicles 96.8 0.3
Diesel Motor Vehicles 1.0 1
Aircraft (Total Emis-

sions) 2.9 .
Railroads .1 .1
Ships 1.7 1
Non-Highway Use Of

Motor Fuel 9.0 1
Total, Al Transporta-

tion Sources 111.5 .8
Gasoline Powered

Motor Vehicles 86.8 37.5
Diesel Motor Vehicles .9 12.5
Aircraft (Total Emis-

sions) 2.6 12.5
Railroads 1 12.5
Ships 1.5 12.5
Non-Highway Use Of

Motor Fuel 8.1 12.5
Total, All Transporta-

tion Sources 100.0 100.0

SOURCE: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Air Pollution Office, unpublished data, 1971.

Sulfur Oxides Hydrocarbons Nitrogen Oxides
(SOx) (HC) (NOx)
Millions Of Tons
0.2 16.9 7.6
1 2 1.1
1 .4
. .1 1
.3 3 2
.2 1.9 1.8
1.1 19.8 11.2
Percent Of Total
18.2 85.4 67.9
9.1 1.0 9.8
9.1 2.0 3.4
18.2 .5 .9
27.3 1.5 1.8
18.2 9.6 16.1
100.0 100.0 100.0
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landscape. While elevated structures are advantageous in
adding capacity and reducing conflicts between various
streams of traffic, they are widely regarded as blocking
air and light, intensifying objectionable noise, having an
ugly or industrial image, and using scarce land which
could be used better for other purposes. The more
attractive underground alternative is far more expensive
on all counts and has relatively seldom been used. Large
open parking areas have been criticized as ‘‘deserts”
devoid of the usual human activities found in urban
areas, and as visually undesirable.

The intensity of public objection to these aspects of
transportation has greatly increased in the last ten years,
and in the last five to eight years it has had major effects
on national and local policy. The result has been to give
greater consideration to the interests of land users and
less to the interests of transportation users. The fact that
these may be the same people has produced some of the
more difficult policy confrontations of the current
period — confrontations which are challenging many of
the long held views that transportation facilities are
“good” and capacity should be expanded to meet any
demand.

Aside from environmental and aesthetic impacts after
systems have been completed, there are important
impacts during the construction phases especially for
water and noise. For example, there can be substantial
erosion problems during the construction phase as land
is stripped and exposed to the elements. This adds not
only erosion problems, but sedimentation and flood
plain problems in nearby streams and rivers. Though
these aspects have not traditionally been considered in
transportation planning, changes in the requirements
related to planning (especially under Section 208 of the
Water Pollution Amendments of 1972) and requirements
for Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) will change
this situation in the future. For example, in an EIS for
I-66 in the Washington metropolitan area, careful con-
sideration was given to the impacts on water resources,
including erosion, turbidity, and sedimentation (during
and after construction); general water drainage and
hydrological conditions; and the impacts on aquatic,
flood, and fauna conditions in the area.59

In the past, many of these impacts were largely
ignored. But increasingly, significant efforts are being
made to try to introduce a balance between transport
investment decisions and environmental and social con-
siderations. Air and noise pollution in particular, are
under greater surveillance as discussed below.

Reducing Air Pollution. Recent emission control
legislation in the United States is expected to result in
major reductions in vehicle emissions by 1977. The
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emphasis on motor vehicle emissions is due to the fact
that in most urban areas motor vehicles are major
sources of pollution — especially of carbon monoxide
(CO), hydrocarbons (HC), and nitrogen oxides (NOx),
Table 1-19 summarizes the Environmental Protection
Agency’s estimate for transportation sources in 1969
and confirms the role of wurban trans
portation — especially motor vehicles — as contributors
of the three pollutants enumerated above.

The high levels of air poliution found in most major
American cities are the result of the very high level of
vehicle miles traveled (VMT), particularly the VMT
generated during the journey to work with its concen-
tration of traffic during a few hours a day and in a
concentrated area (into and out of the central business
district — CBD). These concentrations of VMT {and
therefore emissions) are frequently aggravated by mete-
orological conditions which result in stagnant air
conditions. All these factors, in combination with the
low level of use of public transit in most cities, has
caused the level and intensity of air pollution to increase
rapidly.

Numerous studies have been undertaken on ways of
controlling motor vehicle emissions in urban areas. In
one recent report, the corrective measures were catego-
rized as short, medium, and longterm.51 Table /-20
summarizes these approaches along with their estimated
impact on travel patterns and motor vehicle emissions.
Within the framework of two to five years, major
solutions to controlling motor vehicle emissions include
such programs as vehicle inspection, maintenance and
the use of retrofit devices, utilization of gaseous fuel
systems, improvement of traffic flow management tech-
nigques, and bypassing of through traffic.

Requiring somewhat longer lead times for imple-
menation are the medium term transportation controls,
including improvements in public transportation and
motor vehicle restraints (both pricing and non-pricing
alternatives).

Finally, there are the long term solutions which
would require somewhere in the range of 10 to 20 years
for implementation. These include major programs of
work schedule changes and changes in land use control.
Changes in land use controls, in particular, would require
substantial changes in present public policy with respect
to both comprehensive urban and transportation plan-
ning. If these approaches are to be realistically
attempted, comprehensive urban and transportation
planning will have to be linked more directly with actual
implementation.

Reducing Traffic Noise. Substantial transportation
impacts have occurred with respect to noise levels,



Table I-20

IMPACT OF TRANSPORTATION CONTROLS ON
TRAVEL PATTERNS AND MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSIONS
(Carbon Monoxide From Light Duty Motor Vehicles Only)

Transportation
Control Candidates

Inspection, Maintenance,
And Retrofit

Gaseous Fuel Systems

Traffic Flow Techniques

Bypassing Thru Traffic

Improvements In Public
Transportation

Motor Vehicle Restraints

Work Schedule Changes

Land Use Controls

Impact On
Travel Patterns

Short Term (2-5 Years)

No changes in modal mix, trip
generation or origin-destination
patterns.

No changes in modal mix, trip
generation or origin-destination
patterns.

No changes in modal mix or
origin-destination. Possible
increase in trip generation as a
result of improvements.

No changes in modal mix or
origin-destination. Possible
increase in trip generation as
a result of improvements in
traffic flow.

Medium Term (5-10 Years)

Changes in modal mix by
improvements in public transport;
no change in trip generation or
origin-destination patterns at
least in the short term.

Changes in modal mix by
improvements in public transport
and motor vehicle restraints.

Long Term (10-20 Years)

Changes in modal mix, possible
reduction in trip generation
(particularly for the journey to
work]).

Change in modal mix; change
in origin-destination patterns;
change in trip generation.

Impact On
Motor Vehicle Emissions

10 to 25 percent. Upper range
(particularly 20 to 25 percent)
decidedly less likely.

Less than 15 percent. Appropriate
only for large centrally main-
tained fleets.

Less than 20 percent. However,
emissions appear to decrease
for only the year following
implementation.

Less than 5 percent. Measures
requiring new construction
(e.g., circumferential routes)
not implementable within five
years.

Less than 5 percent. Improvements
in public transport are a necessary
but not sufficient condition for
reducing motor vehicle emissions.

5 to 25 percent. Potential emission
reductions depend upon the
severity of restraints.

Less than 3 percent. Work trips
would be reduced but increased
leisure time would probably
generate additional recreational
trips.

Could not be implemented with
any appreciable effect on emissions
in the short term,
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especially in urban areas, and some legislation has been
enacted to begin reducing the relative levels of noise
pollution. However, while air pollution is widely viewed
as a serious problem to be dealt with immediately, noise
pollution is not (despite mounting evidence that noise
can have deleterious psychological and physiological
effects on human beings). Moreover, while people
normally prefer a quiet to a noisy environment, they will
tolerate a noisy one, though this seems to be changing.
According to one prestigious U.S. panel which studied
the subject:
At present most people seem not to be greatly
concerned or aware of the noise problem. . . .How-
ever, the panel finds that the level of awareness of
noise pollution is rising. . .because of the great
upswing of interest in environmental quality, the
panel believes that a demand to combat noise is
now in the making.52

Most of the noise generated in urban areas and in the
central business districts of metropolitan areas is gener-
ally traffic noise. A three year study of the city of
Chicago confirmed that the most prevalent city noise
was the traffic itself. This was the case in industrial as
well as residential areas, tmough in residential areas
where fewer trucks operate, the levels were considerably
lower.

Solutions to the noise problem can be approached at
a number of different levels, To begin with, just as
motor vehicles, airplanes, and rail equipment might be
redesigned to reduce the air pollutants they emit, they
also might be redesigned to reduce noise. For any given
class of vehicles, such redesign might include the engine,
intake and exhaust silencers, brakes, gear boxes, engine
enclosures, fan, and tires. In addition, the design of the
vehicle itself might be changed to reduce wind noise. In
this context, it is probably unlikely and probably not
practical to consider all of these redesign elements for all
classes of vehicles. Major efforts are likely to be made
only with those vehicles that contribute the most
annoying sounds.

In addition to noise reduction policies which relate to
the design of the vehicle, other areas of noise abatement
could help to reduce the impact on the metropolitan
area. Specifically, these would involve:

1. Planning metropolitan areas so as to prevent
the construction of inadequately protected
buildings in noisy zones, and to reduce motor
vehicle trips {and thus, presumably, noise) by
providing alternative means of transportation.

2. Designing highways and related facilities to
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minimize vehicle noise from the interaction of the
vehicle on the road and to abate the effects of
whatever noise is created by this interaction by
properly locating and shielding adjacent buildings.

3. Operating the streets and highways in order to
minimize noise resulting from stop-and-go traffic.

4. Restricting either motorist behavior or vehicles
to prevent noise in particular parts of the city.

Finally, at least in theory, a metropolitan area could
be planned to reduce the effects of traffic noise by
clustering facilities that have to be served by noisy
vehicles — particularly trucks. If such facilities — indus-
trial parks, and shopping centers, for example — were set
in what amounted to a greenbelt, the resulting traffic
noise would affect relatively few people. But, practically
speaking, the land surrounding either industrial parks or
shopping centers may be too valuable to be used just for
acoustical screening, and, many people seem anxious to
move close to noisy activity centers for the sake of
convenience. Careful design, foresight, and considerable
common sense will be needed to create greenbelt noise
buffers.

Noise control zoning is one way of controlling the
levels, in much the same way as building codes protect
people against violations in construction and con-
struction methods. Here specific zones, perhaps with
maximum permissible sound levels, would be established
to exclude users who would be unduly bothered by the
noise in that zone. Such techniques might be especially
appropriate in dealing with airport noise problems, rail
yards, and industrial areas which generate large amounts
of truck traffic. In the noisiest areas, no residential
buildings would be permitted. In slightly less noisy areas,
residential buildings would be permitted but only if
buildings were specifically constructed to shield the
residents from outside noises. In quieter zones, normally
constructed residences would be permitted, though
hospitals and schools would have to be acoustically
insulated. The fourth zone, presumably the quietest,
could be settled with normally constructed homes,
hospitals, and schools. This type of zoning system has
been considered by Paris, and the Swiss and Japanese
specify maximum noise levels for several noise level
zones.

Equal Opportunity Transportation

With the growth of automobile usage, particularly for
the work trip outside of the central business district,
there have been serious impacts on the mobility and



economic opportunities of people with low incomes. In
some instances, these difficulties exist regardless of
income. Living within the inner city sections of most
metropolitan areas are large numbers of unemployed and
underemployed persons, generally members of poor and
minority communities. Large numbers of elderly and
physically handicapped persons also reside in these same
neighborhoods. These people have extensive require-
ments for medical, social assistance, and rehabilitiation
services in addition to the usual trips of daily life such as
shopping, church, and social visits.

Because urban growth and employment have shifted
rather extensively into the suburbs without matching
shifts in public transportation services, and because the
poor inner city residents frequently cannot own an
automobile, they often find it difficult to obtain these
new jobs. In rural areas, employment has shifted from
farms to distant industrial plants, also putting the poor
at a disadvantage in terms of transportation.

The flow of urban workers from the CBD and central
city areas outward to jobs (sometimes called ““the reverse
commute”) is clearly the opposite of the traditional flow
of suburbanites commuting to central city jobs. It
highlights the special needs of the poor or {fow income
{(and often minority) groups for better transportation
facilities.

Several studies have been undertaken of this ‘“‘reverse
commute” transportation problem. The evidence indi-
cates that it will exist for some time — and that the
volume, perhaps, will even increase as job locations tend
to move more and more into the suburbs.53 Based onthe
Granz data, it appears that the reverse commute which
accounted for about 7 percent of all home to work trips
in 1960 {within all metropolitan regions) will probably
increase by 1985 to 14 percent of the new total. In view
of the earlier data showing the substantial volume of
non-automobile owners, particularly in city households
and especially in the inner city area, the problem of
employment access to the suburbs obviously is of major
significance. It will require more effective development
of public transportation and land use controls through-
out metropolitan areas. It also underscores the
importance of linking transportation planning and imple-
mentation with overall areawide community planning.

Transportation within, to, and from urban and rural
areas also needs to accommodate at least the following
services for the elderly, handicapped, and the poor not
in the active work force: access to social service offices
and centers; to education and training locations; to the
full range of health and medical services; and to
shopping and recreation. These trips tend to be dispersed
and the trip generation rates per household are low,
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commonly regarded as an impossible market for public
transportation. Often these needs generate cross town
trips in urban areas where public transit is now scant,
and in rural areas public transportation for these pur-
poses is even less available. The Urban Mass Transpor-
tation Administration, through a series of demonstration
projects, has developed several important conclusions
about low volume routes.

o«New methods of transportation will have to be
used, particularly demand actuated systems as
well as franchised jitney operations.

elmproved marketing and service information
systems are required to improve techniques of
merchandising, particularly to minority com-
munities.

eNew approaches to sharing costs between the user
and the employer will be required in order to find
a viable pattern for subsidizing commuter routes
that are not self-supporting.54

A vital factor in coping with the problems of poverty
transportation, the reverse commute, and fow density
rural movements is the basic reaction of users of these
services. Initial response to the new services provided has
been generally favorable. But as unemployed workers
obtained income, a decline in the utilization of the
service was brought on by the purchase of automobiles.
This, in turn, caused a relative decline in the level and
the volume of traffic utilizing these services. In providing
for equal economic opportunities then, planning directly
related to land use and to overall transportation systems
becomes particularly important in the long run as a
means of correlating projected locations of employment
to residential opportunities. The only extensive exam-
ples of such activities to date have been in model cities
neighborhood programs and some HEW financed pro-
grams designed especially for the elderly. A basic
deficiency of these programs has been the temporary
nature of the Federal financing — usually for one to
three years. Local sources for continuation have been
slow to materialize.

Safety

An important impact of transportation systems is the
level of fatality, personal injury, and property damage
accidents associated with their operations. Based on an
analysis undertaken for the 1972 National Tran-
sportation Needs Study, transportation associated
accidents appear to account for about 50 percent of all
accident fatalities.5% Reliable data showing urban trans-



Mode

Highway:

Automobile
Urban Transit
Schoolbus?
Intercity Bus
Truck

Total
Non-Highway:

Railroad?
Commerical Aviation
General Aviation
Pleasure Boat
Merchant Vessel?

Total
Total, All Modes

ment Printing Office, 1972), p. 82, Table 111-45.

Table I-21

ESTIMATED TRANSPORTATION ACCIDENT COSTS: 1970

Dollar Cost Percent
(Billions Of Total
Of Dollars)
16.48 84.2
.10 .5
.04 2
1.92 9.8
18.54 94.7
.18 9
21 1.1
.39 2.0
.12 .6
.14 7
1.04 5.3
19.58 100.0

Insufficient data on property damage and other cost factors.
Includes damage to railroad property only; i.e., excludes cargo damage.

1.8, flagships and public vessels on any water and foreign ships in U.S. waters.

NOTE: Includes estimated costs of property damage, injuries, and fatalities.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Transportation, 1972 National Transportation Report {Washington, D.C.: U.S. Govern-

portation accident experience separate from other trans-
portation associated accidents are hard to come by. But
in general, it may be assumed that the high level of
vehicle miles in urban areas and the levels of congestion
probably account for a relatively large share, or perhaps
even a disproportionate share, of the accidents.

Good data on the cost of transportation accidents are
also difficult to find. The 1972 National Transportation
Report, however, provided an estimate of transportation
accident costs in 1970 (Table I-21). Though these data
are based on relatively tentative information, they give
some indication of the magnitude of accident costs and
fatalities.

Automobile accidents accounted for 84 percent of
the almost $20-billion total of accident costs, with
trucks accounting for an additional 10 percent of the
total. Non-highway associated accidents accounted for
about 5.3 percent, mainly in the sectors of general
aviation and commercial aviation; however, these are not
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uniquely associated with the urban environment and
generally occur in intercity movements.

Though not directly concerned with safety, there are
serious security problems associated with truck travel. In
addition to noise, air pollution, and accidents, there are
substantial economic losses associated with goods move-
ments, largely due to pilferage and inefficiencies in the
operation which result in damage to goods. Many of the
problems associated with goods damage and pilferage
could be reduced through more efficient operations and
more effective design and location of terminals.

The Need to Relocate People and Businesses

Transportation is just one of the many causes of
forced relocation of homes and businesses. Any major
land use change, including those caused by private
owners and developers, causes relocations. Trans-



portation was not a significant relocation problem until
after the creation of the interstate highway program in
1956. The geometric standards promulgated by the
Federal Bureau of Public Roads required interchanges
occuping two to four city blocks of area, and rights-of-
way that were 150 to 200 feet wide in total. These large
traffic arteries often only infrequently crossed by local
street networks, created new cleavages through old
neighborhoods, and tended to “fence off”” areas which
might have facilities that were formerly shared. The
Dallas and Kansas City CBD’s are classic cases of areas
surrounded with interstate highway moats. Boston and
Chicago have residential areas which have been dras-
tically channeled by depressed expressways. The action
of the interstate highway program in cities accelerated
until the very late 1960's, when public resistance to
more urban highways began actively to retard it.

Once a city has been developed, the only means of
adding transportation capacity without major displace-
ments are (1} to change operating practices on surface
streets, such as establishing one-way patterns, banning of
on-street parking, widening streets, computerizing traffic
control, and reversing lanes; or (2) to put the rights-of-
way above or below ground. There are severe limitations
to how much capacity can be added by surface changes;
underground rights-of-way are very costly; and elevated
ones are criticized by environmentalists. Moreover,
disruption of property and consequent relocations are
only reduced, not eliminated, by surface improvements
or grade separations. Although changing operating prac-
tices is technically and operationally practical, if not
desirable, public officials have found highway capacity
maximization very difficult. Everyday habits of the
public must be changed, and attitudes about the right to
use street space for personal convenience are directly
challenged. Up to the present, political decisionmakers
have shunned this alternative. But now environmental
and energy conservation pressures may provide support
not previously available for some difficult decisions on
behalf of “efficiency” in use of present streets. This
could help, along with efforts to decrease dependence on
private autos, to reduce the number of home and
business dislocations.

The human impacts of dislocation have been amelio-
rated by some improvements in benefits since 1960. The
major hardships have been those suffered by small
businesses, many of which have disappeared rather than
move, and by poor residents who could not find sound
and suitable housing at prices they could afford. Some
relief has been provided through the Uniform Relocation
Act of 1970 which requires that adequate relocation be
provided before the displacement action can be taken.

Included are provisions for the displacing programs (like
transportation) to use their own funds to provide
relocation housing if such housing is not otherwise
available. Yet, many difficult, practical, relocation prob-
lems remain to be solved in individual cases before
transportation projects can move ahead, and this creates
significant delays in a number of cases.

The Politics of Transportation

Transportation has been a continuing issue of varying
interest and impact in local politics. Because it affects
almost everybody everyday, it is always lurking about
ready to be used as a club or a podium depending on
whether the user is in or out of office. After street
paving and lighting, the big issues during the 1880-1920
period were the streetcar monopolies and the regulatory
commissions which were often alleged to favor the
interests of these monopolies. After cities began to do
more than provide a uniform street network, local office
holders enjoyed many years of the full fruits of public
works politics — control over the spending of large
amounts through local contractors, creation of cash jobs
for the needy, ribbon cuttings, and claims of *| got
actionon.... " Suddenly, in the mid-1960’s what was
pleasant and rewarding became subject to attacks by a
variety of groups with contrary interests in the city,
groups which had not been active in opposing public
works before. Neighbors had always objected to dis-
ruption of their property or street, but there usually had
not been fundamental opposition from the larger com-
munity.

While generalizations are risky in such an apparently
dynamic situation, it appears that political decision-
makers are currently caught in a crossfire between
traditional supporters of public works outlays, particu-
larly highways, and numerous groups who oppose high-
ways as a matter of planning principle or because of
their environmental effects. Transportation and highway
issues which had always been looked upon favorably by
local elected officials as ‘“‘winners” are suddenly un-
attractive and are posing situations in which it is
impossible to “win.”

This, incidentally, is exactly the situation Congress
has been in with most non-public works transportation
legislation for many years. Congressmen must be careful
in dealing with transportation issues which involve major
clashes among important interest groups, classically the
truckers, the railroads, and the waterway operators.
These interests see every proposed change as an effort to
change the distribution of traffic among them.

The modal choice, where it is possible to make a real
choice, provides some of the most interesting interplay



between planning and politics at the local level. Until
now, most studies have not seriously examined alter-
native modes. The elected decisionmakers simply
reached a judgment as to the most favorable thing to do
and did it.

In big cities, where there has been a willingness to
consider non-highway transport, this provided the op-
portunity to choose between buses and rapid transit,
usually rail. One vein of reaction has been that no more
highways should be built, that buses were old fashioned,
slow, and socially undesirable, and that rapid rail was the
“new” approach and just what the voters would reward
at election day. Atlanta and Baltimore provide inter-
esting case histories of the politics of rapid transit
selection. In the case of Atlanta the planner’s choice,
“busways,” was reversed by the politicians after the
defeat of a bond issue. In the Baltimore case, no serious
study of alternatives was ever made — the controlling
groups of local government officials simply decided that
rapid transit was the only thing that would be seriously
considered and supported by the public.

In somewhat smaller cities, there are equally strong
views that rapid transit is vastly expensive, dirty, socially
undesirable, a hole-in-the-ground. Decisionmakers fre-
quently are no more willing to consider non-highway
alternatives than the transit advocates are to consider
more highway lanes.

Relief from this polarization at the local political
level has been found only in cases where no decision was
made, because the elected representatives believed that
any change would have a “no win” result, and in a few
cases where the planners appear to have had a discernible
influence, as in Denver and the Twin Cities. The latter
are not necessarily “better” decisions, and their merits,
in fact, are strongly debated among planners in both
cases. But at least, a greater range of options was
considered and the political choice was opened to public
scrutiny.

WHY DIFFERENT AREAS HAVE
DIFFERENT TRANSPORTATION NEEDS

As might be expected, there are direct and ascertain-
able relationships between the physical and geographical
characteristics of a region and the character of its
transportation. Yet, efforts to establish predictive cause-
effect relationships have not been productive up to now.
It is possible in many cases to find clear relationships,
particularly in a metropolitan area that experienced a
sustained period of fast growth. But applying broad
conclusions from such case studies to other locations
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ignores the problem of too many exceptions, too many
variables, and too much evidence that every area is
unique. Rather sophisticated statistical techniques, how-
ever, such as those applied in a General Motors report,5®
might make classification and correlation possible.

Observation of the most notable cases among the
dozen or so largest metropolitan areas indicates that
transportation history has had more effect on shaping
transportation networks than the present physical layout
and characteristics of these areas. The older areas with
strong CBD's and major transportation networks
oriented to their CBD’s experienced their periods of
fastest growth between 1880 and 1920 or 1930. The
effects of suburban railroads in those cities large enough
to attract such service before 1920 are still strikingly
clear. The ‘“Main Line” suburbs of Philadelphia are a
classic case. Manhattan was the scene of the first grade
separated rail system. This system started a trend of
residential and employment density which produced the
world’s largest rail rapid transit system and a city in
which about 90 percent of the home to work trips even
now are made on public transportation, a ratio far above
any other U.S, city. The new cities of the south and west
are the classic cities of the auto age. As these cities
experienced their fastest growth in the period after 1920
(based upon mass use of the auto and availability of
cheap land for tract housing), they emerged as classic
“spread cities” — cities in which virtually all urban
functions tended to spread and become auto dependent,
and in which there often were no dominating central
business districts.

Patterns of urban development established in the
periods of fastest growth then appear to attain a
momentum that carries on for many years, even after
actual “needs” would appear to have changed. Washing-
ton, D.C, for instance, is one of the few cases in the
United States where employment in the CBD is in-
creasing, yet the trend toward dispersing suburban
housing continues almost unabated. The tendency to
continue in the ways of the past affects transportation as
well as land development. The coastal strip in Palm
Beach, Broward, and Dade Counties, Florida, has had a
very rapid increase in density as 20 story apartment
buildings and motel-hotel-shopping complexes crowd a
strip less than five miles wide. All of this is served with a
most conventional auto transportation system and very
little bus service. While this system is blocked by
congestion for several months a year, no alternative or
addition has been seriously considered except by Dade
County.

The General Motors research study Classification of
Metropolitan Areas for the Study of New Systems of



Arterial Transportation is an attempt to establish similar-
ities and, perhaps, causes and effects, or “‘good fits’’ and
“pad fits,” in urban transportation. The research object-
ives are clearly stated in the introduction from which the
following passage is quoted:

Research Objectives: The intent, is to improve the
state of the art of urban transportation planning
through analysis of the similarities and differences
between metropolitan areas of the United States
with respect to their arterial transportation needs.
This will aid the processes of designing or spec-
ifying transportation systems which best meet the
needs of metropolitan areas in regard to commut-
er, crosstown, and other arterial transportation
needs. . ..

The first and most important task was to identify
those locations which would become large enough in
area or population to warrant consideration for limited
access arterial transportation facilities. Analysis of var-
ious existing localities indicated threshold parameters of
468,000 or more population and an area of 170 or more
square miles. Projections to 1985 revealed there then
would be 81 such localities. The similarities and differ-
ences of these 81 areas were then tested through
factorial analysis of 53 variables which described a wide
array of characteristics. The analysis showed that 15
factors, each consisting of a single variable representing a
group of variables, accounted for 86 percent of the
observed variations in the empirical data.

Applying recently developed statistical procedures,
the 81 urbanized areas were divided into a number of

Figure I-2

PRELIMINARY CLASSIFICATION OF LARGE URBANIZED AREAS
INTO GROUPS SUITABLE FOR APPLICATION OF
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING CRITERIA

Areas Ranked By Representatives In Each Group

(9-Group Level)

Group 1 Group 4 Group 6 Group 7 Group 9
(1) New York 1. Nashville 1. Milwaukee 1. San Jose 1. Omaha
2. Memphis 2. Grand Rapids 2. Fort Worth 2. Davenport
Group 2 3. Birmingham 3. Cincinnati 3. Houston 3. Utica
4, Jacksonville 4. Syracuse 4. Phoenix 4. Duluth
(1) Chicago 5. Atlanta 5. Columbus 5. San Antonio 5. Lansing
(1) Los Angeles 6. Charlotte 6. Akron 6. San Bernardino 6. Dayton
7. Mobile 7. Toledo 7. San Diego 7. Youngstown
Group 3 8. New Orleans 8. Rochester 8. Beaumont 8. Minneapolis
9. Knoxville 9. Cleveland 9. Dallas 9. Tucson
1. St. Louis 10. Louisville 10. Hartford 10. El Paso 10. Wichita
2. Boston 11. Norfolk 11. Albany 11. San Francisco 11. Madison
3. Detroit 12. Honolulu 12. Bridgeport 12. Flint
4, Philadelphia 13. Salt Lake City Group 8 13. Albuquerque
5. Pittsburgh Group 5 14. Wilmington 14, Newport News
6. Baltimore 15. Sacramento 1. Fort Lauderdale
7. Washington 1. Kansas City 16. Buffalo 2. West Palm Beach
2. Oklahoma City 17. Worcester 3. Miami
3. Denver 18. Richmond 4. Tampa
4. Portland 5. Orlando
5. Seattle
6. Springfield
7. Indianapolis
8. Providence
9. Tulsa
10. Tacoma

SOURCE: Golob, Canty, and Gustafson, Classification of Metropolitan Areas for the Study of New Systems of Urban
Transportation, Research Publication GMR-1225 (Warren, Michigan: General Motors Corporation, August 7, 1972}, p. 83.
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test groups on the basis of similarities and differences
and prepared in a manner which would improve the use
of classifications for predictions. Specific efforts were
made to reveal the effects of latent traits of urbanized
areas.57 The end result was a proposed grouping of the
locations into either eight or nine categories, which
statistically speaking, were homogenous and consistent.

Figure 1-2 presents the nine groups of cities. While all
could justify grade separated arterial transportation
services, the groups are ranked by degree of need for
such services — that is, the relative proportion of total
urban transportation which might occur on grade sepa-
rated ways. Within each group, the cities are ranked in
terms of their conformance with group norms, or their
“typicality.”

Group 1 consists of a single, unique city, New York.
It now has, and probably always will have, by far the
highest proportion of all trips on public transportation
among U.S, cities.

Group 2 consists of the next two largest cities in the
U.S. It is not a very homogenous group as Chicago ranks
second in present development of grade separated public
transportation and Los Angeles has practically none.
Although total population is similar, densities and
density distributions are different. Work places are
dispersed in both areas, although Chicago has a strong
CBD. This group is not useful for transportation
planning.

Group 3 comprises, with one exception, old industrial
cities of the northeast with relatively strong CBD's and
with well defined and populated industrial areas. The
exception is Washington which, despite being a relatively
new city, has strong concentration of work places in and
near the CBD, like the others. In terms of both
residential and transportation line haul densities, these
cities are relatively homogenous.

Group 4 comprises, with only one exception, all of
the older cities of the southeastern U.S. These now have
or have had important industrial development, and all
have relatively important CBD’s. They now have a wide
range of population and industrial functions. The “out-
cast” is Honolulu, a city which moved around many
times from one group to another during the analytical
work and does not fit comfortably in any group.
Relative density was the deciding factor for assignment
to this group.

Group 5 comprises three medium sized cities of the
northeast with relatively old infrastructure, plus larger
and older cities of the middle west and the Pacific
northwest. All of the latter have, or had, relatively
strong CBD’'s and all have had important industrial
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development, usually related to regional natural re-
sources.

It is clear that in the case of groups 4 and 5, three
factors are important: age, strong CBD, and an industrial
base, although the latter now is of widely varying
importance.

Group 6 comprises the medium sized cities of the
northeastern U.S. and is the largest group. Although size
and development history vary, these cities are of similar
densities, and industrial cities clearly predominate. Salt
Lake City is a relatively dense western city and
Sacramento is relatively large, being one of three urban-
ized areas of over 1-million population in this category.

Group 7 comprises new cities of California and the
southwestern U.S. While some have important industrial
development, market and institutional characteristics
tend to predominate. Three of these cities are actually
components of large urban regions, San Jose, San
Bernardino, and Beaumont, and are strongly impacted
by their surroundings. The inclusion of San Francisco in
this group is indicative of the need for refinement in the
statistics,58

Group 8 consists entirely of new cities of the motor
age in central and south Florida, mostly with weak or
non-existent CBD’s. Three of these cities, in fact, form a
single continuous strip development along the Atlantic
coast from Palm Beach to the Florida Keys. As was
noted earlier, this area presents challenging trans-
portation planning problems which should be resolved
on a regional basis.

Group 9 consists of medium sized cities (except for
Minneapolis) in.the area west of the Alleghenies (except
for Newport News) and east of the Rockies. (except for
Tucson). They are a mixed group of older industrial and
market center cities, plus some new cities of the motor
age with very low densities and underdeveloped CBD’s.
Except for Minneapolis they are representative of the
lower levels of population which met the test set in the
GM study.

The above highlights the work to date of the GM
study. The next stage in this analysis would be to relate
the significant transportation characteristics to individ-
ual areas, and then to groups of urbanized areas, both on
an areawide and a principal corridor basis. Obvious
factors for analysis would include trips by different
modes and for different purposes as related to residential
density and relative dispersion of work places.

Yet, the most recent work on this approach by the
Transportation Systems Center at DOT seems to indicate
that generalized metropolitan characteristics may not be
useful in predicting which cities need or could establish
successful rail rapid transit or other fixed guideway



systems.59 Site-specific factors are just too important.

In the absence of precise measurements, a few
observations based on extended study of urban trans-
portation may be made.

® Clearly the highest public transportation use is
found in the large older cities where many grade
separated facilities were put in place before 1930.
Many of these are locations in which bodies of
water restrict the number of approaches to the
CBD and where severe bottlenecks occur in the use
of autos.

* The use of public transportation is unquestion-
ably made more effective and practica! by relative
concentration of work places into a few rather
dense areas, and by the existence of dominant
CBD’s and other major activity centers. Con-
versely, dispersion of work places and weak CBD’s
are unfavorable to public transportation, and tend
to be a result of the mass availability of autos.

* A relatively recent factor which could have a
potentially strong impact on urban transportation
choices is control of air quality —especially control
of combustion emissions of all types. Yet, air
quality is a resultant not only of the total volume
of emissions but of meterological and topographic
conditions. Where pollution from fixed sources
(such as heating, electrical generation, and smelt-
ing) is not extensive, vehicular emissions are
troublesome only in a few cases of very large
quantities of emission and of unfavorable local
ventilation and temperature conditions. Denver,
which has a low volume of total emissions com-
pared to many larger cities, suffers from periodic
temperature inversions which cause major deterio-
ration of air quality. Washington, D.C., which has
very little emission from fixed sources has very
high volumes of motor vehicle traffic, and is a case
where most of the public enforcement of reduced
emissions will fall on automobile use. This type of
situation will require more extensive public trans-
portation and will act to increase the density of
development and shorten average travel distances.

PROJECTED URBAN
TRANSPORTATION NEEDS

The urban transportation literature is filled with
statements of “needs” or ‘‘demands,” usually expressed
in terms of number of trips and then in estimates of the
money amount of investments required to accommodate
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the number of trips under one or more assumptions as to
the use of alternative transportation systems. In practical
terms these estimates represent reactions to congestion,
responses to spreading urban development, and projec-
tions into the future of crudely observed past trends in
urban transportation relationships. These reactions, re-
sponses, and projections are sometimes modified by
assumed changes in the use of transportation modes,
availability of modes, and land use and development
policies.

Since the development of powered rail transport in
the mid-19th century, and the development of road’
motor vehicles in the early part of the 20th century,
urban development and urban transportation have been
in a continuous state of rapid change — historically
speaking. However, few significant surveys of facilities
and needs were performed until after the first national
report in 1955, and even then most have been in the
very largest urban areas. Surveys generally were not
performed in areas under 2-million until after 1962.
Thus, we have no really comprehensive, empirically
based view of the evolution of trip generation by
purpose, by residential and job locations, by household
description, or by relationships to the availability of
autos. Regarding the last item, it should be noted that
the cost of vehicles and fuel had been relatively stable,
even trending downward, during the period of
1960-1972. In relation to other household expenditure
objectives and to real income increases, the private
automobile system was becoming less costly to the user.
In view of current environmental and energy problems,
it seems doubtful that this trend will continue.

Due to the lack of certain empirical data and careful
comparative compilations of the data which exist, it is
necessary to estimate the future range of aggregate urban
transportation expenditures by projecting the relation-
ships identified from existing plans onto other cities of
similar size and density. The Institute of Public Adminis-
tration has prepared such estimates for the decade
1970-1980. Originally prepared in 1969, these estimates
were revised in 1971 and 1973. Table [-22 presents
national estimates for public transportation services
excluding any type of public street and highway
construction.

A somewhat comparable survey was performed as
part of the 1972 Transportation Survey by the U.S.
Department of Transportation, and the results are
reported in the department’s 7972 National Transpor-
tation Report.€° The compiled “needs” from the surveys
returned by the states, covering the period 1970-1990,
totaled $232,131-million — $169,802-million being es-
timated for “‘highway needs’” {exclusive of “local roads”



and interstate system completion costs), with
$62,329-million for public transportation. The depart-
ment then presented a set of estimates assuming
budgetary constraints {“‘Alternative 111"’} for the period
1974-1990: total expenditures were $127,129-mitlion;
highways, excluding local roads and completion of the
interstate system, amounted to $96,235-million; and
public transportation was $30,894-million. The latter
figure would be consistent with the IPA estimate which
is unconstrained by budgetary considerations. The DOT
estimates are presented on the basis of population size of
urban areas rather than by mode. The public transpor-
tation expenditures of $30,894-million in the
department’s 1974-1990 program would be distributed
as follows: large urbanized areas of over 2-million
population, $23,997-million; more moderate sized areas
between 1 and 2-million, $3,673-million; and ail others,
$3,224-million.

SOME GOALS FOR TRANSPORTATION
IN METROPOLITAN
AND OTHER REGIONS

The traditional concept of balanced transportation
has centered on the question of how many highways
there should be for private automobiles in a specific
urban area versus how many mass transportation lines.
This concentration on modes has tended to overshadow
consideration of how all the different transportation
needs in and area can be met simultaneously, with
effective and acceptable services, efficiency, economy,
and minimal adverse impact on the community. This
concluding section examines the present balance and
how it needs to be changed to meet more fully the
diversity of urban and regional transportation needs.

One of the popular charges against urban trans-
portation as it presently exists in the large metropolitan
areas is that it is “unbalanced” — either in favor of the
auto or against public mass transportation. The sub-
stance of this charge is that the effects of public policies
and expenditures for 40 years (from 1920 to 1960) were
to make private auto transportation more attractive
(comfortable, fast) and less costly to the motorist. These
policies also provided a structure of prices and taxes
which did not reflect the full economic and social costs
of the service. The impact of the interstate highway
program on certain urban areas, coupled with near
collapse of commuter railroad services in the northeast,
produced a wave of support during the years 1958-1962
for having the Federal and state governments “do
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Table 1-22

1970-1980 PROJECTED
OUTLAYS TO MEET URBAN
MASS TRANSPORTATION
NEEDS!

(Millions Of Dollars)

Rail Rapid Transit $25,060
Suburban Commuter Railroads 2,704
Busways (Fixed Facilities) 2,829
Buses (Fleet Trend And Replace-
ments) 3,498
People Movers In Central Business
District 523
Total $34,614
Additional Buses Due To Potential
Expansions Of Exclusive Lane Or
Busway Services 1,500
Total $36,114

'Excludes street and highway construction and pur-
chase of autos, trucks, and school buses.

SOURCE: Institute of Public Administration, Wash-
ington, D.C., estimates for the decade revised in
1973.

something.” Since then a long series of policy statutes
has been passed and money appropriated at both the
Federal and state levels, and many cities have become
active in financing public transportation.

This three level involvement in urban transportation
is really quite new. For many years, Federal trans-
portation policies and programs were concerned almost
solely with the goals of interstate commerce — moving
people and goods over long distances between cities
rather than over short distances within cities. These
interests were first reflected in Federal support for
canals and railroads. Then, in the early part of this
century (1916) when the automobile became popular,
the highway program was started in rural areas largely to
take care of farm-to-market needs. Before the Civil War,
harbor and navigable waterways began to get attention
form the U.S. Corps of Engineers. In 1946, a national
airport program was started, but even now the emphasis
remains on transportation between cities rather than
within them.

Large scale Federal concern with the peculiar pro-
blems of urban transportation did not begin until it
emerged as a side effect of the interstate highway
system, first authorized in 1944 but not funded in a
major way until 1956. By 1962, this concern had



developed to the point where urban planning was
required before any more highways could be built in
major urban areas. At about the same time, the first
Federal transit programs were started, but substantial
funding did not become available until 1970. It was not
until 1974 that Federal transit programs were extended
to small communities and rural areas.

So, there has been a long history of developing
separate Federal transportation programs, but most of
them were not designed to meet local community needs
until very recently. State transportation programs have
tended to follow the same pattern, and local govern-
ments, with their more restricted financial resources,
have been reluctant to provide more than essential local
access without Federal and state support. Consequently,
in most urban areas, public transit remained the respon-
sibility of private companies until quite recently, when
disappearing profits made public takeover essential. And
in most rural areas there has been no alternative to the
private automobile except for the occasional intercity
bus.

The current “balance” among transportation modes,
then, is largely a result of historical accident. It was not
planned; it just happened. Integrated urban trans-
portation planning for multiple modes is now a Federal
requirement, but it is too new to have produced many
results. In rural areas, there is still no requirement for
such planning.

In the past ten years, with very few local exceptions,
there has been a continuation of previous declining
trends in transit ridership. The 1972 transit ridership was
below any year back to 1920. More precisely, it was 20
percent below five years ago, 30 percent below 1960 (12
years ago), and 48 percent below 1935. These data
underscore the long term trend which current public
efforts propose to reverse. The American Transit Asso-
ciation has testified that 1973 will have had the smallest
decrease of any recent year and suggests that, coupled
with gasoline shortages, the downward trend is
bottoming out.8 But it will be years before it will be
clear whether this is a real reversal.

Many urban studies completed since 1960 demon-
strate that transportation in an urbanized area must be
considered as a single system or network composed of
many modes and facilities which may or may not be
used interchangeably, depending on availability between
any particular origin and destination. Resulting pro-
posals for changing the present “balance” involve
modifications in the roles or actions of various compo-
nents of the urban transportation system. But seeking
change means taking actions in the future. And the
many uncertainties, which can be foreseen, must be
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taken into account. It seems clear that the future will
contain a variety of :

e technological developments which may improve
on, or supplant, existing vehicle systems;

e changes in public attitudes about how urban land
should be developed, used, and serviced;

» continuing increases in the total number of urban
dwellers and concomitant increases either in the
effects of congestion or in the spreading of traffic
congestion to areas not now experiencing it;

e shifts in attitudes regarding the standards for air
quality and other environmental quality measures,
which may directly affect the modes in use and
the role of particular vehicle systems; and

» changes in the costs and absolute avaifability of
various energy sources — implying the need to
adapt to an extended period of reduced use of one
or more forms of energy such as gasoline.

In such a milieu, the “balance” among the modes of
transportation will be a dynamic one — with the fulcrum
continuously shifting. This is viewed as highly upsetting
in many quarters, because many interests after all see
“balance” as something fixed, which will guarantee a
certain portion of both government and household
budgets flowing continuously in specific channels. For
example, the auto industry with its related services is
one of the nation’s largest economic agglomerations, and
major shifts in its share of the urban and rural
transportation markets could have serious economic
consequences.®2 So, changes in the balance among trans-
portation modes may have unintended effects difficult
to deal with.

Major Factors in Changing
the Present Balance

If the “‘public” desires a change in the present balance
of governmental efforts relating to each of the trans-
portation modes, strong support will have to be provided
for the newer, less well established intermodal planning
and transit programs. Presumably the direction of
change would be towards reducing the dependence on
private automobiles and increasing the quality, quantity,
and coverage of the various modes of public trans-
portation, including taxi type services. Yet, automobile
travel clearly is popular and people are quite satisfied to



use it even when the out-of-pocket costs, including tolls
and parking, are much higher than public service
alternatives. This suggests that, aside from stringent
pollution controls or fuel restrictions which curb free
choice, improvements in public transportation will have
to approximate as many as possible of the following
private auto service characteristics to attract riders:

e unrestricted choices in time of departure and in
point-to-point travel routings;

e comparatively fast door-to-door travel times;

e high standards of physical comfort and individual
privacy; and

e a cost to the user which seems reasonable for the
service received.

Many of the dial-a-bus, duai-mode, subway feeder
bus, personalized transit, fringe parking, and similar
systems currently being developed and tested are efforts
to respond to these criteria.

Special Needs for Transit Improvements
in Urban Areas

Even for the majority of tripmakers in most urban
areas who are able to use private autos, the trans-
portation system is marred by its excessive use of
physical space and fuel and by its high rate of air
pollution. The excessive use of limited space is what
causes traffic congestion, lengthens travel times, and
raises the cost of convenient parking at many locations.

Yet the private auto system cannot be used by many
urban tripmakers — often referred to as ““transit depen-
dents’ or ‘“‘captive riders.” Even in the United States,
there is still only one car for every two people and a
somewhat lesser ratio in the largest cities. For those
without their own cars, the best alternative is often some
form of car pooling — getting a ride with someone else
who can furnish the precise transportation desired and
provide the flexibility and comfort the auto alone has
offered. This most often occurs within the family, the
chauffering of school age children being one of the most
common activities of housewives (despite the time and
fuel it wastes). But, even so, a large number of people
remain dependent upon public transit.

From the standpoint of public transportation fi-
nances, most ‘‘captive riders,” except those regularly
employed, cannot pay their way. They do not ride
regularly enough, and their destinations are too scat-
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tered. Survey data indicate that the status of regular
employment is the most important single factor in
generating urban travel, while the ownership of an auto
is the next most important. School students form one of
the largest groups of transit dependents, but their use is
often accompanied by fare discounts, lack of regular use
in the summer months, and competition from school
buses in many localities. The other major groups of
transit captives are the elderly and other non-working
adults. These groups include unemployed persons and
those on welfare — now very numerous in some of the
larger central city neighborhoods which were the basis of
the route structure of traditional transit systems. In sum,
all of the unemployed groups have a low per capita trip
generation factor and low incomes — which are very
sensitive to fare levels. And many have very dispersed
travel patterns not oriented to central business districts
and other major acitvity or employment centers tradi-
tionally served by transit.

The handicapped and elderly have generally not been
well served by public transit because of physical as well
as economic barriers. The need, however, to serve them
better has now been recognized in Federal legislation,®3
making it likely that such service will improve. Never-
theless, there will be extra public costs involved, as well
as many of the other problems of serving the “transit
dependents.”’

A major reason for the long standing decline in transit
ridership is the combination of rising fares and the
continuous erosion of service quality as headways are
lengthened and routes are cut back to control costs. Not
only do public transportation improvement programs
have to provide a price-service package that will seem a
reasonable alternative to an auto user, but they must
provide a price-service package which appeals to the
“captive riders’’ as worthwhile.

One solution to the urban transportation problem
advocated by auto enthusiasts is to break up the large
cities and thus reduce congestion by dispersal of dense
residential and major activity centers. However, even if
permitted by considerations relating to natural resource
consumption, such dispersals are no answer for trans-
porting riders who do not have access to autos. The
relative cost for collective transportation services merely
becomes higher.

A New Concept of Balanced Transportation

No single, fixed balance can be achieved among
transportation modes in terms of availability of services
which could be applicable to all urban areas, or even to



any substantial number of them. Each area is physically
different, and each area’s present transportation needs
are different. And, of course, rural communities exhibit
still different characteristics and needs.

Thus, appropriating so much for one mode and so
much for another in Congress or a state legislature,
which is the way public transportation resources are
allocated now, makes little sense. Instead, the balance
among the modes should evolve from the continuous
planning process for an individual urban or rural area.
Such a process should be designed to meet general
standards for providing transportation services with the
best combination of modes at any point in time. Such
“performance” standards might include the following.

1. The system should provide for the efficient
movement of people and goods, taking care to
reduce conflicts between them.

2. It should be designed to meet peak demands
where they occur at different times of the day,
week, or month, to the extent this can be done
efficiently.

3. Land use patterns —to the extent feasible
— should be designed to minimize the peaks in
vehicle usage, and other measures such as
staggered work hours should be taken to reduce
peak passenger movements.

4. The system should provide equal access by all
segments of the population to jobs, services,
and other opportunities, at affordable prices,
with reasonable convenience, and substantial
choice of modes and schedules.

5. It should provide for the safe movement of
people and goods, while protecting
non-traveling persons and property from dam-
ages caused by transportation facilities or
activities.

6. It should curb adverse impacts on the environ-
ment.

7. 1t should minimize and compensate adequately
for any displacement of residences or busi-
nesses caused by transportation improvements.

8. The transportation system should reinforce the
areawide community development plan in
terms of the location and sequencing of land
conversion, economic growth, and public facil-
ities,
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9. The system should emphasize the most eco-
nomical and energy conserving modes of
transportation commensurate with reasonable
standards of service.

10. It should provide the best transportation ser-

vice possible within the limits of available

financing.

Needless to say, all of these standards cannot be met
either to their fullest extent or simultaneously. They are
mutually exclusive to some degree. Yet, to borrow a
mathematical concept, they can be considered together
as an algebraic problem to be solved by simultaneous
equations. This inevitably will produce a transportation
system using a mixture of modes under sufficiently
harmonious conditions to be considered as balanced.

Because the nation’s urban areas are at the hubs of
long distance travel between cities and its rural areas
contain most of the natural and agricultural resources
which keep the national economy running, areawide
transportation planning for both urban and rural areas
has a basic responsibility for linking up with, and
accommodating the needs of railroads, ports, and air-
ports. So, this planning must interface with all
modes — whether intraurban, interurban, or rural.

Achieving Better Balance by Linking Planning
and Implementation Programs

If the kind of balanced intermodal planning described
above is to be effective, it must be linked directly to
project implementation activities. Presently, the nation
has neither the integrated planning needed nor the
implementation linkages.

= Current planning for different transportation
modes is frequently done by different organiza-
tions at different times, and the planning for land
use and other non-transportation development
features is frequently done by still other agencies
at other times.

= On the implementation side, the state and local
governments do part of the job while the Federal
government provides much of the financial sup-
port needed along with various restrictions and
incentives; special districts and authorities with
considerable independence from the regularly con-
stituted units of government perform still other
implementation activities; and private companies



provide a great deal of the mass transportation and
all of the long range common carrier transpor-
tation.

o Although there are a number of regulatory and
Federal aid project review procedures designed to
modify the independence of some of these action

agencies, there is still more independence than
coordination.

From these points, it is evident that the nation’s
transportation planning and implementation respons-
ibilities are not now assigned organizationally in such a
way that the transportation problems of urban and rural
communities can be defined in terms of the above set of

integrated performance standards. There is just too
much fragmentation to allow anyone to feel responsible
for the whole system and to take on the job of balancing
it to achieve the optimum combination of transportation
services, efficiency, environmental protection, safety,
and conservation of community values.

In the following two chapters these existing situations
are examined — first the existing planning respons-
ibilities in Chapter [/, and then the present
implementation responsibilities in Chapter 111. Chapter
1V examines what can be done about integrating these
fragmented implementation activities, and presents the
Commission’s recommendations for achieving better
balanced transportation in America’s urban and rural
communities.
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etropolitan planning is a relatively new activity in
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with it can be found in most of the nation’s
metropolitan areas. Such planning, then, is still evolving
in both theory and practice.

Metropolitan planning is usually considered to be of
two types: comprehensive planning and functional plan-
ning . The functional planning, and especially that in the
field of transportation, is more fully developed and
frequently is carried out in much greater detail than
comprehensive planning. Nevertheless, most would agree
that functional planning should be pursued as an integral
part of the comprehensive planning process. Most
observers also agree that if metropolitan planning is to
be worthwhile, it must have a direct and significant —
even demonstrable — influence upon the implementation
of projects and programs within the metropolitan area.
But, despite consensus on these two points, the linkages
between comprehensive and functional planning on the
one hand, and between metropolitan planning and
implementation activities on the other, are still quite
weak.

The reasons for such weak linkages are more difficult
to unravel than some would concede. One reason,
undoubtedly, is the institutional setting within which
metropolitan planning takes place. On the other hand,
the planning profession itself has not fully developed
metropolitan pianning processes adequate to provide
these linkages even if the institutional framework were
available to support them. Witness the plight of areawide
comprehensive planning in some of those few metro-
politan areas that possess reorganized governments. 1t
might be argued that if the metropolitan institutions
were such that they would demand these linkages, the
necessary planning process would be developed. But this
identifies a ‘“‘chicken and egg” dilemma. What seems
certain is that both ingredients — adequate metropolitan
institutions and adequate planning capabilities — are
necessary, and that both must be improved simul-
taneously if success is to be achieved.

The twofold purpose of this chapter is (1) to trace
the development of metropolitan planning as an activity
and evaluate its current capabilities, and (2) to provide a
profile of current metropolitan institutions for areawide
planning in general and for metropolitan transportation
planning in particular. This double barreled analysis will
lead to conclusions about the improvements in metro-
politan planning processes and institutions which might
be necessary to equip metropolitan transportation plan-
ning for the task of guiding related implementation
activities.



A BRIEF HISTORY OF
METROPOLITAN PLANNING

The history of metropolitan planning in the United
States is divided roughly into three eras. After the early
growth of comprehensive metropolitan planning through
local initiative and later Federal support (1920-1960),
the 1960’s saw a proliferation of Federally encouraged
functional planning programs which fragmented the
metropolitan planning scene by establishing overlapping
planning requirements, and by promoting several sepa-
rate areawide planning organizations within most
metropolitan areas. By the end of the 1960, this
development had led to substantial efforts to coordinate
these separate metropolitan planning efforts. Each of
these eras merits some examination.

Early Growth of
Comprehensive Metropolitan Planning

Comprehensive metropolitan planning as it is known
today was first introduced around 1920 in the New
York metropolitan area by a private organization, the
Regional Plan Association, The plan prepared by this
organization was quite comprehensive in its coverage of
physical, economic, and social factors. In fact, it still
stands today as an example of good thorough planning
for a whole area encompassing muitiple jurisdictions. !

At about the same time, county planning began to be
authorized by the states. 2 In many cases even today,
such planning is broad enough in geographic terms to
cover whole metropolitan areas. A little later, city-
county planning commissions began to appear, and then
the currently more common multijurisdictional metro-
politan planning commissions representing two or more
cities and/or counties emerged. Rapid growth of multi-
jurisdictional metropolitan planning commissions began
in the 1950’ (see Table /1-1). These commissions, usually
established under state enabling legislation, were charged
with preparing “‘comprehensive” regional plans. For the
most part, such plans dealt with physical development
patterns and supporting public facilities.

Beginning in the middle 1950’s a few metropolitan
areas began to establish councils of governments directly
sponsored by the local governments of the area.3 But it
was not until 1965, when the Federal government began
to show preference for such councils in its planning
assistance programs that they experienced real growth
{see Table /1-1). The chief distinction between a council
of governments (sometimes referred to as a regional
council or COG) and a metropolitan or regional planning
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Table 11-1

GROWTH OF REGIONAL
COUNCILS, BY TYPE OF

COUNCIL
1954 1960 1965 1967 1969 1870
COG’s 1 13 35 103 146 223
RPC's 10 43 126 216 248 253
Totals 11 56 161 319 394 476
SOURCE: National Association of Regional

Councils, Regionalism: A New Dimension in Local
Government and Intergovernmental Relations
{Washington, D.C.: 1971}, p. 6.

commission (RPC) is that a COG is composed primarily
of elected officials from general purpose local govern-
ments, while the planning commission is composed of
non-elected officials and citizen appointees for the most
part. Because of Federal guidelines in the HUD program
of comprehensive planning assistance (the so-called
“701” program),® most metropolitan planning com-
missions have either combined with the COG in their
area, or changed their composition so that they are now
a regional council themselves. All metropolitan areas
now have an areawide planning commission or regional
council, most of which are funded with HUD planning
money and designated by OMB as “A-95” Federal aid
review and comment clearinghouses. In 255 of these 263
areas the same organization has been designated by both
HUD and OMB, while different organizations have been
designated for these two functions in only five cases.5

The Era of Functional Specialization in
Metropolitan Planning

Yet, this is not the whole story of metropolitan
planning in the United States. By 1973, there were 17
Federal programs in addition to 701 and A-95 that could
provide planning assistance or standards, or other fi-
nancial assistance, to metropolitan organizations for
purposes of carrying out special purpose Federal pro-
gram objectives.® None of these programs, which are
listed and described in Table //-2, existed before 1961.
Their enactment produced a new era of functional
specialization in metropolitan planning.

As is evident from Table 1/-2, three of the special
purpose Federal grant programs available to metro-
politan organizations — airport systems planning, urban



mass transportation planning, and comprehensive urban
transportation planning — are for transportation plan-
ning purposes. Through these three programs, the Federal
government assured transportation planning a prominent
position as a functional specialty separately identified
and embodied in virtually all metropolitan planning
processes. Of the 156 metropolitan regional councils
reporting in a 1972 survey, transportation policies were
the fourth most commonly adopted type, being present
in 80 percent of the cases.” The three types of
metropolitan policies adopted even more commonly —
land use, water-sewer, and open space — like transpor-
tation, are also subject to Federal aid planning require-
ments. Although the Federally supported comprehensive
urban transportation planning is not always done by an
area’s regional council, such planning is now underway
in all metropolitan areas identified in the 1970 Census.8

While most of the special purpose Federal aids to
metropolitan areas require metropolitan planning, most
(as shown in Table 11-2) also have the potential for
creating separate metropolitan organizations to carry out
their purposes. ln many cases, these separate organ-
jzations may be special purpose non-profit corporations
having responsibilities only for planning — not for
implementation of the planned programs. The three
programs which do not create new metropolitan organ-
izations — open space, water-sewer facilities, and new
communities — are implementation programs designed
to assist existing units of local government and devel-
opers; they focus on the metropolitan level only through
a planning requirement. A 1972 survey of regional
councils showed an overall average of 5.6 Federally
supported areawide programs in each metropolitan area,
49 percent of them operating within the general purpose
regional council and the remaining 51 percent operating
outside of the council.in other organizations.®

Against the general pattern of adhoc advisory
planning, three programs — Applachian local develop-
ment district assistance, areawide waste treatment
management, and comprehensive services for older
Americans — are oriented toward areawide metropolitan
public agencies having both planning and imple-
mentation abilities. Although these programs are in the
minority, they do establish a precedent for Federal
guidelines which link planning and implementation
within the same metropolitan organization.

The three transportation planning programs in this
list of Federal metropolitan aids do not uniformly
require metropolitan planning, and they are not tied
directly to implementation activities (see Table 11-2 ).
Airport systems planning, which most commonly is done
at the state level, is not required at the metropolitan
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level. However, grants for met?opolitan airport planning
may be, and in a few cases have been, made to
metropolitan planning organizations. In such cases, a
general purpose public agency is preferred, but it need
have only planning authority. Both of the other trans-
portation planning programs — urban mass
transportation planning and comprehensive urban
transportation planning — require both metropolitan
planning and metropolitan organizations meeting DOT
certification requirements in any area where the related
Federal implementation funds are to be used. While the
mass transportation program has preferred general pur-
pose planning organizations for this purpose for some
time, the comprehensive urban transportation planning
program showed no such preference until late in
1973 when as aresult of the 7973 Highway Act, DOT
asked the governor of each state to designate a single
general purpose metropolitan planning agency in each
area to perform the required planning under all three of
its planning assistance programs. In each case, non-profit
corporations are acceptable and they need have only
planning authority. Thus, none of the three Federal aid,
transportation planning programs is oriented at present
toward institutionalizing transportation planning in a
general purpose public agency with implementation
authority as well as planning responsibilities.

This recent phase of metropolitan planning history,
then, can be summarized in this fashion: virtually all
metropolitan areas in the nation now have broad, general
purpose planning programs being carried out by regional
councils or metropolitan planning organizations, but
they are overlayed by a variety of more or less
coordinated functional metropolitan planning programs,
most ot which have little direct relationship to action
programs.

Recent Attempts to Coordinate
Comprehensive and Functional Elements
of Metropolitan Planning

Recognizing that the functional specialization in
metropolitan planning has fragmented authority by
placing it in competing and overlapping metropolitan
organizations, the state and Federal governments have
begun to consolidate metropolitan (as well as non-metro-
politan) regional planning programs. The primary means
of doing this so far have been (1) to establish statewide
systems of substate districts, (2) to give the resulting
areawide district organizations or previously existing
regional bodies Federal aid review powers and other
coordinative planning responsibilities, and (3) to desig-
nate these bodies for as many Federal and state areawide
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Table 11-2

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS
AFFECTING METROPOLITAN PLANNING: 1973

Name Of Program Year Requirement For Potential For Type Of Organi- Legal Status Of Federally Type Of Authority
First Metropolitan Creating _ zation Required Encouraged Metropolitan Required In Metropolitan
Enacted Planning Metropolitanwide General Special Organization Organization
Yes No Organization  Purpose Purpose* Public Public Co- Planning Planning Depends
Yes No Agency Or Non- ordinat- Only And UponThe
Profit ing Com- Imple- Project
mittee mentation
1. Air Pollution Control 1967 X X Xs X1 X7
2. Airport Systems Plan-
ing 1970 X X X X X

3. Appalachian Local De-
velopment District

Assistance 1965 X X X X2 X8
4. Areawide Compre-

hensive Health Planning 1966 X X X X X
5. Areawide Waste Treat-

ment Management 1972 X X X X X9
6. Community Action 1964 X X X X X

7. Comprehensive

Services For Older

Americans 1973 Xe X X X Xw
8. Comprehensive Urban

Transportation Plan-

ing 1962 X X X X3 X1
9. Economic Develop-
ment Planning 1965 X X X X X
10. Law Enforcement Plan-
ing 1968 X X X X X
11. Manpower Planning 19683 X X X Xis X5
12. New Communities 1965 X X

13. Open Space 1961 X X
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Table 11-2 (Cont.)

Names Of Program Year RequirementFor Potential For Type Of Organi- Legal Status Of Federally Type Of Authority
First Metropolitan Creating zation Required Encouraged Metropolitan Required In Metropolitan
Enacted Planning Metropolitanwide General Special Organization Organization
Yes No Organization Purpose Purpose Public Public Co- Planning Planning Depends
Yes No Agency Or Non- ordinat- Only And UponThe
Profit ing Com- Imple- Project
mittee mentation
14. Regional Medical
Program 1965 X X X X X
15. Solid Waste Plan-
ing Grants 1965 X X X X X
16. Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Planning 1964 X X X X X
17. Water-Sewer Facilities 1965 X X
TOTALS 11 8 14 3 5 9 3 10 1 6 7 1

A coordinating committee is acceptable in interstate areas.

zPreference is for a public agency.

3A coordinating committee is also acceptable, although unusual,
‘Organization for carrying out the programs marked in this column may
be general purpose or multifunctional, in some cases, and they may have
policy boards composed partially of local elected officials, but they do
not have to be general purpose in scope. Other general purpose areawide
organizations may exist along side these special program organizations.
sThese regions are seldom funded as separate organizations. Most grants
go to the regular general purpose units of state and local government.

For only those metropolitan areas designated by the states.

’Planning only in interstate areas.

8Implementation may be only in the sense of administrative support of
development activities.

*While planning and implementation may be done by different organiza-
tions, the approved plans control the implementation projects.

1Al implementation funds are provided to the metropolitan organization
and used directly or passed on to the action agencies in accord with the
area plan approved by the state.

1"The 1973 Highway Act gives the comprehensive urban transportation
planning organizations approval authority over new segments of the
“urban system” of highways, but these systems do not constitute the
bulk of planned transportation facilities.

12The Federal preference for a general purpose organization was applied
to this program late in 1973.

“Major new legislation passed in 1973 which dropped the previous re-
quirement for metropolitan planning in favor of more directly involving
the major general purpose local governments having implementation
powers, but areawide consortiums of such units are still encouraged.

“An additional 10 percent is added to funding where a consortium of
eligible local governments is formed encompassing at least 75 percent of
the area’s work force.

sAl]l eligible local governments are general purpose public bodies with
powers to implement as well as plan, but some consortiums actually
may be special purpose units serving a middleman role subordinate to
those general purpose governments.




program purposes as possible in preference to
establishing separate single purpose bodies for new
programs,

Statewide systems of substate districts are appropri-
ate because regional planning on a multijurisdictional
basis has been taking place in non-metropolitan as well
as metropolitan areas.’© This non-metropolitan planning
has been encouraged by many of the same Federal
programs described above, plus five others sponsored by
the U.S. Department of Agriculture.?’? Between the
metropolitan and non-metropolitan programs of the
Federal government, every state in the union has been
affected by the regional planning movement, and 45 of
the states have reacted by developing statewide systems
of substate districts.'? Regional planning organizations
have been established or recognized for approximately
60 percent of the 523 substate districts.?3

The two most common goals of the statewide systems
of substate districts are: to coordinate state activities
and Federal aid programs in a given region through a
single planning organization, or at least to make the
planning for each program comparable through the use
of the same geographic district and basic data, and to
reorganize and coordinate state agency administrative
planning districts so that they conform to each other
and to the locally based regional planning programs.
These goals are sought by the states as they (1) establish
the district boundaries, (2) give official recognition to
the substate district organizations, (3) vest these organi-
zations with public agency status, (4) designate the local
jurisdiction membership, (5) strengthen the regional
organization’s financial base, and (6) delegate state
planning responsibilites, where feasible, to the regional
organizations. These goals have not yet been reached in
many cases, largely because most of the substate district
systems have existed only a few years. Yet continuing
state efforts to attain these objectives are still underway.

One dilemma which has arisen in the creation of
statewide systems of substate districts is the question of
whether to separate metropolitan areas from their rural
hinterlands, or to combine urban and rural areas into a
small, more manageable number of substate districts
using a growth center concept. Both approaches have
been used.in a few states, the dilemma has been
solved by establishing larger districts, but allowing
metropolitan subdistricts within them.

Most of the substate districting activity has occurred
since January 1967 when the U.S. Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) issued Circular A-80. This circular
urged the use of common boundaries and planning
resources in regions supported by Federally supported
areawide programs. It was superseded in 1969 by Part IV
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of Circular A-95, which provided the governors a review
role over the establishment of new districts and es-
tablished the policy that Federal districts should
conform to state districts where they have been estab-
lished. This followed the precedent established by a few
states, like Georgia, which already had established sub-
state district systems. The National Governors’ Con-
ference, HUD, and EDA have all played major roles in
helping to spread statewide systems of substate districts
throughout the nation. As recently as October 1971,
Vice President Agnew wrote to all the governors inviting
them to work with OMB and the Federal Regional
Councils to conform the boundaries of the Federally
encouraged multicounty districts to state established
substate district boundaries.

Yet, even as the programs of Federal aid to
metropolitan areas have focused primarily upon
establishing areawide organizations having only planning
responsibilities, most of the substate districts established
by the states have an equally limited role. Most have
advisory authority, hence they must be content with
reviewing and commenting upon implementaion projects
in the context of existing planning. The A-95 Federal aid
review and comment mechanism is the primary means
for carrying out thisrole.15 In a few states, this same
type of advisory review has been extended, by state
legislation, to include certain state and local projects not
involving any Federal funds.'® But, in almost every case,
the Federal, state, or local agency receiving the metro-
politan planning agency comments are free to act
independently. With this kind of role, the quality of the
planning and the ability of the planning agency to
persuade action agencies that they should comply volun-
tarily with metropolitan pians is the key to the
usefulness of such plans. Too often, this has not been
enough; the metropolitan plans have gone unheeded and
the effort put into preparing them has been largely
wasted.

The Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities
(Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minnesota) is the only general
purpose metropolitan planning agency whose state legis-
lative base gives it the authority to make binding
decisions in its review of projects of certain action
agencies within its area.’” Moreover, there are some
consolidated or federated city-county governments —
Miami-Dade, Nashville-Davidson, Jacksonville-Duval, and
Indianapolis-Marion — which cover most if not all of
their metropolitan areas and join at least some of their
planning and implementation functions within a single
government.'® And there are also a few municipalities
which, through annexation, provide a single government



basis for metropolitanwide integration of planning and
implementation.®

These models, however, are neither perfect nor
universally applicable. For example, while the Twin
Cities Metropolitan Council and Metropolitan Dade
County have both been designated as the official
transportation planning bodies for their areas, the
Tennessee Department of Highways acts on behalf of
Nashville-Davidson for this purpose, and separate county
planning agencies have the responsibility in Jacksonville
and Indianapolis.

Actually, the use of separate planning bodies is still
quite common among both cities and counties, quite
apart from the question of metropolitan jurisidiction.2©
Planning was one of the focal points of the “good
government” reforms at the local level which occurred
during the early 1900’s2" It started as a citizens’ move-
ment, and gradually “watchdog’ planning commissions
were established by law to keep the cities and counties
“honest.” Not until the last two decades has there heen
a substantial movement to place the planning staffs
within the departmental structures of local government,
subject to chief executive direction and close association
with city and county governing bodies, In most cases
where this unifying transformation has occurred, the
planning commissions have been retained as citizen
advisory bodies reporting to the elected executive or
local governing body, but they are no longer inde-
pendent decisionmakers.

At the metropolitan level, planning appears to be in
the second stage of this evolution in most places, having
progressed from a citizens’ organization for good govern-
ment, to an accepted unit of government. But, except
for the few cases cited above, there are no metropolitan
governments to which metropolitan planning bodies can
report, or of which they can be made a part. Even in
single county metropolitan areas where the county could
logically become a strong areawide government, this has
not often happened.22 Consequently, important oppor-
tunities for a general purpose metropolitan planning
body in putting across an areawide point of view has
come to include reporting to the state legislature {(with
legisiative proposals) and to Federal agencies (with A-95
Federal aid project reviews). This has become every bit as
important (if not more so in some cases) as reporting to
their constituent cities, counties, and special districts
because these subunits often lack the geographic or
functional breadth to appreciate, or be capable of
accommodating, the metropolitan point of view.

The lack of direct linkages between metropolitan
planning and transportation implementation units then
is not unique. 1t reflects a general situation which applies
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to almost all metropolitan planning regardless of type.
Attempts up to now to coordinate the several, still
separate metropolitan planning processes in most areas
and to link coordinated planning with action programs
have been only partially successful at best.

THE DEVELOPING CONTENT OF
METROPOLITAN PLANNING

This brief history of metropolitan planning has
indicated that metropolitan planning has been around in
one form or another for two decades or more and that
Federal aid planning requirements have been a major
factor in determining the contents of this planning.
Table 11-2 showed the 17 Federal programs with metro-
politan planning ramifications and these cover almost
the full range of physical development programs
(including transportation), as will as a significant
sampling of human resource programs. With the so-called
701 comprehensive planning assistance program of HUD
and the A-95 project review and comment program of
OMB, 19 of these programs now affect in some way the
type of planning that is being done in the nation’s
metropolitan areas.

Table 11-3 shows that 17 of these 19 programs require
either comprehensive planning or functional planning or
both at the metropolitan level. Eight of these include a
comprehensive planning requirement, while 14 include
functional planning, and six include grant packaging on
an annual basis of all Federal funds to be requested from
a given program to implement the planning done under
the applicable Federal requirements. This grant packag-
ing requirement amounts to a partial capital improve-
ment program within a larger multi-year program for
total Federal, state, and local capital expenditures. For
the most part, the 14 programs with functional planning
requirements demand multi-year project programming as
one element. Since these plans are prerequisite to the
allocation of Federal funds in metropolitan areas for the
related projects, programming is generally done by
metropolitan planning agencies. Fourteen of these 19
programs require that their planning be coordinated with
other related planning efforts in the area, and 13 require
that such plans be updated either continuously or on an
annual basis.

In addition to their functional planning requirements,
all 19 programs are subject to governmentwide require-
ments for A-95 review and comment, non-discrimination
in the impact of implementation projects, and the
analysis of environmental impacts. Backing up these
general governmentwide requirements, ten of the pro-
grams specifically include procedures for assuring



1ACIR, Regional Decision Making, Table VI-22.
2]bid, Table VI-11.
3Ibid, Table VI-23.
41bid, Table VI-24.

metropolitan counterpart, is advisory to FAA.
sbid, Table VI-25
7Ibid, Table VI-26.

Table 11-3

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF FEDERALLY REQUIRED
METROPOLITAN PLANS: 1973

Compre- Coordinate  Updating Of  Civil Rights Environmental Citizen Par-
hensive With Related Plans Required Requirements Requirements ticipation
And/Or Planning Continuously Explicitly Explicitly  Specifically
Functional Specifically Or Annually? Specified+ Specified®  Required’
Planning  Required?
Required:?
19 Federal Areawide
Programs Available
In Metropolitan
Areas 178 14 13 10 14 14
Airport Systems
Planning Xs Xs Xs
Comprehensive Urban
Transportation
Planning X X X X X X
Urban Mass
Transportation
Planning X X X X

sIf metropolitan planning is undertaken. National planning will suffice; metropolitan airport systems planning is
not required and is seldom undertaken by metropolitan organizations. State airport systems planning, like ils

#Eight include comprehensive planning, while 14 include functional planning, and six include grant packaging.

non-discrimination, and 14 specify how environmental
impacts are to be dealt with. An additional requirement
for citizen participation has been imposed in 14 of the
programs.

Against this general background of Federally imposed
metropolitan planning requirements, Table //-3 shows
how the three Federal aid transportation planning
programs compare. The comprehensive urban transpor-
tation planning program required by the 7973 Highway
Act has all of the elements cited above. The urban mass
transportation planning program has no special require-
ments in the civil rights and environmental fields, but
has all of the other characteristics mentioned.23

Federal aid airport systems planning is a little
different, in that it is not required at the metropolitan
level. Statewide planning done by the state aviation
agency is not even required, though it may receive
Federal assistance. Assistance for metropolitan systems
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planning is offered at the discretion of the state and
Federal authorities. Where such planning is undertaken,
it must include functional planning and programming
which is adequately coordinated with related compre-
hensive and other functional planning. Any metropolitan
planning must be prepared as part of a statewide
planning effort. FAA recommends continuous updating
of both the state plans and the metropolitan plans, but
this is notrequired and there is no regular Federal
assistance for it. Environmental impact elements are
required of the metropolitan airport systems plan, but
there are no special requirements for non-discrimination
or citizen participation.

Obviously, some lack of uniformity in content and
form exists among the three Federal aid transportation
planning programs. Nevertheless, there are precedents in
the transportation field for meeting all of the Federal
planning specifications which have been instituted by



Federal areawide planning programs. And there is now a
major effort underway to establish intermodal transpor-
tation planning in metropolitan areas which is expected
gradually to bring about more uniformity.

The Range of Adopted Planning Policies

Federal planning requirements are sometimes on the
books for many years before they produce real results in
the field. Hence, for each of the functional areas
requiring metropolitan planning, it is pertinent to ask
how much of this planning is actually going on?

Table 11-4 shows that a good deal of it is actually

Table 11-4
TYPES OF PLANNING
POLICIES ADOPTED BY
METROPOLITAN REGIONAL
COUNCILS: 1972
Program Areas Number Percent
of Of All
Councils  Councils
Total, All Metropolitan
Councils Reporting 156 100
Physical Development
Water-Sewer 141 90
Land Use 135 87
Open Space 127 81
Transportation 125 80
Solid Waste 98 63
Housing 76 49
Economic Development 75 48
Airport 73 47
Resource Conservation 64 41
Air Quality 26 17
Human Resources
Health 61 39
Law Enforcement 60 38
Manpower 44 28
Antidiscrimination 41 26
Drug Abuse 26 17
Aged 25 16
Unemployment 15 10
Fiscal Disparity 16 10
Antipoverty 13 8
Youth Programs 11 7
Other 24 15
SOURCE: ACIR, Regional Decision Making, Table
VIII-15.
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going on. Those programs in the physical development
field have produced an 80 percent or better incidence of
adopted planning policies. Transportation planning, in-
cluding the highway and transit functions, is among
these programs and has achieved the 80 percent level of
adoption among regional councils, despite the fact that
many of the official metropolitan transportation
planning agencies are not regional councils themselves.
Solid waste planning has reached a 63 percent adoption
fevel despite the absence of a mandatory requirement for
such planning and all of the other physical planning
programs supported by the Federal government at the

- areawide level (except for air quality planning) fall in the

40 to 50 percent range.

Table 11-4 shows that in the human resources area
where functional planning has been required much more
recently, between 7 and 39 percent of the regional
councils have adopted policies. The point here, however,
is that even in such functional planning as drug abuse
control, the aged, the unemployed, the poor, and
youths, where planning theory is less fully developed
and where programs are relatively new, there are regional
councils in existence which have brought their planning
to the point where it has served as the basis for adopting
program policies. Moreover, 26 percent of the regional
councils reporting have adopted anti-discrimination
policies. Over three-quarters of the regional councils
provide staff support for citizen participation activities,
and more than one-third make use of officially ap-
pointed citizen advisory committees (see Table /1-5).

The Quality of Metropolitan Planning

This report does not attempt a major evaluation of
the quality of metropolitan planning. This would be a
highly judgmental and controversial task at best, and
would require detailed field work throughout the nation
for which ACIR is not equipped. The literature is full of
criticisms of the metropolitan planning that has been
done thus far. Much of this planning has not been very
effective, and most areas have not had metropolitan
governments as clients which could make use of area-
wide plans. Instead, these advisory documents usually
have been subject to implementation by a large number
of local governments and special purpose districts which
often have not been fully involved in their preparation.

Yet, metropolitan planning continues to evolve. The
mere fact that it is being done in more and more areas
each year, and that the content of such planning is
continually expanding, can be taken as an indication
that metropolitan planning has not been a complete
failure. While it may not be a complete success, it is an
increasingly pervasive fact of life,



Table 11-5

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION IN REGIONAL COUNCILS: 1972

Measure Of Participation Number Of Percent Of
Regional Regional
Councils Councils
Reporting
Use Of Formal Citizen Advisory Committees (N=264) 95 36%
Provision For Citizen Review And Comment On
(N=264):
Specific Programs Or Projects 183 69
Capital Improvement Programs 72 27
Current Work Program 124 47
Involvement In The Citizen Participation Program By:
Executive Director (N=271) 209 77
Staff (N=222) 167 75
Involvement In Public Information Program
Executive Director (N=271) 229 84
Staff (N=222) 168 76

SOURCES: HUD/NARC survey of regional councils, 1970, and ACIR/ICMA survey of regional council executive
directors, 1972.

establish a special department to serve the needs of
metropolitan and regional planners. Thus, in addition to
the widespread practice of metropolitan planning and

The literature on metropolitan planning is growing around constituent citizen groups or ‘‘consumers;”
and the American Institute of Planners has found 4) adequate attention to long range outcomes of
enough specialized interest among its members to present policy decisions and implementation acti-

the very considerable policy acceptance of planning options;

products, the nation has a specialized profession which is
concentrating upon the improvement of the quality of
metropolitan planning. Continuing efforts in this di-
rection can be expected.

American Institute of Planners (AIP) and the American

vities, coupled with the assurance that long range
plans are translated into immediate action pro-
posals of direct relevance to current policy

5) the evaluation of alternatives for policy action
which shows both the long range and short range
outcomes based upon criteria which measure
functional and multifunctional effectiveness, eco-

Piecing together present Federal aid planning require- nomic soundness, and the minimization of adverse
ments, policy statements of such organizations as the impacts upon the community;

Association of State Highway and Transportation advice to responsible decisionmakers; and

Officials (AASHTO),24 and the current practice of
regional planning organizations, it quickly becomes evaluation techniques, quantification of facts, and
evident that a high quality metropolitan planning pro-

cess is thought to be composed of the following citizen and political values in the community.
elements:
While many metropolitan planning efforts do not
1) interreiated planning for multiple functions; measure up to these ideals, and adequate resources to
2) metropolitan areawide geographic coverage; meet them have not always been available, some progress
3) a problem solving goals orientation centered is being made toward them.
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6) timely availability of well founded planning
7) an element of credibility based upon proven

sensitivity to the more intangible expressions of



Probably the most significant criticism of metro-
politan planning at the present time is that it is not being
implemented, and in fact may not be implementable in
its present form.2° As implied by the above criteria for a
“good” metropolitan planning process, the quality of
the overall process is just as dependent upon its
“implementation” success as it is upon its other
qualities. This means that there may have to be
compromises between the objective criteria and stan-
dards used in the technical part of the planning process,
and the value judgments added to reflect community
acceptability. In other words, the “best” plan may be
one which has a clear potential for improving the current
situation, rather than one which sets perfection in the
future as a goal but provides no way to reach that goal.

A mandate to keep metropolitan planning realistic or
“implementable’’ creates numerous restraints. It requires
that every planning proposal be one which some existing
organization (or some new organization with a good
chance of being created) has the authority, funds, and
inclination to implement. If the proposal is too broad in
scope to be addressed by an existing unit of government
or an established combination of such units, then by
definition it is not realistic. If it is too broad to be
funded from the available categorical grants, trust funds,
or other uncommitted revenue sources, it is not realistic.
If the proposal is made by one level of government for
implementation by another not in a direct line of
responsibility and authority, implementation is likely to
be blocked by the differing geographic perspectives and
political power bases of the implementing agencies. If
the proposal involves new technologies or new programs
not yet institutionalized, it must compete against the
already institutionalized technologies and programs and
win its case before it can be classed as realistic. This is
realism from the implementation viewpoint.

From the metropolitan problem solver’s point of
view, realism is finding a way to meet some sort of
performance criteria — like increased accessibility of
various individuals and groups to different types of
opportunities and services. Given free rein, the planner
may be able to specify any number of “solutions,” but
applying implementation restraints may rule out all
which meet the established performance criteria. So, too
strict implementation restraints can foreclose realistic
problem solving.

The remedy is to be sought in conforming both
planning and implementation machinery to the current
definitions of metropolitan problems. In the architect’s
phrase, “form must follow function.” That is why
Chapter | of this report came first. The nature of the
metropolitan problems to be solved, with all of their
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interrelated complexities, determines the nature of the
metropolitan institutions needed, and sets the perfor-
mance standards for judging the quality of the joint
planning-implementation effort. The breadth and inter-
relatedness of the problems outlined in Chapter | show
the need for exceptionally broad planning mandates at
the metropolitan level and for parallel breadth and
flexibility in the implementation agencies that are linked
to the areawide planning-decision making process. Fur-
thermore, this areawide process needs to link general
long range planning of the transportation system to
specific planning of individual projects through a co-
operative programming technique which documents
implementation commitments.26 These factors of
breadth, flexibility, parallelism, and linkage provide the
potential for, though not the assurance of, high quality
metropolitan transportation. planning, and they can be
used as surrogate criteria for evaluating the quality of
the planning.

Larger Contexts for Metropolitan Planning

While metropolitan planning might seem quite all
encompassing in a geographic sense to those looking up
from local government, it appears quite small and
parochial to those looking down from above. Many
multicounty substate districts are much larger than the
metropolitan areas at their cores. States and multistate
regions which represent political and resource bases
important to the economic, fiscal, and other concerns of

metropolitan areas are obviously much larger than
individual metropolitan areas. This goes also for river
basins many of which are politically organized for
planning purposes. And of course, the Federal govern-
ment, with its nationwide concerns and national revenue
producing powers and its ten Federal regions, has
already been shown to be one of the most powerful
influences on the metropolitan scene.

Yet, many of these higher levels of government,
especially the state and Federal governments, have little
if any systematic planning policy to offer metropolitan
areas as a framework for metropolitan planning. Such
policies as do exist at these levels are often fragmented,
uncodified, and largely invisible.27 At the multi-
functional coordinating level the fack of state and
Federal policy is almost complete.

Yet, by building upon some of the systematic
planning which has been done at these upper levels in
individual functional fields, a new comprehensiveness is
beginning to emerge. Moreover, few states have
undertaken comprehensive planning efforts to co-
ordinate their many and diverse functional planning



programs, and the Federal government has been
considering the enactment of a program which would
require statewide planning for land use and would assist
such planning with substantial funds. The 7970 Housing
Act included a provision which requires the President to
submit every two years to the Congress a report on
national growth. The first of these reports was issued in
1972,28 and the proposed national land use planning act
would strengthen this effort.

Of course, planning by river basin commissions,
multistate economic development commissions, and
multicounty substate districts which are larger than their
metropolitan areas has been pursued for several years in
a number of areas.

So, at the suprametropolitan level, as at the metro-
politan level itself, there is a planning process begun but
still largely unfulfilled. The difference is that multi-
functional coordinative policy planning above the
metropolitan level has even less of a record, less
expertise, and less legitimacy than planning at the
metropolitan level. Until such planning evolves a great
deal further, metropolitan planning will be handicapped
by the need to work within a predictable policy context
provided by higher level governments. ldeally, the
planning at each level — local, metropolitan, regional,
state, and Federal — should nest. within each other in a
coordinated fashion.

A DEVELOPING CONSENSUS

ABOUT THE APPROPRIATE
CHARACTERISTICS OF URBAN
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

In the 18 years since enactment of the Federal Aid
Highway Act of 7956, there have been four national
conferences of knowledgeable officials and other experts
concerned with the urban transportation planning pro-
cess. The 1956 act expanded the urban highway system
and provided major trust fund financing for the inter-
state system. This initiated the largest public works
program in the history of the nation. The impact was
greatest in urban areas where it caused the greatest
disruption. By 1962, the need for special urban transpor-
tation planning processes was well enough recognized
that they were established by Federal law as pre-
requisites to continued Federal aid highway
construction.

The first of the four conferences which have helped
to define the nature of urban transportation planning,
was held in 1958 at the Sagamore Center of Syracuse
University.22 The title of the conference was ‘“Highways
and Urban Development.” Its purpose was to promote
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close coordination of highway and commurity develop-
ment through intergovernmental team work. This
conference called for full and regular consultations
among the various Federal, state, and local officials
involved in urban transportation programs, and recom-
mended the establishment of regional planning programs
in metropolitan areas by act of the state legislatures.
But, it spoke primarily of the community planning
responsibility being fodged with local governments and
backed up by state planning efforts in those cases where
the local governments failed to act. The state highway
departments were recognized as the units responsible for
the implementation of highway projects. The content
of comprehensive planning for the metropolitan area was
described as including physical development, land use,
and transportation (including transit) policies. Special
attention was directed to the need for more certain land
use controls and a five year urban highway improvement
program. There was also a call for all levels of govern-
ment to help strengthen city and regional planning, to
properly organize and staff state highway departments
for the urban planning function, and for all agencies of
government to seek public support and adequate fi-
nancing for the highway program. While urban
transportation planning had gotten started in a number
of areas before this, it was still not generally practiced in
most areas, and there was a recognized need to exchange
success stories in an effort to start such planning in more
areas. But there was almost no talk of transit or other
modes of transportation.

The second conference took place in Hershey, Penn-
sylvania, in 1962, the year that urban transportation
planning was first required by the Federal government.3°
The emphasis of the Hershey conference was still on the
highway system. It focused on the interstate system as a
shaper of urban communities and a provider of oppor-
tunities and benefits. It called for greater teamwork
between state and city officials and among the various
professions needed to prepare adequate transportation
plans. Federal interagency coordination, involving all
urban programs, also received considerable mention.
Prime responsibility for community planning again was
placed upon city government. Land use and transpor-
tation planning were defined as inseparable. For the first
time, coordination of interstate freeways with other
transportation elements was called for. By this time, the
need to avoid adverse freeway impacts had become
obvious, and section-by-section custom designing of
freeways to integrate them into their environment with
minimum impact was recommended. Planning to meet
ultimate urban values, rather than to achieve minimum
first costs of facilities, was urged. It was recognized that



community consensus was needed, and that a more
effective public information program should be developed
to help achieve such consensus. More research on urban
design and urban living patterns was called for, as were
in-service training programs to sensitize transportation
planners to the needs of these newer planning challenges.

The Williamsburg Conference in 1965 stressed the
multiple use of Jand to meet transportation and other
purposes at the same time on the same site.3? It also
called for beautification of the highway system in
recognition of esthetic values, making maximum use of
arterial and collector streets so that disruptive freeway
projects might be minimized. But, there was still little
emphasis on transit.

The Williamsburg Conference continued the call for
increased coordination among Federal, state, and local
governmental units involved in both transportation and
development planning. And it added a new call for
greater participation of decisionmakers as opposed to
technicians. This signaled greater attention to the imple-
mentation of plans. Multijurisdictional public financing
of the implementation of plans as well as the planning
process was recommended. Integration of traffic control
systems on an areawide basis and advance reservation of
freeway rights-of-way also were recommended.

The Williamsburg Conference pushed the ‘“com-
munity values” idea strongly. Beyond coordination with
urban development objectives, it reccommended the use
of urban evaluation criteria in the fields of safety,
comfort, beauty, convenience, and economy. This inau-
gurated the use of a consumer oriented set of evaluation
criteria.3® To support this broadened concept of
planning, it was again recommended that public under-
standing be sought, and that more research be done to
give planners the tools they need in dealing with
emerging urban values.

The fourth conference was held in 1971 at Mt
Pocono, Pennsylvania.33 At last, the -highway focus was
put in perspective. Multimodal transportation planning
was recognized, and the focus turned heavily toward
implementation efforts. The title of the conference,
“Organization for Continuing Urban Transportation
Planning,” signaled these changes. The call for coordi-
nating planning efforts as a means of achieving orderly
development of metropolitan regions and of relating
such efforts more closely to decision making processes at
all levels was stated in “‘urgent” terms. It was urged that
metropolitan planning be strengthened through legis-
lative authorization and bolstered by equitable local
representation. Areawide veto of local land use control
actions that would adversely affect transportation
systems was recommended, along with new powers for
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areawide initiation of transportation improvements. All
comprehensive and functional planning, including multi-
modal transportation planning, should be integrated,
according to the report, and a wide range of
alternatives should be tested. In addition, areawide
planning should be detailed to a2 much greater extent
than in the past and be reflected in relevant near term
programming of implementation activities. These plans
and programs should then be followed up closely with a
monitoring process. Areawide housing, relocation, and
environmental elements were proposed as parts of the
metropolitan planning process. The “3 C” (comprehen-
sive, coordinate, and continuing) planning process,
emphasizing multimodal planning, was recommended to
be established by Federal initiative at all levels of
government — Federal, state, regional, and local. The
report went on to urge that this more inclusive kind of
planning be backed up by flexible funding from the
Federal level to avoid a preference for any given mode,
so as not to unbalance specific urban transportation
systems contrary to local goals and priorities. The
Pocono Conference again called for expanded training
and research, fuller and more effective citizen partici-
pation, and major new increases in the funding for
metropolitan planning to allow the deeper and fuller
analysis required if metropolitan plans are to be detailed
to the level where they will have relevance for implemen-
tation programs,

Through these four conferences, the urban transpor-
tation planning process evolved from one with a primary
focus on highways and a separation between planning
and implementation, to one which is truly multimodal
and every bit as much concerned with implementation as
with the planning process itself. In the course of this
evolution, the scope of community values to be con-
sidered continually expanded and major emphasis was
placed on incorporating citizen’s views and the
deliberations of local decisionmakers.

Two other major documents produced in 1971 and
1973 also have served to build the consensus about the
appropriate nature of urban transportation planning.
The first summarizes a series of metropolitan transpor-
tation planning seminars held by the American Institute
of Planners during 1971 at the request of the U.S.
Department of Transportation.34 The six seminars
focused on means of improving the transportation
process, and they involved a considerably larger number
of practicing planners, urban transportation providers,
and other experts than could be represented in the four
previous conferences cited. Again, they confirmed the
need to gain control over the land development process,
to deal with the problem of local public transportation,



and to broaden the planning and evaluation process
beyond its original technical orientation.

Specific recommendations emanating from the AIP
seminars called for greater intergovernmental coordi-
nation, greater Federal agency coordination — especially
between HUD and DOT in their joint certification
procedures — and common criteria for reviewing land
use and individual transportation modal plans. Also
called for were the consolidation of all areawide
planning efforts in a single representative metropolitan
organization, and the removal of narrow categorical
restrictions on Federal aid transportation funds so as not
to distort local priorities. Federal operating subsidies for
transit were recommended, as was the use of highway
trust funds and other Federal transportation monies to
compensate for detrimental social and economic impacts
‘caused by ‘the transportation programs. Broad com-
munity goals, citizen participation, evaluation of a wide
range of land use and transportation mode alternatives,
and immediate action programming were called for.
Finally, the development of national and state land use
policies was urged as a framework for regional and local
policies.

in 1973, the American Association of State Highway
and Transportation Officials, in cooperation with
FHWA, published A Policy on Design of Urban High-
ways and Arterial Streets.®® This manual of current
practice includes two chapters on urban transportation
planning. It is intended as a guide for urban transporta-
tion planning practitioners and a statement of ‘‘good
practice” which they should follow. While it does not
incorporate all of the previously cited conference and
seminar recommendations, it recognizes most of them,
Among other things, it calls for all inclusive
incorporation of Federal, state, and local decision
making officials in the policy and technical committee
structures of the metropolitan planning agency. It
recommends that the required urban transportation
planning be incorporated into the program of the
established metropolitan planning agency responsible for
comprehensive planning for the region. It promotes
transportation planning as part of comprehensive urban
planning and sees transportation as a means to broad
economic and social progress rather than as an end in
itself. A continuous process, a locally determined bal-
ance between modes, effective citizen participation,
strong public information programs, and many other
proposals consistent with the national conferences and
seminars, are recommended. It also noted that the
appropriate area for such planning often goes beyond
the expected area of urban development in order to
coincide with the boundaries of local government, thus
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acknowledging the practice in many parts of the nation
of using the standard metropolitan statistical area
(SMSA) rather than the politically less meaningful
‘“urbanized areas" of the Bureau of the Census to which
the Federal requirement for urban transportation plan-
ning is tied by legislation.

The only major characteristic of urban transportation
planning developed by the national conferences and
seminars which is not reflected in the AASHTO policy
manual is the newly emerging link with implementation,
The manual assigns implementation responsibilities to
“others” except in those few situations in which a real
metropolitan government might exist. In the usual case,
the manual states that “...implementation. . .is not a
part of the planning process.”’36

Thus for this group, the question of what to do about
linking planning and implementation activities appears
to remain as the major unresolved issue in urban
transportation. The AASHTO manual merely recom-
mends greater communications between planners and
implementation officials, while the Pocono Conference
suggested a more direct linkage between the planning
and implementation processes.

NEW APPROACHES TO
DECISION ORIENTED
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

As shown by the summary of national urban trans-
portation conferences and seminars and by the evolution
of Federal aid transportation planning requirements,
many approaches already are available for linking such
planning directly to implementation activities. We al-
ready have intermodal metropolitan transportation
studies, intermodal departments of transportation at the
state and Federal levels, impact statements to point up
necessary interrelationships, and the continuing opera-
tions plan with its certification, surveillance, annual
report, and programming elements. The theoretical
framework for a major new programming technique,
which would require cross-functional priority setting and
more precise scheduling — known as regional improve-
ment programming (RIP) — is already on the horizon.
There is even one regional council — the one in the Twin
Cities area of Minnesota — which provides an organiza-
tional and political framework at the metropolitan level
which directly links metropolitan planning to the
activity of certain implementation units. What is lacking
then is not so much the theory of what could be done,
but the decisions, the resources, and the organizations to
put this theory into practice.

This section examines these new techniques and



indicates how they might apply in the field of urban
transportation.

Some New Approaches
Already Coming into Practice

Intermodal Planning and Organization. As was indi-
cated earlier, about 61 percent of those metropolitan
areas which are required to develop intermodal trans-
portation planning as a consequence of receiving Federal
assistance from two or more modal administrations, have
unified work programs for intermodal planning approved
by the U.S. Department of Transportation. Thus, inter-
modal metropolitan transportation studies are well on
their way to becoming accepted practice. However, a
major question remains about the proper scope of such
studies. Currently, by far the largest number of these

unified work programs include only highway and transit
elements. Airway, waterway, pedestrian way, and bike-
way elements appear only in a few cases.

Intermodal activities also have begun at the state
level. By 1974, 27 states had created state departments
of transportation (see Map /1-7). While the combinations
of modes and functions within these departments and
the effectiveness of their intermodal coordination efforts
vary considerably, the concept has been firmly estab-
lished. The major questions that remain are (1) the
extent, scope, and quality of planning that has been
achieved at the state level, and (2) the degree to which
this planning is done by an intermodal planning group in
or near the secretary’s office instead of or in addition to
the planning done in the individual modal administra-
tions.

Impact Statements. The 7969 National Environmental
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Protection Act inaugurated the impact statement mecha-
nism in government. These statements are now required
for all Federal and Federally assisted projects which
would have any substantial effect on the environment.
While the administration of this requirement has not yet
been fully satisfactory,37large numbers of environmental
impact statements are being prepared, public hearings
are being held on them, and environmental matters are
beginning to receive much greater attention than they
did prior to the passage of this act.

The Uniform Relocation Act of 1970 also is slowly
beginning to have a similar effect. All Federally assisted
displacement agencies are now required to make provi-
sions for the relocation of families, individuals, and
businesses before any displacement action can be taken.
Displacement and relocation plans are now required to
be filed with the metropolitan A-95 clearinghouses for
review and comment in certain cases,38 and it is pro-
posed that this requirement be expanded to include all
relocation plans in the near future.3® This amounts to
a social and economic impact statement of limited
scope.

Other social and economic impact statements have
not yet been required in such formal fashion. However,
HUD guidelines for the administration of the Section
701 Comprehensive Planning Assistance Program suggest
that each recipient file a civil rights statement showing
the effects of policy proposals contained in planning
documents produced under the program. In addition,
the application materials for future planning must
indicate “those work activities which will contribute to
correcting the effect of past discrimination and the
manner in which they will do so, and describe how those
work activities that relate to the provision of opportu-
nities, services, and facilities will benefit residents of the
planning area on a non-discriminatory basis.”49 These
provisions might constitute what could be referred to as
a civil rights impact statement.

The energy crisis has spawned informal discussion of
the need for energy impact statements, and DOT
requested that special transportation energy conserva-
tion plans be developed for each metropolitan area in
the first few months of 1974.

Continuing Operations Plans, A number of Federal
programs, particularly HUD and DOT programs, require
that the planning agency and its planning program be
certified as meeting Federal requirements. In the case of
the highway program, this certification requirement is
part of the “continuing operations plan” which DOT
must approve for each urban transportation planning
process which has reached the continuing phase. This
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plan also includes requirements for continuing surveil-
lance of the community and its transportation
characteristics, an annual report on such surveillance,
and any needed updating of transportation plans.?
While not a requirement, it is recommended that the
annual report be used ‘“‘as a means of publishing the
short range (five year) improvement program,”” 42

Two issues are raised by the current form of the
continuing operations plan memorandum. First, the
surveillance data called for include items such as
increased population growth and the growth of transpor-
tation volumes, rather than consumer oriented items like
safety, comfort, beauty, convenience, and economy, as
was called for in the Williamsburg report. Secondly,
there is the question of whether existing urban transpor-
tation planning organizations, as currently funded and
staffed, are capable ‘of providing adequate surveillance
and reappraisal services on an annual basis and in enough
detail to be relevant to those responsible for plan
implementation.

The Urban Mass Transportation Planning Program
also has a certification procedure, and it is linked with
HUD certification advice.43 DOT is also considering
extention of its coordinated certification requirements
to the airport program.

The great advantage of these certification procedures
is that they bring planning into an annual cycle which
can be synchronized with the budget cycles of imple-
mentation agencies. They also go far toward bringing a
new sense of accountability into the planning process.
By requiring an annual review, and by placing this review
before the public and the various planning and imple-
mentation agencies, it provides a means of sensitizing the
planning to the needs of these important elements in the
community.

While certification procedures have not always run
smoothly, they have now been in effect long enough so
that they can be seen to work adequately, if not
superbly. Effective dates of certification requirements
initially had to be postponed in some cases, and
certification documents in many cases leave a lot to be
desired, but at least they are available,

Regional Improvement Programming: A New Tech-
nique on the Horizon. At the city and county level,
capital improvement programming techniques have been
used for many years.44 Such programs typically have
covered all of the capital improvements of the locality,
regardless of the function to be served. Transportation,
parks, schools, libraries, public office buildings, civic
centers, and other facilities have all been included in a
single document and acted upon in a single resolution by



the local governing body. This has called for trade-offs,
not only among geographic areas within the locality, but
also among the various functions of government.

While these local level decisions usually have been a
matter of political judgment and compromise, they do
permit greater degrees of systematic planning analysis
than was formerly the case. Similar programming at the
Federal level for multiple use water resource projects for
many years, has spurred the development of techniques
for computing cost-benefit ratios and other forms of
economic analysis which help to formalize the criteria
used for making trade-offs among diverse types of
projects.?®  Counting benefits and costs in common
units of dollars has allowed a reasonable amount of
comparability to be established even among widely
different projects. While this has by no means soived all
of the problems involved, it can facilitate their resolu-
tion.

More recently the World Bank has adopted economic
analysis of alternative investment opportunities as a
major requirement for foreign investments.#® And state
transportation agencies are beginning to take seriously
programming and economic analysis techniques.?” Mean-
while, back at the local level, capital programming of
projects on a multi-year basis has been expanded to
include non-capital projects and programs, plus long
range fiscal planning.48

At the metropolitan level, most programming of
projects has been for a single function alone. This has
been true of the open space and water-sewer programs
required by HUD, and of the highway, mass transpor-
tation, and airport programming required by DOT. In a
few cases, where community action programming and
overall economic development programs, required re-
spectively by OEO and EDA, have been prepared at the
metropolitan level, a multifunctional approach has been
adopted involving non-capital as well as capital projects.
But usually, community action programs have not been
carried out at the multijurisdictional metropolitan level,
and the EDA program most often has been non-metro-
politan. Consequently, multifunctional programming at
the metropolitan level remains a rarity.

To overcome this problem, the National Association
of Regional Councils undertook some demonstration
work with HUD’s support in late 1972 and early 1973.
This work was designed to show that multifunctional,
multi-year capital project and services programming
could be carried out successfully at the metropolitan
level.4? Five regional councils, three of which are
metropolitan, were used to demonstrate the feasibility
of this regional improvement programming (RIP). The
four functions included were — transportation,
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water-sewer, open space, and housing. Because of earlier
Federal certification work done by the five regional
councils, they were able to pull together staff documents
within three months showing some of the interrelation-
ships among the functions and presenting in one
document a three year picture of those projects cur-
rently competing for attention. A one year, follow up
demonstration began in April 1974 to demonstrate, if
possible, that such a document could successfully be
processed through the metropolitan political decision
making process to create an adopted regional program.

In large, complex metropolitan areas, there is no
doubt that such a programming process would place
great demands upon planners to develop and use better
quantitative analytical tools that would help rank prior-
ities and schedule projects more precisely. Cost-benefit
ratios can be used to tell whether a project is worthwhile
in its own right and to compare the desirability of one
project against another. Economic feasibility studies can
be used to determine whether the community can really
afford to pursue a given project or not. Investment
analysis can be used to determine the point in time at
which a project might begin to “pay off.”

Of course, political judgment and compromise will
always remain important factors in metropolitan pro-
gramming, just as they do in local, state, and national
programming and project authorization processes. And
for smaller metropolitan areas, the more complex quan-
titative analytical methods may not be as necessary or as
cost effective as for the larger ones. In these cases,
simple listing and mapping techniques, with tabular
comparisons, may be adequate to assist decision making.

Placing Regional Programming in a Position to
Influence Implementation

Leaving aside the question of how adquately these
techniques can be applied in current practice, the next
issue is how to place the programming process organiza-
tionally and politically within the metropolitan context
so that it is likely to influence the activities of
implementation units. There are at least three precedents
to follow in this regard. In one case, a regional council
has been given authoritative decision making power by
state law over functional implementation organizations,
and in two cases Federal legislation has provided similar
powers for single functions on a nationwide basis.

In the state case, it was recognized that previously
created metropolitan advisory planning units had been
having very poor success in getting their plans imple-
mented. To remedy this, the Metropolitan Council of
Minneapolis and St. Paul was created and given authority



in 1967 to coordinate the projects and programs of
several areawide special districts with its own compre-
hensive planning policies. Actual approval was required
by the Metropolitan Council for the capital programs of
the Metropolitan Transit Commission and the Metro-
politan Sewer Board. Airport locations and the zoning of
surrounding territory which is locally imposed also must
be approved by the Metropolitan Council.

The three single purpose Federal aid programs which
require approval by the recognized metropolitan plan-
ning body for any follow-up are DOT’s Federal aid
“urban system” highway program, DOT’s urban mass
transportation program, and EPA’s areawide waste treat-
ment management program. In these cases, the project
to be funded must be included in the metropolitan plan
if it is to be eligible for Federal funding.

Two issues are raised by these metropolitan program-
ming techniques for linking planning with decision
making authority over implementation activities. First,
in most cases, such authority is negative — that is, it
takes the form of a veto rather than a metropolitan
initiative to promote a project. This is not true, however,
in the case of the Twin Cities Metropolitan Council’s
relationship to the Metropolitan Sewer Board. In that
case, the Metropolitan Council appoints the members of
the board, reviews the board’s detailed plans, its oper-
ating budget, capital budget, and capital improvement
programs, and actually borrows the money to finance
the board’s capital programs.

The second issue, of course, has to do with the scope
of programs under metropolitan decision making author-
ity. In all cases, this scope has been limited to a certain
single or a few isolated governmental functions. Even
within the highway program, for example, the metropol-
itan planning bodies’ approval authority extends only to
those highways within the “urban system.” This system
currently (1974) contains only a small fraction of the
total highway system in any given area, but it will be
expanded in 1975 to include 30 percent of an area’s
highways under provisions of the 7973 Highway Act.

Expanding the functions subject to metropolitan
planning and decision making increases the potential for
creative problem solving through multiprogram inputs,
and reduces the tendency for simply supplying efficient
service within a single functional program, or developing
projects which will use available funds. Multiple valued
and integrated metropolitan policy making can take
place only if the decision making authority for various
functional programs is placed within a single metro-
politan organization. Of course, it is also essential that
discretionary program funds, whether internally gen-
erated or from outside sources, be available for purposes
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decided upon by the metropolitan policy body. This
means that the local, Federal, and state units which
might either fund or carry out the project decided upon
by the metropolitan policy body must have similar scope
and flexibility in their decision making and implemen-
tation authority. So, a parallelism in programs and
organizations at all of these levels would be a great
facilitator of decision oriented metropolitan planning.
Without it, broad gauged metropolitan planning would
not be realistic.

The transportation field has been particularly subject
to narrow categorization in the use of funds. This applies
not only among funds for transit, airports or highways,
but also within highway funds which are earmarked for
different types of facilities — urban, rural, arterial, pri-
mary, secondary, interstate. Operating funds, as opposed
to funds for capital facilities and new equipment, have
not been provided by the Federal government up to
now, so there has been still another constraint built into
the planning processes.

In addition to parallel organization and financial
arrangements at other levels of government, metropol-
itan planning can benefit from parallel planning
programs at those levels, Obviously such things as the
interstate highway system, airport systems, and rural-
urban balance have major impacts upon metropolitan
areas, but they cannot be determined within the borders
of individual metropolitan areas alone. Only statewide,
multistate, or national planning can provide adequate
frameworks for considering these elements of the metro-
politan plan.

Metropolitan planning itself, has a similar relationship
to local planning. It sets the broader framework within
which local options and details can be developed.

If the metropolitan planning and decision making
body could become the reviewer of local plans — as is
the case with the Atlanta Regional Council, the Twin
Cities Metropolitan Council, and certain other
bodies — it would be well placed to help influence
consistency among local plans. If this body could
provide major inputs into state planning and budgeting
(as is the case with Georgia, Oregon, and a few other
systems of substate districts) then it would also be in a
position to influence state action. Metropolitan policy
body inputs to national planning, as is the case currently
in FAA’s airport systems planning program, could
provide a position of influence over Federal program-
ming. In addition, extending the Federal A-95 concept
through state legislation to require similar reviews of
projects totally funded and sponsored by state and local
governments, as is done already in a few statewide
systems of substate districts, would provide additional



metropolitan policy body influence over implementation
programs, Upgrading such reviews to provide a stronger
influence than simple “comment’ also would strengthen
the hand of the comprehensive metropolitan policy-
makers.

Substitutes for

Metropolitan Policy Making Bodies

Creating and strengthening an interjurisdictional re-
gional policy making body in each metropolitan area is,
of course, not the only way to bring areawide planning
and implementation activities under the influence of a
single body. Consolidation of local governments, or at
least their areawide functions, into metropolitan govern-
ments; assumption of areawide functions by the state;
the creation of interstate compact bodies to perform
areawide functions where metropolitan areas cross state
lines; and the use of voluntary intergovernmental service
agreements are credible alternatives which have received
attention in some places. Each of these approaches
merits examination.

Metropolitan Government. If municipal annexation,
the assumption of urban powers by counties, or consoli-
dation of existing small local governments into larger
ones had kept pace with metropolitan growth and the
expanding needs for local service, local governments
themselves would be meeting regional needs without
relying upon a new layer of regional units, But this has
simply not happened in most cases59 Of the more than
250 metropolitan areas in the nation, only 11 have
consolidated governments, and only one of these covers
the whole metropolitan area as defined by the Federal
government. The others either have omitted territory
within them, or cover only a single county in a
multicounty metropolitan area, or both. Of the 127
single county SMSAs in the United States in 1970, only
three were city-county consolidations, and no multi-
county mergers have taken place. Although county
governments in metropolitan areas are slowly modern-
izing, a majority still do not have strong chief executives,
urban functions, or areawide service delivery capabilities
in many important fields.5?

So, multijurisdictional regional planning districts and
special purpose service districts have been created to
meet the people’s areawide needs even where the few
exampies of metropolitan government exist. Neverthe-
less, field work in five areas having ‘“metropolitan
government’ seems to indicate that despite their defi-
ciences ‘“the metros, on balance have built a record of
achievement. They have generally done well the things
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they set out to do— and they almost always seem to
have done them with more skill than was displayed in
the metropolitan area prior to the restructuring.”52
Therefore, where adequate geographic coverage can be
attained by a single unit of general local government,
this unit may have considerable advantages in effective-
ness not currently available through most regional
councils. This is most likely with strengthened county
governments responsible for all areawide functions,®3or
with city-county consolidations in single county SMSAs
responsible for all local and areawide governmental
functions. Customary government planning and capital
improvements programming by such a unit, and recog-
nition of the wunit by Federal agencies as the
administrator of Federal areawide grant programs would
provide a very strong basis for achieving superior
metropolitan action.

The State as a Metropolitan Decision Maker. Several
Federal aid planning programs seek to establish state-
wide planning capabilities in state governments as well as
areawide planning capabilities at the local level 54 Trans-
portation planning under the Highway Act is one such
program. As in several other Federal aid planning
programs, the transportation planning funds destined for
metropolitan areas are channeled through the states. In
many areas, such funds reach the metropolitan planning
organization relatively unencumbered, but in other areas
the states retain a significant voice in the use of these
funds. In about 17 percent of the cases, the trans-
portation planning funds are retained by the state, and
the metropolitan planning is done by state agencies. But,
in either situation, the metropolitan transportation
planning is simply advisory to the state highway agency.
Thus, with respect to highway proposals coming out of
this planning, the states make the final decisions about
projects for which Federal aid will be sought. In this
sense, then, the state is the decisionmaker for initiating
Federal aid highway projects in metropolitan areas.

The transportation planning program is not alone in
taking this approach. Federally sponsored manpower
planning, criminal justice planning, and health planning
all take a similar approach. But, the operational response
of the states varies greatly from one to another. Despite
the uniform state channeling feature of the Federal aid
legislation, the states retain great flexibility in the
amount of weight given to independent metropolitan
planning. So, by state action, metropolitan planning
could be made dominant if the state rubber stamps it,
could be completely dominated by the state if it retains
the planning funds within its own agency and relies for
local area inputs only upon a state appointed advisory



Map II-2

38 INTERSTATE
METROPOLITAN AREAS, 1973

1. Allentown-Bethlehem-
Easton, PA-N]J

2. Augusta, GA-SC

3. Binghamton, NY-PA

4, Chattanooga, TN-GA

5. Chicago-Gary-Hammond-
East Chicago-Kenosha-
Racine-Milwaukee, IL-IN-WI

6. Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN

7. Columbus, GA-AL

8. Davenport-Rock Island-
Moline, TA-IL

9. Duluth-Superior, MN-WI

10. Evansville, IN-KY

11. Fall River, MA-RI

12. Fargo-Moorhead, ND-MN

13. Fort Smith, AR-OK

14. Huntington-Ashland, WV-
KY-OH

15. Kansas City, MO-KS

16. Kingsport-Bristol, TN-VA

17. Lawrence-Haverhill, MA-
NH

18. Louisville, KY-IN

19. Lowell, MA-NH

20. Memphis, TN-AR-MS

21. Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-
WI

22. New London-Norwich, CT-
RI

23. New York-Meriden-New
Haven-Bridgeport-Norwalk-
Stamford-Jersey City-
Newark, NY-CT-N]J

24, Norfolk-Virginia Beach-
Portsmouth, VA-NC

25. Omaha, NE-IA

26. Parkersburg-Marietta, WV-
OH

27. Philadelphia-Trenton,
PA-N]

28. Portland, OR-WA

29. Providence-Warwick-
Pawtucket, RI-MA

30. St. Louis, MO-IL

31. Sioux City, IA-NE

32. Springfield-Chicopee-
Holyoke, MA-CT

33. Steubenville-Weirton, OH-
wv

34. Texarkana, TX-Texarkana,
AR

35. Toledo, OH-MI

36. Washington, DC-MD-VA

37. Wheeling, WV-OH

38. Wilmington, DE-NJ-MD
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SOURCE: Geography Division, U.S. Bureau of the Census,

unpublished data, September 1973.
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committee of local people, or could fall somewhere
between these two extremes through a genuine sharing
of responsibilities and funds with metropolitan agencies.

Clearly, the state is in a legal position to make
decisions for the metropolitan areas. Except in interstate
metropolitan areas, which by no means can be ignored,
the state has the geographic scope and the sovereignty
necessary to act as a metropolitan decisionmaker. In a
few relatively small states such as Maryland, Massa-
chusetts, New Jersey, and Connecticut, the states have
already moved strongly to become the metropolitan
transportation decisionmakers.% These are highly urban
states where the governors are assuming major executive
powers, and where the metropolitan areas are relatively
dominant in state affairs, All of them have departments
of transportation which are directly responsible to the
governor, and two of them, Maryland and Massachusetts,
have dominant intrastate metropolitan areas. This has
resulted, for example, in the Section 134 metropolitan
transportation planning processes for the Baltimore and
Boston areas being carried out by state agencies — the
state DOT in Boston and the regional planning council in
Baltimore.56

Nevertheless, there are several reasons why state
absorption of metropolitan decision making responsi-
bilities has not been generally practiced. These include
the interstate problem, the need to decentralize large
states, and political pressures for local and regional
home rule, Each of these factors deserves brief attention
here.

Thirty-eight metropolitan areas, involving two-thirds
of the states, cross state boundaries (see Map //-2). In
these cases, not even a state government has the
necessary geographic scope to act independently on
behalf of the whole metropolitan area. If areawide
action is to be taken, some sort of interstate body is
required.57

All states have recognized the need for decentralizing
certain governmental functions. This is one reason for
having local governments which are literally ‘‘sub-
divisions of the state.” Likewise, state agencies very
commonly divide the state into a variety of admin-
istrative districts for their own purposes. The inadequacy
of existing local governments in terms of geographic
coverage, especially in the metropolitan areas of the
states, has led to the creation of regional planning
organizations and regional councils of local governments.
This recent trend has so greatly complicated the over-
lapping of substate units that the states in the last few
years have begun establishing uniform statewide systems
of substate districts.5® Forty-four states have taken
official action on this front to consolidate competing
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and overlapping regional organizations and to bring
about conformance between locally oriented regions and
state agency administrative districts,52

The political pressures for local control over local
affairs has led to local elected official control over the
regional planning bodies established within the substate
districts in most cases. Yet, most of these organizations
remain primarily or exclusively advisory in nature, Thus,
only in those very few cases where such regional
organizations have been given independent decision
making authority, do they constitute a real effective
alternative to state decision making for the metropolitan
area or metropolitan inaction. But, where given a choice
between metropolitan decisions being made by the state
or by locally controlled regional councils, most local
elected officials would choose the latter.60

From a purely geographic and practically political
point of view, then, it is difficult for most states to
operate simultaneously as the metropolitan government
of each of its metropolitan areas. Decentralization is
often expressed, therefore, not simply as an admin-
istrative necessity, but as a desirable political
philosophy. Hence, governmental functions should be
decentralized to the level closest to the people at which
services can be efficiently and effectively rendered. This
translates into local home rule for local functions, and
regional home rule for areawide functions. The closer
the decision making body is to where the action is
needed, so the argument goes, the more likely it is that
the people’s wishes can be fully expressed to the
decisionmakers and understood by them. If these deci-
sionmakers are elected officials, then they also can be
held directly responsible by the people for their deci-
sions.

A state administered program is more likely, than a
local or regional one, to turn its metropolitan decision
making authority over to appointees who are aloof from
the electoral process and who may feel little need to
explain or defend their policies or actions. These points
have been recognized even in Canada where the pro-
vinces have traditionally taken a much stronger role than
our states in local government reform and the establish-
ment of metropolitan governments.8? So, there are strong
philosophical reasons for decentralizing at least some
decision making authority to metropolitan policy
bodies. In some instances, state legislatures already have
given up their metropolitan decision making roles in
favor of a strong metropolitan body. Three areas in
which this has happened are Minneapolis-St. Paul,
Atlanta, and Indianapolis.

Several technical reasons exist for decentralizing
metropolitan decision making to an areawide body.



Significant
Number Percent
Development Plan 9 18
Functicnal Planning
Coordination 9 18
Regional Coordination
And Allocation 5 10
Development Controls 5 10
Budget Coordination 6 12
TOTAL 34 14

Table 11-6

EVALUATION OF STATE PLANNING AGENCIES: 1972

Evaluation
Moderate Limited Total States
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

14 28 27 54 50 100
28 56 13 26 50 100
29 58 16 32 50 100
13 26 32 64 50 100
12 24 32 64 50 100
96 38 120 48 250 100

SOURCE: A. |. Cantanese, “An Evaluation of State Planning,” Planning, Vol. 38, No. 7, August 1972, p. 157.

Recent surveys of state planning programs have shown
that by and large there is not a strong planning basis for
state decision making. For example, an evaluation of
state planning agencies has shown that overall develop-
ment plans, development controls, and coordination
with state budget controls are very limited in most
states. This is reflected in Table //-6, which also indicates
that coordination among state functional planning activ-
ities and among regions within the state is somewhat
more effectively pursued, but still only to a moderate
extent. Truly significant statewide planning encom-
passing both general development policies, as well as
functional and regional coordination, occurs in only
about 14 percent of the states.

Statewide transportation planning is similarly limited.
The National Highway Research Board found in 1972
that “although there is interest in multimodal statewide
transportation planning, much of the past and present
effort has been directed toward highways and airport
facilities, with the other modes receiving little or no
attention.”’®2Compared with combined land use/trans-
portation planning in 80 percent of the regional
councils, and DOT approved intermodal planning pro-
grams in over 60 percent of the metropolitan areas, the
states appear to be far behind.

Despite these general tendencies, several states are
doing good planning, do have relatively strong governors
who can lend political legitimacy to executive decision
making, are highly urbanized, and are small enough so
that one or a few large metropolitan areasdominate their
political processes and make the state government reason-
ably representative of these metropolitan areas. In such
cases, substitution of state decision making for decision
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making by a representative metropolitan policy making
body might be appropriate. With the states ranging in
size from Rhode Island, the smallest, to Alaska, which is
483 times larger, and with a variety of other apparent
differences, there may well be justification for different
approaches from one state to another, Even so, the
interstate variation must be kept in mind as an exception
to using the state instead of a metropolitag body for
those metropolitan areas which cross state lines.

Interstate Compacts. In the 38 interstate metro-
politan areas (Map [//-2), neither metropolitan
government nor state decision making can assure coordi-
nation of areawide planning and implementation
decisions. Instead, some kind of interstate body is
needed.

A formal interstate compact body — or a joint Fed-
eral-multistate compact body, as recommended by the
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations in
Volume 1 of its Substate Regionalism report — would be
more appropriate bodies for use in these interstate
metropolitan areas, and potentially the most fully
empowered as well. The compact itself is a formal
written agreement, enacted or ratified by each affected
state and the U.S. Congress, which establishes an agency
of government empowered to act throughout a specific
geographical area including all or part of two or more
states under a single grant of authority and a single set of
operating rules. Except as may be limited by state
constitutions — perhaps with respect to taxing authority
in some cases — such a compact could delegate to the
interstate body any function normally delegated by the
states to local governments, special districts, and sub-



state planning and development districts. Compact
bodies are usually permanent, and provision of the
compact are subject to change only through formal
amendments enacted by the legislatures of the partici-
pating states.

Despite the well known availability of the interstate
compact mechanism, formal interstate compact bodies
are quite rare in metropolitan areas. In fact, they have
been limited chiefly to five functions — transportation,
regional planning, air and water pollution control, parks
and recreation, or labor-management relations.

As shown in Table 11-7, only five very large metro-
politan areas (with populations well over 1-million) are
affected by the 12 existing compacts, and only the
largest one (New York) has compacts for all five
functions. In two cases, Philadelphia and Washington,
D.C.,, there is more than one compact in a single
function {transportation). Table //-8 shows that all five
of these metropolitan compact areas have transportation
compacts, and that the areas with more then one
compact for a single function both involve transpor-
tation. Thus, there are precedents for interstate
transportation authorities created .by compacts in the
largest interstate metropolitan areas. But there is no
prececent for transportation planning and implementa-
tion being handled by a single multipurpose interstate
compact body having a general purpose grant of author-
ity, and no assurance in these precedents that multiple
transportation compact bodies might not exist side-by-
side in the same area.

Intergovernmental Agreements. Instead of using
compacts to establish interstate transportation bodies,
most interstate metropolitan areas have used less per-
manent intergovernmental agreements of a voluntary
nature. Most interstate transportation bodies created in
this way are for planning purposes only, although
construction, maintenance, and operating services can be
provided through intergovernmental agreements. These
agreements may establish an intergovernmental body to
provide these services, or may simply provide for the
purchase of services by one government from another.
Usually intergovernmental service agreements are made
under the provisions of general state enabling acts passed
for this purpose. Forty-two states have such laws, but
only 30 of them allow intergovernmental agreements
across state lines. A recent survey of existing agreements
under these laws showed that of the 1,308 cities
responding, only 14 (or about 1 percent) had service
agreements that crossed state lines.63

When neither an interstate compact nor an inter-
governmental cooperation agreement can be used to
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Table 11-7

METROPOLITAN AREAS
HAVING INTERSTATE
COMPACTS: 1973

Metropolitan Number Number
Area of of
Functions Compacts

New York 5 5
Philadelphia 2 3
Washington, D.C. 1 2
St. Louis 1 1
Kansas City 1 1

TOTALS 5* 12

*This total is less than the sum of individual cases
because two of the functions are duplicated in two or
more areas {see Table I1-8).

SOURCE: ACIR, Regional Decision Making, Table
IX-3, p. 284.

——

"

Table 11-8

FUNCTIONS OF METROPOLITAN
INTERSTATE COMPACTS:

1973
Functions Number Number
of of
Compacts Areas

Transportation 7 5
Planning 2 2
Air And Water

Pollution 1 1
Parks And

Recreation 1 1

Labor-Management
Relations In The
Shipping Industry 1 1
TOTALS 12 5*

*This total is less than the sum of individual cases
because three of the areas have more than one com-
pact (see Table II-7).

SOURCE: ACIR, Regional Decision Making, Table
1X-3, p. 284.




establish an interstate (or intrastate) regional body, there
are still other means by which local jurisdictions can get
together to form regional bodies and perform regional
functions. These means include voluntary agreements
having no legislative basis (except, perhaps, a general
provision in local charters authorizing cooperative en-
deavors), and the formation of quasipublic non-profit
corporations.

The Washington, D.C., area provides a good example
of this last option. When the present Metropolitan
Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG) was
formed in this interstate area, compacts were already
being used for transportation and river basin purposes,
and there was strong sentiment against creating another
compact body. In addition, Maryland had no general
interlocal cooperation law, and Virginia’s law did not
authorize cooperation across state lines. So
MWCOG — which has the Section 134 transportation
planning designation, as well as the A-95, HUD planning
agency and other Federal aid designations — was even-
tually transformed into an independent non-profit
corporation sponsored by the area’s local governments,
following several years of operation as a completely
informal committee of focal officials.

Regional bodies formed by interlocal agreements, it
must be emphasized, are voluntary — whether they are
formed pursuant to state intergovernmental cooperation
acts, enabling acts for regional planning bodies or COGs,
non-profit corporation charters, or handshakes. They
can be dissolved at any time, and any member juris-
diction is free to drop out of the agreement pretty much
at will.®4 Since a large share of the nation’s regional
councils are voluntary, the Federal aid planning require-
ments administered by HUD, DOT, OMB, and others
have had special importance. Where state laws and
interstate compacts have failed to establish permanent
areawide regional bodies with project review authority,
Federal grant-in-aid laws have done so. In this way, a
voluntary COG designated to meet A-95, Section 134,
and other Federal aid requirements, for all practical
purposes, now has the local governments in its area as
permanent members. These localities can seldom afford
to drop out because their Federal aid projects might
depend to some extent upon favorable recognition by
the regional body. The importance of this Federal action
becomes clear when it is noted from a recent survey of
regional councils that 89 percent of them are voluntarily
formed: 79 percent under general enabling statutes, 4
percent by voluntary agreement, and 6 percent by
non-profit charter; while only 2 percent were formed by
interstate compact, and only 9 percent by specific state
legislation mandating the organization.65
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Overview of New Approaches

This brief review of methods by which planning may
be more directly oriented toward decision making and
implementation activities has shown that methods for
doing this are available and have been put into use
recently in at least a few instances, While techniques are
available, they would have to be much more widely used
and perfected before they could be expected to have
much national impact. They would need greater organi-
zational and political legitimacy than enjoyed by most
regional councils, if they are to be used seriously to
affect implementation. A good deal of work also remains
to be done in expanding the scope of planning, decision
making, and implementation options available to metro-
politan policy making bodies, or to the metropolitan
governments and the states where they substitute for
such bodies.

PROFILE OF URBAN AREA
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

Transportation is such a vital element of metropolitan
planning that it has appeared in virtually all metro-
politan plans since the very first in the 1920’s. But urban
area transportation planning, as it is known today, dates
back to the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1962, That act
required, as a prerequisite for continued Federal high-
way aid, that, not later than July 1, 1965, a compre-
hensive, continuing, and coordinated transportation
planning process be established on an areawide basis in
each area of the nation identified as urbanized by the
U.S. Bureau of the Census. The act provided funding for
these planning processes by allowing the states, at their
own discretion, to make allocations from the 1.5 percent
planning funds available to them under the Federal
highway construction programs.66

Today, there is a planning process in each such
urbanized area (except those created since 1970).67
These Section 134 planning areas and processes, named
for the section of the act which requires them, often
include both highway and transit modes, and follow a
rather highly developed technical process outlined in
numerous official issuances from the Federal Highway
Administration, numerous publications of the Highway
Research Board, and standards published by the Ameri-
can Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials.68

These Section 134 planning requirements have had a
major impact on the planning processes in all of the
more than 200 urbanized areas covered by the require-
ment. In many, the required planning has been carried



out by the regional councils, regional planning commis-
sions, or substate district organizations created for
broader planning purposes. This has strengthened those
general purpose planning agencies by providing, in many
cases, one of the largest sources of funds for their
planning programs. In other areas, the Section 134
planning has been carried out by existing city, county,
or state agencies without the same kind of multijurisdic-
tional metropolitanwide orientation. In still other areas,
the Section 134 urban transportation planning require-
ment has resulted in the creation of separate special
purpose metropolitan planning organizations responsible
only for meeting the requirements of this one act. Such
organizations have sometimes become competitors to
the areawide comprehensive planning agencies.

Some of these organizational variations seem to be
accounted for by differences in the size and complexity
of the metropolitan areas and the substate districts
which have been created there, but others do not.

Despite the comprehensiveness claimed for the
Section 134 urban transportation planning process, some
of these officially designated Section 134 organizations
do not encompass the whole transportation planning
effort in their areas. Separate organizations have some-
times done the urban mass transportation planning
required by the Urban Mass Transportation Admini-
stration, and the metropolitan airport systems planning
sponsored by the Federal Aviation Administration. In
many cases, related land use and other types of planning
have been the responsibility of still other organizations.

Table I1-9

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF
FEDERAL AID URBAN TRANSPORTATION PLANNING PROGRAMS:

1973
Program FHWA UMTA FAA
Characteristics Section 134 Long and Short Metro Systems
Range Planning Planning
Studies
Number of Active 218 85 15
Urban Area
Planning Grants
Areas Where Required Urbanized SMSA and Urban Not Required
Areas Eligible Urbanized SMSA and Urban Large SMSAs!
(or non-SMSA region)
Non-Federal Matching 30-10%? 33-1/3%3 33-1/3%
Funds Required
Availability of Federal Annual Annual Possible Renewal

Planning Funds Every 3-5 Years

'The Federal airport systems planning assistance program is geared primarily to the states. “Generally, metropolitan
and regional areas which have more than cone publicly owned airport and are forecasted to have a population of
500,000 or an annual passenger enplanement level of 250,000 within a 20 year planning period . . .." FAA Advisory
Circular, The Planning Grant Program for Airports, February 16, 1973, p. 2.

2Prior to 1974, the actual rate depended upon the proportion of construction funds allocated to the state for interstate
{90:10} and other {70:30) projects. The non-Federal share (averaging perhaps 20 percent] was often supplied by the
states rather than by the metropolitan planning agency. Now, under the 1973 Highway Act, the matching ratio is
70:30 unless the Secretary of DOT determines that less matching would be in the best interests of the program. The
Secretary has now determined that an 80:20 ratio should be used to conform with the transit funding ratios. )
3The Highway Act of 1973 amended the mass transit program to remove the matching requirement for Section 9 Tech-
nical Studies grants, and set the matching of capital project funds at 20 percent. Administratively, it has been de-
termined that the Technical Studies grants should also be matched with 20 percent non-Federal funds.
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This section of the report principally focuses upon
the Section 134 areas, organizations, and process as they
existed in 1973, and how they related to other govern-
ments and planning bodies in those areas. Some of the
newer procedures introduced under the Highway Act of
7973 then are probed briefly.

How Urban Transportation Planning Areas
and Organizations
are Designated and Funded

Each of the three separate categorical Federal grant-
in-aid programs for transportation systems planning took
a somewhat different approach to establishing and
designating urban area planning districts and organiza-
tions prior to 1974 (see Table 11-9). To start with, their
incidence is greatly different. While both the highway
planning and urban mass transit planning programs are
required where Federal action money is to be spent, all
of the urban areas {(218) have Federal aid highways, but
less than half of them have mass transit for which

Federal assistance is sought. Thus, the highway planning
program pervades all of the recognized urban transporta-
tion planning areas in the nation (218), while the urban
mass transportation planning program is much less
widespread (85 areas in 1973). The third program,
airport systems planning, is not required at either the
state or metropolitan levels. As a discretionary program,
most of the states have undertaken statewide airport
planning (including metropolitan airports), but separate
areawide airport systems planning is pursued quite rarely
by metropolitan planning agencies. Only 15 were en-
gaged in this activity in 1973.

The designation of planning areas is a second area of
major interprogram differences. The highway planning
program is based upon the urbanized areas as defined by
the U.S. Census, while the mass transportation program
covers ‘“‘urban areas’” — a much broader definition which
includes small urban places as well as the larger
urbanized areas. In SMSAs, the mass transportation
program establishes guidelines which generally follow
the SMSA boundaries, rather than the ‘‘urbanized areas”

Steps Toward Approval Highways

Urban Area Planning

Planning Body
{Program Of
Implementation)

State Functional Planning!? Not Required

Initiation Of Improvement
Project (Application For
Federal Implementation
Funds)

State Program Of
Desired Projects

Approval Of Improvement
Project

Table 11-10

APPROVAL PROCESS FOR FEDERAL AID
URBAN TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS: 1972

Comprehensive Comprehensive Areawide
Planning Agency
Functional Urban Transportation

State Level Of FHWA

'Since 1970, DOT has been authorized to prepare a National Transportation Study every two years. This study includes
the highway, transit, and airport modes as well as parking, intercity terminals, and other transportation system com-
ponents. However, it is not really a plan. Instead it is primarily an inventory of planned facilities, aggregated from
state and local sources to indicate the demand for Federal assistance of each mode. U.S. DOT, 1974 National Trans-
portation Study, Manual II: Procedures and Data Forms {(Washington, D.C.: DOT, October 1972).

Responsible Party For

Transit Airports

Comprehensive Areawide Comprehensive Areawide
Planning Agency Planning Agency

Same, If Possible
{Includes NASP Forms)

Same, If Possible
{Includes Plans of
Implementation—
Project By Project)
Not Required National Airport Systems
Plan (Projects Must be
Included To Be Eligible
For Federal Funds)

State And Local State And Local

Governments Governments
Individually Individually
UMTA FAA

National Office National Office
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Table I1-11
TYPES OF SECTION 134 TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS: 1973

Characteristics Of Total Regional Special State County City
Section 134 Areas {A) Council Transportation Number Percent Number Percent Number
Number Percent Study Oof A Of A
Of A Number Percent
Of A
TOTAL 218 81 37.16 7 3.21 92 42.20 28 12.84 10
Population Group
Over 10-Million 1 1 100.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 ¢}
5 To 10-Million 3 3 100.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0
1 To 5-Million 25 16 64.00 1 4.00 4 16.00 4 16.00 0
500,000 To 1,000,000 32 9 28.12 3 9.37 18 56.25 1 3.13 1
250,000 To 500,000 60 25 41.66 1 1.67 25 41.67 7 11.67 2
50,000 To 250,000 g7 27 27.84 2 2.06 45 46.39 16 16.49 7
Geographic Division
More Than One Division 15 12 80.00 1 6.67 3 20.00 1 6.67 1
New England 15 0 0.00 0 0.00 15 100.00 0 0.00 0
Middle Atlantic 19 2 10.53 0 0.00 17 89.47 0 0.00 4}
South Atlantic 36 i9 52.78 0 0.00 10 27.78 7 19.44 0
East South Central 13 3 23.08 [ 0.00 5 38.46 0 0.00 5
West South Central 34 6 17.65 1 2.94 26 76.47 0 0.00 1
East North Central 39 11 28.21 3 7.69 6 15.34 16 41.03 0
West North Central 16 10 62.50 i] 0.00 0 0.00 4 25.00 2
Mountain 15 6 40.00 0 0.00 8 53.33 0 0.00 1
West 16 12 75.00 2 12.50 2 12.50 0 0.00 0
Geographic Region
Northeast 35 3 8.57 0 0.00 32 91.43 0 0.00 0
North Central 60 26 43.33 4 6.67 7 11.67 20 33.33 3
South 85 29 34.12 1 1.18 42 49 .41 7 8.23 6
West 31 18 58.06 2 6.45 10 32.26 0 0.00 1
More Than One Region 7 5 71.42 0 0.00 1 14.29 1 14.29 0

Percent
Of A

0.00
0.00
0.00
3.13
3.33
7.22

6.67
0.00
0.00
0.00
38.46
2.94
0.00
12.50
6.67
0.00

0.00
5.00
7.06
3.23
0.00




Table 11-11 [cont.)

County City

State

Number

Special
Transportation

Regional

Total

Characteristics Of

Percent Number Percent
Of A

Number

Percent

Council

Number

A

Section 134 Areas

Of A

Oof A

Study
Percent
Of A

Number

Percent
Of A

Number Of States

4.92
2.86

24 13.11

45.36
25.71

3.28 83

2.86

33.33
57.14

61

183

Intrastate

11.43

20

35

Interstate

Number Of Counties

6.76

14.86
13.39

11

47.30
32.28

35
94.12

41

1.35
4.72

29.73

22

74
127

One County

3.94
0.00

17

45.67

58

Multicounty

0.00

16

0.00

17 5.88

Part Of County(ies)

SOURCES: U.S. Department of Transportation, Directory of Urbanized Councils, Regional Council Directory: 1973 (Washington, D.C.: NARC,

Area Transportation Planning Program:
Government Printing Office, 1972).

1973).

1972 (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
National Association of Regional
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of the highway program. Separate metropolitan airport
systems plans are limited by administrative guidelines to
large SMSAs generally having a population of 500,000 or
more.

The highway planning program is the only Federal
planning assistance program which uses the urbanized
area rather than the SMSA in metropolitan areas. While
areas of future development are to be added beyond the
urbanized area boundaries, a good deal of local discre-
tion is allowed in developing the planning district
boundaries. Little guidance is provided by FHWA, and
definitive accounting of the boundaries finally estab-
lished in not maintained in Washington.

These differences in approaching the designation of
planning areas are summarized in 7Table //-9. That table
also indicates that while the required non-Federal
matching has been 33.3 percent for both the UMTA and
FAA system planning programs, it has been a combined
rate of perhaps 20 percent for highway planning,
depending upon the mix of 10 percent and 30 percent
funds for different highway construction programs
which jointly fund the planning process. With passage of
the 7973 Highway Act. The matching ratios for highway
and transit planning can be set by the Secretary of DOT,
and he has taken this opportunity to set both at 20
percent for the non-Federal shares. Before the 1973 act,
the non-Federal matching funds for the highway plan-
ning money usually were provided by the state, while
the non-Federal share for the other two programs
usually was supplied by the metropolitan jurisdictions.
Now, with the urban planning funds specially earmarked
for metropolitan bodies for the first time by the 7973
Highway Act, it is not clear which level of government
will supply the non-Federal funds.5®

Another difference among these programs, shown in
Table 11-9, is the cycle of funding. Both the highway and
mass transportation planning programs are set up to
provide annual renewal and support of a continuing staff
and a continuing planning process. On the other hand,
the airport systems planning program recommends con-
tinuing updates, but does not provide staff support year
after year. Typically, a one or two year planning project
supplies the metropolitan airport systems plan with
Federal assistance, and then with minor exceptions the
Federal assistance will not be available again for three to
five years at which time the area’s plan may be
thoroughly redone if intervening events warrant. Despite
this intermittent funding approach, FAA does recom-
mend that someone should adjust the plan in the interim
between Federally assisted efforts. The intermittent
approach to planning dates back to the days when plans
were conceived more as independent advisory docu-
ments than as integral parts of a governmental manage-



ment system primarily aimed at implementation
activities. It is a far different approach than that now
taken in the two other Federal aid transportation
planning programs.

How Federal Aid Transportation
Implementation Projects are Approved

Table 1/-10 shows that there are significant dif-
ferences in the processes established in these three
modes for achieving approval of Federal aid improve-
ment projects which grow out of the assisted planning.
To start with, even though all three programs recognized
the need for transportation planning to be coordinated
with and made a part of comprehensive areawide
planning, only two of the programs — transit and air-
ports — stated a preference for their planning to be
carried out by the comprehensive metropolitan planning
agency. The third program, sponsored by FHWA often
established separate urban transportation planning
bodies in the past, and then relied upon coordinating
procedures between this body and the comprehensive
agency. Now, under the 7973 Highway Act, there is a
unified DOT preference for the governors of the states
to designate the same planning organization for all three
of these Federal aid transportation planning programs as
well as for comprehensive planning which includes land
use, physical development, and human resource pro-
grams,

The functional planning requirements in the planning
programs of FHWA and UMTA include “programs of
implementation” which are generally multi-year listings
of projects or program priorities. The FAA systems
planning requirements are not this specific, but do
envision that plan recommendations would include the
location of specific facilities and would result in the
submission of forms requesting projects to be included
in the National Airport Systems Plan (NASP). As will be
seen later, the improvement program resulting from the
FHWA sponsored metropolitan planning creates the
eligibility for Federal funding of highway projects within
the area. But it does not initiate a request for Federal
funding, because that must come from the state. The
metropolitan transit program establishes the definitive
list of projects for which implementation agencies are
free to request Federal funding. The NASP forms
resulting from airport planning, on the other hand, are
simply inputs of an advisory nature to the FAA national
planning process; project eligibility is established by
FAA’s Washington headquarters.

Table 11-10 aiso shows the role of state functional
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planning in the overall improvement project approval
process. With respect to highways, the state must
prepare a program of “desired projects” which amounts
to the application for the use of Federal funds on a
project-by-project basis. State planning is not required in
the transit program and is usually absent. In the airport
planning program, state planning is not required either,
but in most cases it is done, and it incorporates any
metropolitan and regional system plans which might
have been prepared, as well as plans for the airport
system of the whole state. The statewide airport systems
plan, like the metropolitan one, results in NASP forms
which become inputs to FAA’s national airport plan.

Table 11-10 shows, further, that Federal functional
planning is not required for the highway and transit
programs, but is required for the airport program. In
order for an airport improvement project to be eligible
for Federal funding, it must be included in the National
Airport Systems Plan.

Transit and airport improvement projects may be
initiated by individual states and local governmental
units which apply for the individual projects that they
plan to carry out. For highway projects, however, the
“state program of desired projects” is the only accept-
able application for Federal assistance for implementa-
tion funds. This basic fact remains unchanged despite
provisions of the 1973 Highway Act which give the local
jurisdictions and metropolitan transportation planning
bodies new authority to “initiate” requests for projects.
However, the new act, for the first time, does limit state
requests for funding “urban systems’ projects to those
which survive the urban planning process.

Federal approval of implementation projects is pro-
vided for highways by a state level office of FHWA, but
by national level offices in Washington for transit and
airport development. Yet, the 7973 Highway Act pro-
vides an alternative procedure under which state project
approvals may substitute for Federal ones if the gover-
nor and the U.S. DOT Secretary agree that state
procedures are adequate.

Complaints heard for many years about the limita-
tions placed upon planners in solving transportation
problems, as opposed to simply developing projects to
spend categorical funds, are reflected in provisions of the
1973 Highway Act which create new intermodal flexi-
bility in the use of implementation money. This act
provides, for the first time, that some of the funds
appropriated for highway purposes may be used for
transit projects, provided the affected state, local, and
regional bodies can all agree. But, none of the above
functional planning and categorical grant approval pro-
cedures are changed. So, the situation appears to be one



of robbing Peter to pay Paul. Controversies can be
expected when specific transfers of funds are requested,
and administrative procedures specifying whether transit
or highway project approval procedures, or a combin-
ation of both, will apply. Thus, while planning flexibility
may be enhanced, implementation complexities may be
magnified.

Organizations Designated for
Urban Transportation Planning: 1973

The following tables show the types of organizations
which were designated to do the comprehensive, coor-
dinated, and continuing transportation planning required
in all urbanized areas by Section 134 of the 7962
Highway Act. Although new designations were made in
late 1973 and early 1974 under provisions of the 71973
Highway Act, these tables already had been developed
and are offered here to indicate how the urban transpor-
tation planning process had been operating up through
1973 and how it might be expected to change under
DOT’s new guidelines. Under these new guidelines, DOT
requested the governors of the states to reconsider the
designations of Section 134 organizations and choose a
single organization to receive not only highway planning
funds but also transit and airport planning funds. DOT
strongly recommended that the agencies chosen be the
ones also designated to carry out the Federal aid review
and comment procedures under OMB Circular A-95.

As of 1973, there were 222 designated Section 134
transportation planning areas in the United States and
Puerto Rico. These account for the 252 urbanized areas
enumerated in the 1970 Census.”© Nine Section 134 areas
combine more than one “‘urbanized area’ as defined by
Census, explaining the difference in totals. These cases
of multiple jurisdictions are found in California, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Illinois, Connecticut, New Jersey, and
New York. The New York area, alone, includes ten
urbanized areas in three states. Excluding the four
urbanized areas in Puerto Rico, this report describes the
218 Section 134 areas located in the 50 states and the
District of Columbia.

Table 11-11 shows that the largest number of organi-
zations which were designated for Section 134 urban
transportation purposes as of 1973 were state agencies
(42 percent) — usually the highway departments. About
one-quarter of the states utilized these agencies as the
organizations which prepared some or alf of the required
Section 134 transportation plans within their borders.
Although this number is high, it may be somewhat
misleading because Section 134 of the Highway Act of
71962 requires that local officials be involved in the
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transportation planning process in urban areas through
policy advisory committees representing the cities and
counties in the metropolitan area. These committees are
formed by memoranda of agreement with the state
highway departments and meet regularly even where the
state itself is doing the urban planning.

Table [I-]11 also shows that state agencies were
designated for Section 134 planning most often for the
smaller urbanized areas and for those urbanized areas

which are located on the East Coast. As would be
expected, the intrastate — rather than the inter-

state — areas use state agencies for the required urban
planning.

Regional councils were the second most common
type of Section 134 planning organizations, as indicated
byTable 11-11. They accounted for about 37 percent of
the designations recognized in 1973, including most of
the larger metropolitan and interstate areas. These
councils were most often designated in the West and in
multicounty areas.

Individual cities and counties accounted for most of
the remaining Section 134 organizations — over 17
percent of the total in Table 1/-]1]. Special transpor-
tation study organizations, having staff of their own for
Section 134 purposes alone, accounted for only about 3
percent of the cases.

Almost 95 percent of the Section 134 transportation
planning organizations recognized in 1973 were public
agencies (see Table //-12). This high percentage of public
agencies can be explained by the fact that most of the
transportation planning was done by established state
and local governments or by official regional planning
bodies. The only agencies without legal status, or with
non-profit status, were the few ad hoc transportation
study organizations remaining from earlier years before
regional councils became popular, and some of the
regional councils based on neither state enabling legisla-
tion nor interstate compacts, Organizations other than
public agencies were most often encountered in the
West, in interstate areas, in multicounty areas, and in
areas having 500,000 to 1-million population (see Table
11-13).

Other Governmental Units in
Section 134 Areas

Tables 11-14 through [1-22 show some of the other
governmental organizations within the Section 134
urban transportation planning areas. These planning
areas have from one to 15 counties, from one to three
states, from one to seven substate districts which are
part of statewide systems of substate districts, and from
one to 381 municipalities. Table //-14 shows that almost



Table 11-12

SECTION 134 TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS, BY
TYPE AND LEGAL STATUS: 1973

Number Of Legal Status Of Organizations
Organizations Public GCoordinating Non-Profit
(A) Agency Committee Gorporation
Number Percent Without Legal Number Percent
Of A Status Of A
Number Percent
Oof A

TOTAL 218 206 94.50 8 3.67 4 1.83
Regional Council 81 75 92.59 2 2.47 4 4.94
State Agency 92 92 100.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
County 28 28 100.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
City 10 10 100.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Special Transportation 7 1 14.29 6 85.71 0 0.00

Study Organization

Substate District 34 31 91.18 3 8.82 1] 0.00

SOURCES: U.S. Department of Transportation, Directory of Urbanized Area Transportation Planning Program:
1972, (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972). National Association of Regional Councils, Region-
al Council Directory: 1973, (Washington, D.C.: NARC, 1973). NARC/ACIR, “Substate Regional Agency Questionnaire,”

Was

hington, D.C., 1972. Supplemental telephoning.
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Table 11-13

LEGAL STATUS OF SECTION 134 TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

ORGANIZATIONS: 1973

Characteristics Of Number Public Coordinating
Section 134 Areas of Agency Committee

Agencies Number Percent Without Legal

(A) Of A Status
Number Percent
Oof A

TOTAL 218 206 94.50 8 3.67
Population Group
Over 10-Million 1 1 100.00 0 0.00
5 To 10-Million 3 100.00 0 0.00
1 To 5-Million 25 23 92.00 1 4.00
500,000 To 1,000,000 32 28 87.50 3 9.38
250,000 To 500,000 60 55 91.67 3 5.00
50,000 To 250,000 97 96 98.97 1 1.03
Geographic Division
More Than One Division 15 14 93.33 1 6.67
New England 15 15 100.00 0 0.00
Middle Atlantic 19 19 100.00 0 0.00
South Atlantic 36 35 97.22 0 0.00
East South Central 13 13 100.00 0 0.00
West South Central 34 32 94.12 1 2.94
East North Central 39 35 89.74 4 10.26
West North Central 16 16 100.00 0 0.00
Mountain 15 13 86.67 0 0.00
West 16 14 87.50 2 12.50
Geographic Region
Northeast 35 35 100.00 0 0.00
North Central 60 55 91.67 5 8.33
South 85 82 96.47 1 1.18
West 31 27 87.10 2 6.45
More Than One Region 7 7 100.00 0 0.00
Number of States
Intrastate 183 173 94.54 6 3.28
Interstate 35 33 94.29 2 5.71
Number Of Counties
One County 74 71 95.95 1 1.35
Multicounty 127 118 92.91 7 5.51
Part Of County(ies) 17 17 100.00 0 0.00

Non-Profit
Corporation
Number Percent
Of A
4 1.83
0 0.00
0 0.00
1 4.00
1 3.12
2 3.33
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
1 2.78
0 0.00
1 2.94
0 0.00
0 0.00
2 13.33
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
2 2.35
2 6.45
0 0.00
4 2.18
0 0.00
2 2.70
2 1.58
0 0.00

SOURCES: U.S. Department of Transportation, Directory of Urbanized Area Transportation Planning Program:
1972, (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972). National Association of Regional Councils,
Regional Council Directory: 1973, (Washington, D.C.: NARC, 1973). NARC/ACIR, “Substate Regional Agency Ques-

tionnaire,” Washington, D.C., 1972. Supplemental telephoning.
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Table 11-14

GOVERNMENTAL UNITS WITHIN SECTION 134 TRANSPORTATION
PLANNING AREAS, STATE BY STATE: 1973

State Total Num- Number Of Counties? Number Of States* Number Of Municipalitiess
ber Of One More Than One One More Than One 2-5 6-10 Over 10
Section 134 Number Percent One Num- Per Num- Per- Num- Per-
Areas (A) Of A Num- Per- ber cent ber cent ber cent
ber cent of Of of
of A A A
A

Alabama 6 2 4 66.7 6 0 0 2 3 50.0 0 0 1 16.7
Arizona 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 50.0 1 50.0 0 0
Arkansas 3 1 2 66.7 2 1 33.3 0 3 100.0 0 0 0 0
California 10 7 3 30.0 10 0 0 4 3 30.0 1 10.0 2 20.0
Colorado 4 2 2 50.0 4 0 0 2 1 25.0 0 0 1 25.0
Connecticut 1 0 " 100.0 1 0 0 0 1 100.0 0 0 0 0
Delaware 1 0 1 100.0 0 1 100.0 0 0 0 1 100.0 0 0
District of Colombia 1 0 1 100.0 0 1 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 1 100.0
Florida 10 5 5 50.0 10 0 0 4 1 10.0 1 10.0 4 40.0
Georgia 6 0 6 100.0 4 2 33.3 2 3 50.0 0 0 1 16.7
Hawaii 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 100.0
Idaho 1 1 0 0 1 1] 0 0 1 100.0 0 0 0 0
1llinois 9 3 6 66.7 6 3 33.3 2 4 44.4 2 22.2 1 11.1
Indiana 8 3 5 62.5 7 1 12.5 1 4 50.0 3 37.5 0 0
Iowa 5 3 2 40.0 4 1 20.0 0 5 100.0 0 0 0 0
Kansas 2 1] 2 100.0 2 0 0 1 1 50.0 0 0 0 0
Kentucky 3 1 2 66.7 2 1 33.3 2 0 0 0 0 1 33.3
Louisiana 6 3 3 50.0 6 0 0o 1 5 83.3 0 0 0 0
Maine 2 11 11 50.0 2 0 0 1 1 50.0 0 0 0 0
Maryland 1 0 1 100.0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Massachusetts 9 11 81 88.9 6 3 33.3 5 2 22.2 1 11.1 1 11.1
Michigan 10 4 6 60.0 10 0 0 1 7 70.0 1 10.0 1 10.0
Minnesota 3 1 2 66.7 2 1 33.3 1 1 33.3 0 0 1 33.3
Mississippi 2 0 2 100.0 2 0 0 0 2 100.0 0 0 0 0
Missouri 5 1 4 80.0 2 3 60.0 2 1 20.0 0 0 2 40.0
Montana 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 (4] 0 0
Nebraska 2 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 1 1 50.0 0 0 0 0
Nevada 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 100.0 0 0 0 0
New Hampshire 2 1 " 50.0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
New [ersey 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Table 1I-14 (Cont.)

GOVERNMENTAL UNITS WITHIN SECTION 134 TRANSPORTATION
PLANNING AREAS, STATE BY STATE: 1973

State Total Num- Number Of Counties?

ber Of One More Than One
Section 134 Number Percent

Areas (A) Of A
New Mexico 1 0 1 100.0
New York 7 0 7 100.0
North Carolina 9 3 6 66.7
North Dakota 1 0 1 100.0
Ohio 12 1 11 91.7
Oklahoma 3 1 2 66.7
Oregon 3 1 2 66.7
Pennsylvania 11 4 7 63.6
Rhode Island 1 0 1! 100.0
South Carolina 3 0 3 100.0
South Dakota 1 1 0 o]
Tennessee 4 0 4 100.0
Texas 22 11 11 50.0
Utah 3 1 2 66.7
Virginia? 6 1] 5 83.3
Washington 2 1 1 50.0
West Virginia 3 0 3 100.0
Wisconsin 5 3 2 40.0
Totals 218 77 140 64.2

'The counties in the New England states are partial counties since Section
134 Transportation Planning areas are designed to conform to town
boundaries, rather than county.

2The Southeastern Virginia Regional Transportation Study has no coun-
ties within its boundaries.

4The average {mean) number of counties per Section 134 area is 2.92,
while the range is from 0 to 24.

“The average (mean) number of states per Section 134 area is 1.18, while
the range is from one to three.

Number Of States* Number Of Municipalitiess
One More Than One 2-5 6-10 Over 10
One Num- Per Num- Per- Num- Per-
Num- Per- ber cent ber cent ber cent

ber cent of of of

of A A A

A

1 0 0 0 1 100.0 0 0 0 0
5 2 28.6 0 3 42.9 2 28.6 2 28.6
9 0 4] 5 4 44.4 0 0 0 o
0 1 100.0 0 1 100.0 0 0 0 0
9 3 25.0 1 4 33.3 1 8.3 6 50.0
3 0 0 1 1 33.3 0 0 1 33.3
2 1 33.3 1 1 33.3 0 0 1 33.3
9 2 18.2 0 3 27.3 1 9.1 7 63.6
0 1 100.0 0 0 0 1 100.0 0 0
3 0 0 0 2 66.7 1 33.3 0 0
1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 2 50.0 2 1 25.0 1 25.0 0 0
21 1 4.5 9 8 36.4 2 9.0 3 13.6
3 0 0 0 0 0 2 66.7 1 33.3
6 0 0 2 4 66.7 0 0 0 0
2 0 0 0 1 50.0 4] 0 1 50.0
1 2 66.7 0 0 0 2 66.7 1 33.3
5 0 ] 0 2 40.0 2 40.0 1 20.0
184 34 15.6 61 89 40.8 26 11.9 42 19.3

5The average (mean) number of municipalities per Section 134 area is
11.17, while the range is from one to 381.

SOURCES: U.S. Department of Transportation, Directory of Urbanized
Area Transportation Planning Program: 1972 {Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1972). U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of
Governments, Volume [ (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1972). U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1970 Census of Population,
Volume I (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972).
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Table 11-15

SECTION 134 TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCIES HAVING
CERTAIN ADDITIONAL FEDERAL PLANNING DESIGNATIONS: 1973

Characteristics Of
Section 134 Areas

TOTAL

Population Group
Over 10-Million

5 to 10-Million

1 to 5-Million
500,000 to 1,000,000
250,000 to 500,000
50,000 to 250,000

Geographic Division

More Than One Division
New England

Middle Atlantic

South Atlantic

East South Central

West South Central

East North Central

West North Central
Mountain

West

Geographic Region

Northeast

North Central

South

West

More Than One Region

Number Of States

Intrastate
Interstate

Number Of Section 134
Agencies

(A)

218

25
32
60
97

15
15
19
36
13
34
39
16
15
16

35
60
85
31

183
35

Number

92

1

15
11
27
36

38
28
17

74
18

Number Of Section 134 Agencies Having Certain Additional Federal
Planning Designations

701 A-95 UMTA FAA
Percent Of Number Percent Of Number Percent Of Number Percent Of
A A A A
42.20 69 31.65 40 18.35 18 8.26
100.00 1 100.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
66.67 33.33 3 100.00 1 33.33
60.00 11 44.00 14 56.00 7 28.00
34.38 6 18.75 9 28.13 6 18.75
45.00 26 43.33 9 15.00 3 5.00
37.11 24 24.74 5 5.15 1 1.03
80.00 12 80.00 5 33.33 0 0.00
6.67 0.00 1 6.67 1 6.67
10.53 1 5.26 4 21.05 6 31.58
50.00 14 38.89 8 22.22 1 2.78
23.08 3 23.08 1 7.69 0 0.00
17.65 4 11.76 1 2.94 0 0.00
53.85 12 30.77 4 10.26 0 0.00
75.00 9 56.25 5 31.25 4 25.00
40.00 6 40.00 5 33.33 1 6.67
68.75 8 50.00 6 37.50 5 31.25
11.43 2 5.71 5 14.29 7 20.00
63.33 26 43.33 13 21.67 4 6.67
32.94 22 25.88 10 11.76 1 1.18
54.84 14 45.16 11 35.48 6 19.35
71.43 5 71.43 1 14.29 0 0.00
39.19 52 28.42 28 15.30 16 8.74
51.43 17 48.57 12 34.29 2 5.71

MEAN

1.00

2.00
2.33
1.88
1.00
1.08
0.68

1.93
0.20
0.68
1.14
0.54
0.32
0.95
2.00
1.20
1.88

0.51
1.35
0.72
1.55
1.57

0.93
1.40




16

Table 11-15 (Cont.)

Characteristics Of Number Of Section 134

Number Of Section 134 Agencies Having Certain Additional Federal

Section 134 Areas Agencies Planning Designations
(A) 701 A-95 UMTA FAA MEAN
Number Percent Of Number Percent Of Number Percent Of Number Percent Of
A A A A

Number Of Counties

One County 74 29 38.36 20 27.40 7 9.59 2 2.74 0.78
Multicounty 127 61 48.41 48 38.10 32 25.40 15 11.90 1.24
Party Of County (ies) 17 2 11.76 1 5.88 1 5.88 1 5.88 0.29

SOURCES: U.S. Department of Transportation, Directory of Urbanized
Area Transportation Planning Program: 1972 (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1972). U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development, “Comprehensive Planning Assistance Grants to
Metropolitan Planning Organizations: FY 1872-73," unpublished list.
U.S. Office of Management and Budget, Directory of State, Metropolitan,

and Regional Clearinghouses Under the Office of Management and Bud-
get Circular No. A-95 (Revised) (Washington, D.C.: September 11, 1972},
(offset). Urban Mass Transportation Administration, “Technical Studies
Grants Approved Through June 20, 1972,” unpublished list. Federal Avia-
tion Administration, “Approved Planning Projects: FY 1973, unpublished
list.




two-thirds of the Section 134 areas are multicounty,
while more than 15 percent are interstate, and about 72
percent have more than one municipality. Thus, most
Section 134 areas clearly are multijurisdictional.

Many of the Section 134 transportation planning
organizations have at least one additional Federal plan-
ning designation (see Table 1/-15). Over 42 percent have
been recognized by HUD for its Section 701 compre-
hensive planning program, while nearly 32 percent have
been recognized by OMB for the A-95 Federal aid review
and comment process. Only about 18 percent, however,
were receiving UMTA planning funds for mass transit,
and less than 1 percent were receiving FAA airport
planning funds in 1973. The 701 and A-95 designations
of Section 134 organizations were most common in the
North Central and Western states. Interstate and multi-
county areas were also more often designated than
others.

In those cases where the designations for these four
programs were not given to the Section 134 organiza-
tion, the legal status of the alternative agency designated
was almost always the same as the Section 134 organiza-
tion. But, there were different geographic boundaries in
about half of the cases (see Table //-16). Separately
designated UMTA and FAA planning organizations
tended to have jurisdictions smaller than the Section 134
area, while HUD 701 and A-95 areas tended to be larger.
These relationships remained fairly constant regardless
of population size, region of the nation, or the interven-
tion of state and county boundaries (see Tables 1/-17
through 11-20). Most of the HUD 701 and A-95

designations that did not go to Section 134 agencies
were given to regional councils. On the other hand, most
of the UMTA designations not given to the Section 134
agencies were given to single purpose transit organiza-
tions (see Table /1-21). Similarly, about one-half of the
FAA designations not given to the Section 134 organiza-
tions went to special airport planning organizations.

Geographic Differences
Between Section 134 Areas and Other Areas

Great differences, of course, exist in the size of
different Section 134 transportation planning areas —
reflected in Tables 11-22 through 11-25. It should be
noted at the outset, however, that information about the
precise boundaries of the required urban transportation
planning areas was not available for this study. These
boundaries are determined by local officials and are not
approved or recorded in Washington. The designated
areas always must include at least the whole urbanized
area as defined by Census. Yet, they also must include
additional territory where urbanization is projected to
occur in the next 20 vyears. Usually, the Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA) as defined by the
Bureau of the Census meet this requirement for addi-
tional territory. Moreover, it is convenient to use as the
planning area, because its boundaries coincide with local
political lines.”' Most of the time then, SMSAs and
Section 134 transportation planning areas are the same.
But, there are some cases where the SMSA includes very
large rural areas not intended for Section 134 planning.

Other Federally Designated

Planning Agencies Weaker
Type Number
UMTA 96 1
FAA 8 0
A-95 102 4
701 102 3

Office, 1972), and same as Table 11-15.

Table 11-16

LEGAL AND GEOGRAPHICAL DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SECTION 134
TRANSPORTATION AGENCIES AND OTHER FEDERALLY DESIGNATED
PLANNING AGENCIES: 1972

Legal Status
Same
than 134 As 134 Than 134 Than 134 As 134 Than 134
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7
93
95

SOURCES: U.S. Bureau of the Census, City-County Data Book: 1972, (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing

Geography

Stronger Smaller Same Larger

3 36 57 3
1 4 2 2
5 20 56 26
4 19 58 25

92



Table 11-17

ORGANIZATIONAL AND GEOGRAPHIC DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
SECTION 134 TRANSPORTATION AGENCIES AND SEPARATE
URBAN MASS TRANSIT AGENCIES: 1972

Total Number Of Legal Status Geography
Separate UMTA Weaker Same Stronger Smaller Same Larger
Agencies Than As Than  Than As Than
134 134 134 134 134 134
Total 96 1 92 3 36 57 3
Population Group
Over 10-Million 1 0 1 0 1 0 0
5 To 10-Million 2 0 2 0 0 2 0
1 To 5-Million 17 0 17 0 7 9 1
500,000 To 1,000,000 20 1 17 2 6 13 1
250,000 To 500,000 24 0 24 0 9 15 0
50,000 To 250,000 32 0 31 1 13 18 1
Geographic Division
More Than One Division 10 0 10 0 3 7 0
New England 6 0 6 0 2 4 0
Middle Atlantic 12 0 12 0 5 7 0
South Atlantic 13 0 13 0 3 10 0
East South Central 8 4] 8 0 1 (] 1
West South Central 13 0 12 1 9 4 0
East North Central 15 0 14 1 5 9 1
West North Central 9 1 8 0 5 3 1
Mountain 6 0 5 1 3 3 0
West 4 0 4 1] (4] 4 0
Geographic Region
Northeast 22 0 22 0 7 15 0
North Central 23 0 22 1 10 12 1
South 37 1) 36 1 14 22 1
West 12 0 11 1 5 7 0
More Than One Region 2 1 1 0 0 1 1
Number Of States
Intrastate 79 0 77 2 28 48 3
Interstate 17 1 15 1 8 9 0
Number Of Counties
One County 29 0 28 1 10 17
Multicounty 60 1 57 2 23 36 1
Part Of County(ies) 7 0 7 0 3 4 0

SOURCES: Same as Table 11-16.

93




Table 11-18

ORGANIZATIONAL AND GEOGRAPHIC DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
SECTION 134 TRANSPORTATION AGENCIES AND SEPARATE
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION AGENCIES: 1972

Total Number Of Legal Status Geography
Separate FAA  Weaker Same Stronger Smaller Same Larger
Agencies Than As Than Than As Than
134 134 134 134 134 134
Total 8 0 7 1 4 2 2
Population Group
Over 10-Million 1 0 1 0 1 0 0
5 To 10-Million 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 To 5-Million 1 0 1 0 1 0 0
500,000 To 1,000,000 1 0 1 0 0 1 0
250,000 To 500,000 1 0 1 0 0 0 1
50,000 To 250,000 4 0 3 1 2 1 1
Geographic Division
More Than One Division 1 0 1 0 1 0 0
New England 1 0 1 0 0 1 0
Middle Atlantic 2 0 2 0 0 0 2
South Atlantic 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East South Central 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
West South Central 2 0 1 1 2 0 0
East North Central 1 0 1 0 1 0 0
West North Central 1 0 1 0 0 1 0
Mountain 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
West 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Geographic Region
Northeast 2 0 2 0 1 1 0
North Central 1 0 1 0 1 0 0
South 5 0 4 1 2 1 2
West 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
More Than One Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Number Of States
Intrastate 5 0 5 0 2 1 2
Interstate 3 0 2 1 2 1 0
Number of Counties
One County 1 0 1 0 0 0 1
Multicounty 7 0 6 1 4 2 1
Part Of County(ies) o] 0 0 0 0 0 0

SOURCES: Same as Table 11-16.
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Table 11-19

ORGANIZATIONAL AND GEOGRAPHIC DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
SECTION 134 TRANSPORTATION AGENCIES AND SEPARATE HUD
701 PLANNING AGENCIES: 1972

Total Number Of Legal Status Geography
Separate 701 Weaker Same Stronger Smaller Same Larger
Agencies Than As Than Than As Than

134 134 134 134 134 134
Total 102 3 95 4 19 58 25
Population Group
Over 10-Million 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 To 10-Million 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 To 5-Million 11 0 11 0 2 9 0
500,000 To 1,000,000 16 1 13 2 3 8 5
250,000 To 500,000 24 1 22 1 7 12 5
50,000 To 250,000 51 1 49 1 7 29 15
Geographic Division
More Than One Division 14 0 14 0 2 9 3
New England 11 0 11 0 2 9 0
Middle Atlantic 16 0 16 0 3 8 5
South Atlantic 7 1 6 0 3 3 1
East South Central 22 1 21 0 2 8 12
West South Central 13 0 11 2 4 8 1
East North Central 3 0 2 1 0 2 1
West North Central 5 1 4 0 2 3 0
Mountain 3 0 3 0 1 0 2
West 8 0 7 1 0 8 0
Geographic Region
Northeast 31 0 31 0 4 25 2
North Central 17 0 15 2 4 11 2
South 42 2 39 1 9 14 19
West 11 0 10 1 1 8 2
More Than One Region 1 1 0 0 1 0 0
Number Of States
Intrastate 88 1 83 4 16 49 23
Interstate 14 2 12 0 3 9 2
Number Of Counties
One County 35 0 34 1 3 22 10
Multicounty 52 3 46 3 13 25 14
Part Of County(ies) 15 0 15 4] 3 11 1

SOURCES: Same as Table 11-16.
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Table 1I-20

ORGANIZATIONAL AND GEOGRAPHIC DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
SECTION 134 TRANSPORTATION AGENCIES AND SEPARATE
A-95 CLEARINGHOUSES: 1972

Total Number Of Legal Status Geography
Separate A-95 Weaker Same Stronger Smaller Same Larger
Agencies Than As Than Than As Than

134 134 134 134 134 134
Total 102 4 93 5 20 56 26
Population Group
Over 10-Million 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 To 10-Million 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 To 5-Million 10 0 10 0 2 8 0
500,000 To 1,000,000 18 1 14 3 4 9 5
250,000 To 500,000 25 2 22 1 7 13 i}
50,000 To 250,000 49 1 47 1 7 26 16
Geographic Division
More Than One Division 13 0 13 0 1 9 3
New England 11 0 11 0 3 8 0
Middle Atlantic 17 0 17 0 3 10 4
South Atlantic 6 1 5 0 3 2 1
East South Central 23 2 21 0 2 9 12
West South Central 15 0 11 4 5 8 2
East North Central 1 0 1 0 0 0 1
West North Central 3 1 2 0 2 1 0
Mountain 4 0 4 0 1 0 3
West 9 0 8 1 0 9 0
Geographic Region
Northeast 27 0 27 0 4 22 1
North Central 15 0 12 3 5 7 3
South 46 3 42 1 9 18 19
West 13 0 12 1 1 9 3
More Than One Region 1 1 0 0 1 0 0
Number Of States
Intrastate . 88 2 81 5 17 47 24
Interstate 14 2 12 0 3 9 2
Number Of Counties
One County 37 0 36 1 3 23 11
Multicounty 52 4 44 4 15 23 14
Part Of County(ies) 13 0 13 0 2 10 1

SOURCES: Same as Table 11-16.
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Table 11-21

SELECTED FEDERAL DESIGNATIONS OF METROPOLITAN
PLANNING AGENCIES: 1972

Type Of Agencies Designation
701 A-95 UMTA FAA

Total 194 171 136 26
Section 134 Transportation Agency 92 69 40 18
Regional Councils [Not Section 134’s) 90 95 18 4
Metropolitan Planning {701)

[Not 134’s Nor Regional Councils] 12 - - -
Metropolitan Clearinghouse (A-95)

[Not 134’s Nor Regional Council] - 7 - -
Other [UMTA And FAA] - - 78 4

SOURCES: U.S. Department of Transportation, Directory of Urbanized Area Transportation Planning Program:
1972 {Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1972). U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development,
“Comprehensive Planning Assistance Grants to Metropolitan Planning Organizations: FY 1972-73,” unpulished list.
U.S. Office of Management and Budget, Directory of State, Metropolitan, and Regional Clearinghouses Under the
Office of Management and Budget Circular No. A-95 (Revised), (Washington, D.C.: September 11, 1972, offset print-
ing). Urban Mass Transportation Administration, “Technical Studies Grants Approved Through june 20, 1972,"
unpublished list. Federal Aviation Administration, “Approved Planning Projects: FY 1973,” unpublished list.
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In these cases, SMSA boundaries have not been followed
by local officials setting the Section 134 planning
boundaries. The San Bernardino-Riverside-Ontario
SMSA in California, which extends a hundred miles into
the mountains and desert beyond the urbanized area, is a
good example of this situation. Despite these occasional
problems, the tables presented here use the SMSA land
areas and populations as proxies for the Section 134
planning areas.

On the average, each Section 134 area includes
somewhat more than one SMSA, somewhat more than
one urbanized area, and somewhat more than one
central city (see Table /1-22). The number of these
components tends to increase as the overall size of the
planning area increases. The largest Section 134 planning
area, New York, includes 11 SMSAs, ten urbanized
areas, and ten central cities. Interstate planning areas
average somwhat more SMSAs, urbanized areas, and
central cities than do the areas within a single state.
Single county transportation planning areas, of course,
contain only one SMSA and one urbanized area,
although they average slightly more than one central city
each.

Most urban transportation planning areas are encom-
passed within a single substate district (see Table /11-23).
The main exception to this is in interstate areas where
there is usually a separate substate district in each state.
In the most extreme case, the Section 134 planning area
includes all or part of seven substate districts.

The SMSAs for which urban transportation planning
is required range in geographic size from 30 square miles
to 414,560 square miles (see Table 1/-24). The related
urbanized areas range from ten square miles to 2,980
square miles. The land area classified in central cities of
Section 134 planning areas ranges from less than ten
square miles to 770 square miles. The West tends to have
the largest SMSAs because of the extraordinary size of
some of its counties. The West and South tend to have
the largest central cities, probably because of relatively
liberal annexation policies. Interstate urbanized areas
tend to be larger than those completely contained within
a single state and multicounty SMSAs and urbanized
areas, as might be expected, tend to be larger than single
county ones.

The Section 134 transportation areas have popula-
tions which range from about 50,000 to over 17.5-mil-
lion (see Table 11-25).

Status of Intermodal Transportation Planning

Since the Section 134 comprehensive transportation
planning requirements were enacted in 1962, the goal of
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transportation planning has been to coordinate the
different modes, and then relate the total transportation
system to overall community development planning,
With establishment of the U.S. Department of Transpor-
tation in 1966, efforts to bring about coordination of
the individual modal planning programs slowly have
gained momentum, Beginning in 1972 with the publica-
tion of its first National Transportation Study, DOT has
embarked upon a program of publishing such a report
every two years. This effort involves an assessment of
the needs in each functional area of the transportation
field, and recommendations to Congress for appropriate
actions to meet these various needs in a coordinated
fashion. Thus, there is now available a document at the
national level which has begun to look at the relative
needs of different transportation modes. This has begun
to spur serious actions by DOT to coordinate its many
programs.

The legislative underpinning for an intermodal coor-
dinating mechanism was provided by the 7962 Highway
Act through its requirement in Section 134 for compre-
hensive urban transportation planning processes in each
urbanized area. This process may include highway
planning, transit planning, and planning for all parking
and intercity terminal facilities. Persumably this includes
railroads, airports, and waterports. However, typically
the urban transportation process funded by FHWA has
primarily stressed highway planning, has often treated
transit planning as a residual, and usually has not treated
other modes at all. Thus, it really has not been, in
practice, comprehensive transportation planning. In-
stead, real transit planning of equal caliber to the
highway planning has come about only with the expan-
sion of UMTA'’s planning program in the last three years
or so, and airport planning has been a completely
separate activity supported sporadically, if at all, either
by the airport systems planning funds available in the
last three years, or through Section 701 funds from
HUD. At the same time the need to unify DOT’s three
transportation systems planning grant programs at the
metropolitan level has not been ignored.

The first effort to do this was evidenced by an early
1972 FHWA memorandum which required: “By July 1,
1973, all urbanized areas receiving funding for areawide
urban transportation from more than one DOT adminis-
tration will be required to submit a unified work
program as a condition of FHWA participation in their
urban transportation process.”’2 These unified work
programs were to show all of the transportation planning
work going on in a given urban area no matter by whom
funded. Coordination with the HUD 701 planning
program also was required, and the total package was to



Table 11-22

AVERAGE NUMBER OF SMSAs, URBANIZED AREAS, AND
CENTRAL CITIES WITHIN SECTION 134
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AREAS: 1972

Total SMSAs Urbanized Areas Central Cities
Number Of Low- Mean High- Low- Mean High- Low- Mean High-
Section 134 est est est est est est
Areas

Total U.S. 218 0* 1.10 11 1 1.14 10 1 1.36 11
Population Group
Over 10-Million 1 11 11.00 11 10 10.00 10 11 11.00 11
5 To 10-Million 3 2 2.67 4 1 2.33 4 2 5.33 10
1 To 5-Million 25 1 1.36 4 1 1.40 3 1 1.72 6
500,000 To 1,000,000 32 0* 0.97 3 1 1.09 3 1 1.47 3
250,000 To 500,000 60 0* 0.97 1 1 1.05 2 1 1.18 2
50,000 To 250,000 97 0* 1.00 2 1 1.01 2 1 1.12 3
Geographic Division
More Than One Division 15 1 1.73 11 1 1.66 10 1 2.06 11
New England 15 1 1.20 3 1 1.13 3 1 1.60 3
Middle Atlantic 19 1 1.05 2 1 1.11 2 1 1.42 3
South Atlantic 36 o* 0.92 1 1 1.00 1 1 1.11 2
East South Central 13 1 1.00 1 1 1.00 1 1 1.08 2
West South Central 34 0* 1.03 2 1 1.15 3 1 1.18 3
East North Central 39 o* 1.08 3 1 1.10 3 1 1.33 4
West North Central 16 1 1.00 1 1 1.06 2 1 1.18 2
Mountain 15 o* 0.87 1 1 1.00 1 1 1.07 2
West 16 1 1.44 4 1 1.44 4 1 2.12 10
Geographic Region
Northeast 35 1 1.40 11 1 1.37 10 1 1.77 11
North Central 60 o* 1.04 3 1 1.07 3 1 1.30 4
South 85 0* 0.98 2 1 1.06 3 1 1.13 3
West 31 o* 1.16 4 1 1.23 4 1 1.61 10
More Than One Region 7 1 1.14 2 1 1.14 2 1 1.57 3
Number Of States
Intrastate 183 o* 1.03 4 1.09 4 1 1.29 10
Interstate 35 0* 1.36 11 1 1.36 10 1 1.79 11
Number Of Counties
One County 74 o* 0.96 1 1 1.00 2 1 1.12 3
Multicounty 127 o* 1.16 11 1 1.20 10 1 1.46 11
Part Of County/{ies) 17 o* 1.12 3 1 1.18 3 1 1.65 3

*Section 134 Transportation Planning Agencies are based on urbanized areas and some have not been designated

by OMB as Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas.

SOURCES: U.S. Department of Transportation, Directory of Urbanized Area Transportation Planning Program: 1972,
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972). U.S. Bureau of the Census, City-County Data Book: 1972,

(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972).
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ool

- NUMBER OF SUBSTATE DISTRICTS WHOLLY OR PARTIALLY WITHIN SECTION 134
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AREAS: 1973

Total U.S.
Population Group

Over 10-Million

5 To 10-Million

1 To 5-Million
500,000 To 1,000,000
250,000 To 500,000
50,000 To 250,000

Geographic Division

More Than One Division
New England

Middle Atlantic

South Atlantic

East South Central

West South Central

East North Central

West North Central
Mountain

West

Geographic Region

Northeast

North Central

South

West

More Than One Region

Number

216*

w

30
60
97

15
14
19
36
13
34
39
16
15
15

34
60
85
30

Substate District
First State

Low-
est

o el e pd e e ek e _ e e el e

b ped b b

Mean

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.23
1.00
1.00

1.00
1.07
1.11
1.00
1.00
1.12
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

1.09
1.00
1.05
1.00
1.00

High-
est
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Mean

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

1.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
1.00

1.00
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Substate District
Third State
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est

Mean

5.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

3.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
0.00

5.00
1.00
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0.00
1.00
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Number

Number Of States

Intrastate 181
Interstate 35
Number Of Counties

One County 73
Multicounty 127
Part Of County(ies) 16

1
1
1

Substate District
First State
Low-
est

Mean

1.04
1.00

1.00
1.05
1.06

Table 11-23 (Cont.)

’ High-
est

1
3
2

*Two of the Section 134 areas are not covered by substate districts. For the
nation as a whole, the average Section 134 area has 1.18 substate districts,

and the range is from 0-7.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Transportation, Directory of Urbasized Area

Number

23

0
24
1

0
1
1

Substate District
Second State
Low-
est

Mean

1.00
1.00

0.00
1.00
1.00

High-
est

1
1

Number

0
4
0

Substate District
Third State

Low-
est

1
0

Mean

0.00
2.00

0.00
2.00
0.00

High-
est

0
5
0

Transportation Planning Programs: 1972, (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1972). Economic Research Service, Status of Multi-
County Planning and Development Districts, (Washington, D.C.: U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture 1973).




Table 11-24

AVERAGE LAND AREA OF SMSAs, URBANIZED AREAS, AND CENTRAL
CITIES WITHIN SECTION 134 TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
AREAS: 1972
(000’S Of Square Miles)

Total SMSASs Urbanized Areas Central Cities
Number Low- Mean High- Low- Mean High- Low- Mean High-
Section est est est est est est
134
Areas

Total U.S. 218 0.00* 18.49 414.56 0.01 0.21 2.98 0.00 0.07 0.12
Population Group
Over 10-Million 1 4.32 4.32 4.32 2.98 2.98 2.98 0.26 0.26 0.26
5 To 10-Million 3 3.78 95.82 279.01 0.82 1.37 2.02 0.14 0.40 0.76
1 To 5-Million 25 0.99 3.36 6.99 0.07 0.46 1.07 0.03 0.17 0.52
500,000 To 1,000,000 32 0.00* 2.31 9.24 0.05 0.19 0.35 0.01 0.13 0.77
250,000 To 500,000 60 0.00* 9.15 414.56 0.03 0.09 0.22 0.00 0.05 0.12
50,000 To 250,000 97 0.00* 1.21 6.37 0.01 0.16 0.62 0.01 0.03 0.08
Geographic Division
More Than One

Division 15 0.11 30.05 414.56 0.02 0.70 2.98 0.01 0.06 0.26
New England 15 0.03 0.42 2.03 0.03 0.09 0.24 0.01 0.04 0.08
Middle Atlantic 19 0.50 1.77 3.78 0.02 0.15 0.82 0.00 0.03 0.14
South Atlantic 36 0.00* 1.47 4.31 0.03 0.13 0.49 0.01 0.07 0.77
East South Central 13 0.46 1.93 4.10 0.01 0.11 0.34 0.01 0.10 0.51
West South Central 34 0.00* 1.88 6.79 0.01 0.12 1.07 0.01 0.10 0.64
East North Central 39 0.00* 1.35 4.66 0.02 0.16 1.28 0.01 0.06 0.38
West North Central 16 0.66 2.08 6.50 0.01 0.51 0.72 0.01 0.07 0.37
Mountain 15 0.00* 4.21 9.24 0.01 0.10 0.34 0.01 0.06 0.25
West 16 0.60 20.95 279.01 0.03 0.31 2.02 0.01 0.13 0.76
Geographic Region
Northeast 35 0.03 1.27 4.32 0.02 0.21 2.98 0.00 0.04 0.26
North Central 60 0.00* 1.68 7.40 0.01 0.26 1.28 0.01 0.06 0.38
South 85 0.00* 1.69 6.79 0.01 0.12 1.07 0.01 0.09 0.77
West 31 0.00* 12.85 279.01 0.01 0.21 2.02 0.01 0.09 0.76
More Than One

Region 7 0.94 61.29 414.56 0.03 0.95 0.37 0.01 0.04 0.11
Number Of States
Intrastate 183 0.00* 19.37 279.01 0.01 0.17 2.02 0.00 0.07 0.77
Interstate 35 0.00* 13.91 414.56 0.02 0.42 2.98 0.01 0.08 0.37
Number Of Counties
One County 74 0.00* 1.70 9.24 0.01 0.14 0.62 0.01 0.04 0.32
Multicounty 127 0.00* 7.74 414.56 0.02 0.26 2.98 0.00 0.10 0.77
Part Of County/ies) 17 0.00* 0.41 2.03 0.03 0.11 0.30 0.01 0.04 0.08

*Section 134 Transportation Planning Agencies are based on urbanized areas and some have not been designated by
OMB as Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas.

SOURCES: U.S. Department of Transportation, Directory of Urbanized Area Transportation Planning Progranu
1972 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972). U.S. Department of Agriculture, Status of Multi-
County Planning and Development Districts (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1973). U.S. Bureau of
the Census, City-County Data Book: 1972 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972).
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become the basis for funding of planning activities by al!
DOT modal administrations.

Later that same year, the Office of the Secretary
formally established intermodal planning groups in the
ten Standard Federal Regions. These groups were com-
posed of representatives of the Coast Guard, FAA,
UMTA, FHWA, and the Federal Railroad Adminis-
tration, plus the regional representative of the DOT
Secretary - *. . .their role is to act as an advisory and
coordinating group with operating responsibility
remaining with the operating administrations.””3 Their
mandate then was to promote intermodal planning,
unified work programs, and the recognition of a singie
agency in each metropolitan area for areawide (system
or preproject) transportation planning. Another order
from the Office of the Secretary in early 1973 formally
required annual unified work programs for intermodal
planning encompassing all three Federal aid transpor-
tation planning programs — highways, mass transpor-

tation, and airport systems.”4 In the fall of 1973,a DOT
fetter was sent to each governor requesting that the
governor designate a single planning agency in each
metropolitan area for the purpose of all three Federal
aid planning programs.”® This letter also urged governors
to select the A-95 metropolitan clearinghouse in each
case if at all possible, and to provide special justifications
in those cases where a different designation was made.
As of late 1973, unified work programs were approved
by DOT in 126 urbanized areas; disapproved or not
approved in 45; not required in 30; pending approval in
33; and under development in two. This adds up to a
grand total of 236 such areas and a more than 60
percent approval rate.”®

Finally, the Office of the Secretary is considering
uniform intermodal standards and procedures for DOT
certification of transportation planning processes in
urban areas. Each area would have to have such a
certification covering all three DOT planning programs
in order to continue receiving DOT assistance for
implementation projects from those three modal admin-
istrations. The quality of planning and the planning
work program, as well as the procedural arrangements
for carrying it out, would be major factors in deter-
mining the certification.

Obviously, the unification of these three programs is
proceeding. But, differences in matching funds and
approval processes still remain. Even the Integrated
Grant Administration Program, under which OMB en-
courages pooled funds from related Federal grant pro-
grams, cannot overcome these basic differences.”? Water,
railroad, and pedestrian modes have not yet received
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attention from DOT in terms of metropolitan coordin-
ation.

Yet as earlier data have shown, transportation plan-
ning often is not done by one organization — and more
than half the time it has not been done by the official
comprehensive metropolitan planning body. Moreover,
most of the Section 134 planning has concentrated on
the highway mode alone. While this highway planning
has been done in relation to services provided by other
modes, positive planning for those other modes has
seldom been part of the Section 134 planning process.
Tables 11-26 through 11-29 indicate the current status of
intermodal planning.

As will be explained more fully later, DOT now
requires that where Federal planning funds are being
granted to a metropolitan area from two or more of
DOT’s planning programs (FHWA, UMTA, and FAA) a
unified work program for the use of these funds — and
any other transportation planning funds provided by the
area itself — must be prepared by the recipient planning
organizations and approved by DOT. Of the 208 areas
required to have these unified work programs, 120 (58
percent) had received approval by late 1973, while 33
were pending approval, two were under development,
and 45 had been disapproved (see Table /1-26). These
work programs, however, need provide only for those
modes specifically being funded at the time they are
prepared. In other words, they do not include all
transportation modes.

Of all the certified Section 134 transportation plans
on file at DOT headquarters in Washington as of October
1973, less than half included transit elements in addition
to highways. Moreover, airport, railroad, water, and
other elements were included in less than 11 percent
(see Table [1-27). On the average, a certified Section 134
plan included less than two modes. In contrast, almost
all of the metropolitan areas for which Section 134
planning must be done have bus service, scheduled
airline flights, and freight trains. In addition, over half
have passenger trains, and over one-third have ports (see
(Table 11-28). Logic would suggest that comprehensive
transportation plans for these areas should average at
least four modes — highways, transit, railroad, and
airport — and one-third also should have a water trans-
portation element.

On the brighter side, almost half of the states have
recently reorganized their transportation programs into
state departments of transportation. The 27 states which
had done this by the end of 1974 account for 80 percent
of the urbanized area population of the nation (see
Table 11-29), and 63 percent of the recognized areas.
The significance of these figures is that transportation
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Table 11-25
AVERAGE, LOWEST, AND HIGHEST POPULATION OF SMSAs,

URBANIZED AREAS, AND CENTRAL CITIES WITHIN SECTION 134
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AREAS: 1972

(000’s)
Total SMSAs Urbanized Areas Central Cities
Number Lowest Mean Highest Lowest Mean  Highest Lowest Mean  Highest
Of Section
134 Areas
Total U.S. 218 0.00* 629.25 16,111.38 44 .84 540.97 17,858.24 9.86 292.24 9,376.68
Population Group
Over 10-Million 1 16,111.38 16,111.38 16,111.38 17,582.24 17,582.24 17,582.24 9,376.68 9,376.68 9,376.68
5 To 10-Million 3 5,721.88 7,341.86 8,695.44 4,295.21 6,748.74 9,236.45 2,053.19 3,267.02 4,055.09
1 To 5-Million 25 299.00 1,794.90 4,628.20 368.74 1,640.63 4,088.21 277.74 749.97 1,676.07
500,000 To 1,000,000 32 0.00* 644.71 967.52 152.25 611.79 863.36 63.10 303.13 654.29
250,000 To 500,000 60 0.00* 325.92 767.23 96.15 229.99 558.10 9.86 143.30 322.26

50,000 To 250,000 97 0.00* 149.45 832.22 50.47 100.52 208.62 29.08 77.15 198.69
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Total
Number Lowest
Of Section
134 Areas

Geographic Division
More Than One

Division 15 80.47
New England 15 66.59
Middle Atlantic 19 121.37
South Atlantic 36 0.00*
East South Central 13 79.49
West South Central 34 0.00*
East North Central 39 0.00*
West North Central 16 80.91
Mountain 15 0.00*
West 16 186.66
Geographic Region
Northeast 35 66.59
North Central 60 0.00*
South 85 0.00*
West 31 0.00*
More Than One

Region 7 165.62
Number Of States
Intrastate 183 0.00*
Interstate 35 0.00*
Number Of Counties
One County 74 0.00*
Multicounty 127 0.00*
Part Of County(ies) 17 0.00*

Table 11-25 {Cont.)

SMSAs
Mean

1,687.18
460.81
843.26
415.10
350.60
365.50
692.20
367.93
317.18

1,336.38

1,115.58
601.53
382.79
843.21

554.07

508.57
1,260.25

226.38
892.49
446.63

Highest

16,111.38
2,753.80
5,721.88
2,070.67

821.86
2,169.13
7,608.27
1,965.16
1,228.80
8,695.44

16,111.38
7,608.27
2,169.13
8,695.44

1,611.06

8,695.44
16,111.38

1,357.78
16,111.38
2,753.80

*Section 134 Transportation Planning Agencies are based on urbanized
areas and some have not been designated by OMB as Standard Metropoli-

tan Statistical Areas.

Urbanized Areas

Lowest

63.37
60.96
73.58
57.64
53.13
50.47
69.39
56.60
68.63
93.04

60.96
56.60
50.47
68.63

92.94

52.47
58.57

50.47
57.65
60.96

Mean

1,666.49
401.19
581.04
376.77
516.58
295.55
581.87
315.21
278.06

1,215.47

989.70
502.54
361.88
761.88

452.52

446.53
1,150.05

171.65
810.80
416.14

Highest

17,582.24
2,652.57
4,295.21
2,481.49

663.98
2,015.63
6,714.57
1,704.42
1,047.31
9,236.45

17,582.24
6,714.57
2,481.49
9,236.45

1,201.43

9,236.45
17,582.24

1,219.66
17,582.24
2,6852.57

SOURCES: Same as Table I1-24.

Lowest

48.28
41.78
42.48

9.86
50.32
29.08
44.63
53.34
60.09
61.71

41.78
44.63

9.86
60.09

48.28

9.86
30.50

29.08
9.86
41.78

Central Cities
Mean

861.95
174.27
262.69
189.08
194.60
220.82
316.12
213.40
174.78
564.39

485.19
276.63
201.39
375.87

194.19

230.06
617.35

110.28
415.55
187.41

Highest

9,376.68
641.05
2,053.19
905.76
623.75
1,333.04
3,692.79
744.32
581.60
4,055.09

9,376.68
3,692.79
1,333.04
4,055.09

568.97

4,055.09
9,376.68

696.57
9,376.68
641.05




Table 11-26

STATUS OF UNIFIED WORK PROGRAMS, STATE BY STATE: 1973

States

United States, Total

Alabama 6
Alaska

Arizona 2
Arkansas 1
California 10
Colorado 3
Connecticut 7
Delaware

District Of Columbia 1
Florida 10
Georgia 6
Hawaii 1
Idaho

Illinois 2
Indiana

Iowa 5
Kansas 1
Kentucky 3
Louisiana 1
Maine 2
Maryland 1
Massachusetts 1
Michigan 5
Minnesota 1
Mississippi 2
Missouri 3
Montana

Nebraska 2
Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico 1
New York 5
North Carolina 6

North Dakota

Approved

Not Not Pending Under
Approved Required Develop-
ment
2
1
3
1
1
6
8
1
3 2
8
4 6
1
2
1 1
2
2
2
2
2 1
1
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States

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Puerto Rico

TOTAL

GRAND TOTAL

Table 11-26 (Cont.)

Approved Not
Approved

120 53

240

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Transportation.

Not Pending Under
Required Develop-
ment

1 2
10

20 5 2
3
3

32 33 2
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Table 11-27

MODES INCLUDED IN CERTIFIED PLANS PREPARED BY SECTION 134
TRANSPORTATION AGENCIES AND ON FILE AT DOT HEADQUARTERS IN
WASHINGTON, D.C.: OCTOBER 1973*

MODES
MEAN
Highway Transit Air Railroad Water Other
Number Per- Number Per- Number Per- Number Per- Number Per- Number Per-

cent cent cent cent cent cent

Of A Of A Of A Of A Of A Oof A
TOTAL 130 100.00 87 43.85 14 10.77 4 3.08 4 3.08 2 1.54 1.62
Population Group
Over 10-Million 1 100.00 1 100.00 1 100.00 1 100.00 1 100.00 0 0.00 5.00
5 To 10-Million 2 100.00 2 100.00 1 50.00 1 50.00 1 50.00 1 50.00 4.00
1 To 5-Million 21 100.00 19 90.48 6 28.57 4] 0.00 2 9.52 1 4.76 2.33
500,000 To 1,000,000 18 100.00 14 77.78 3 16.67 2 11.11 0 0.00 0 0.00 2.06
250,000 To 500,000 39 100.00 12 30.77 3 7.69 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.38
50,000 To 250,000 49 100.00 9 18.37 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.18
Geographic Division
More Than One Division 7 100.00 5 71.43 1 14.29 2 28.57 1 14.29 0 0.00 2.29
New England 8 100.00 5 62,50 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1] 0.00 1.62
Middle Atlantic 13 100.00 8 61.54 3 23.08 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.85
South Atlantic 16 100.00 6 37.50 1 6.25 1 6.25 1 6.25 0 0.00 1.56
East South Central 10 100.00 1 10.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.10
West South Central 29 100.00 6 20.69 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.21
East North Central 20 100.00 11 55.00 3 15.00 1 5.00 1 5.00 1 5.00 1.85
West North Central 7 100.00 2 28.57 2 28.57 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.57
Mountain 11 100.00 6 54.55 1 9.09 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 1.64
West 9 100.00 7 77.78 3 33.33 0 0.00 1 11.11 1 11.11 2.33
Geographic Region
Northeast 22 100.00 14 63.64 4 18.18 1 4.55 1 4.55 0 0.00 1.91
North Central 29 100.00 14 48.28 5 17.24 1 3.45 1 3.45 1 3.45 1.76
South 56  100.00 14 25.00 1 1.79 1 1.79 1 1.79 0 0.00 1.30
West 20 100.00 13 65.00 4 20.00 0 0.00 1 5.00 1 5.00 1.95
More Than One Region 3 100.00 2 66.67 0 0.00 1 33.33 0 0.00 0 0.00 2.00




Table 11-27 [Cont.)

MODES

MEAN

Other

Number

Water

Railroad

Number

Air

Number

Transit

Number

Highway

Number

Per-

Per
cent

Per- Per- Number
Of A

Per-

Per-

cent

cent cent cent
Of A Of A Of A

Of A

cent

Of A

Number Of States

1.55
2.05

0.90

5.26

1.80
10.53

0.90
15.79

100.00 46 41.44 11 9.91
11 57.89 3 15.79

111

Intrastate

2 1

3

100.00

19

Interstate

Number Of Counties

1.32
1.78
1.62

0.00
2.47
0.00

2.44
3.70
0.00

0.00
4.94
0.00

4.88
14.81
0.00

24.39

10
42

100.00

41

One County

4

12

51.85
62.50

100.00

81
8

Multicounty

5

100.00

Part Of County(ies)

*Information available for only 130 Section 134 agencies.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Transportation.
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planning and implementation efforts in the urban areas
are largely dependent upon state transportation pro-
grams. If these are not administered in an intermodal
fashion, efforts to meld the modes at the metropolitan
level face added difficulties. Fortunately the majority of
the nation’s urbanized areas are in states which are
moving in this direction. Of course, the mere presence of
a state DOT does not assure successful intermodal
administration of transportation programs. Often a state
DOT itself does not encompass all modes, and few of
these DOT’s have developed thoroughly integrated
multimodal plans. Nevertheless, the need for this integra-
tion appears to be widely accepted at the state level.
(For more on this subject, see Chapter 111.)

The Overall Pattern

With Federal support and encouragement, transporta-
tion planning for two or more modes is being conducted
in some urban areas by a single planning organization
which also is Federally recognized for comprehensive
community development planning and Federal aid pro-
ject review and coordination purposes. But this by no
means has been universal.

Yet the pattern which existed in 1973 is beginning to
change as the states respond to DOT guidelines calling
for a single metropolitan planning body to receive all
DOT planning funds allocated to that level for highway,
transit, and airport planning. This body is to be the A-95
clearinghouse recognized by OMB, wherever possible,
and most of those are already HUD recognized compre-
hensive planning bodies. With six states still to make
their new designations as of February 1974, 58 percent
of the urban transportation planning bodies were A-95
clearinghouses — compared with 32 percent in 1973,

The continuing establishment and fuller development
of state departments of transportation is beginning to
create intermodal planning at that level to work with
and encourage metropolitan planning bodies in their
efforts to make urban transportation planning more
comprehensive and better related to overall community
development planning.

Still, much work remains to be done. The average
“comprehensive’ transportation plan now includes less
than two modes. At the same time, almost all of the 218
urbanized transportation planning areas in the 50 states
and the District of Columbia are now served by four
modes, and at least one-third are served by a fifth,
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Table 11-28

TYPES OF MODES OF TRANSPORTATION WITHIN SECTION 134 TRANSPORTATION
PLANNING AREAS: 1973

Classification Number Buses Freight Passenger Commuter Public Public-No
of Number Per- Trains Trains Trains Scheduled Scheduled
Agencies cent Number Per- Number Per- Number Per- Flights Flights
(A) Of A cent cent cent Number Per- Number Per-
Of A Of A Of A cent cent
ofA Of A
TOTAL 218 194 88.99 217 99.54 124 56.88 11 5.04 177 81.19 139 63.76

Population Group

Over 10-Million 1 1 100.00 1 100.00 1 100.00 1 100.00 1 100.00 1 100.00
5 To 10-Million 3 3 100.00 3 100.00 3 100.00 2 66.67 3 100.00 3 100.00
1 To 5-Million 25 25 100.00 25 100.00 25 100.00 8 32.00 25 100.00 24 96.00
500,000 To 1,000,000 32 32 100.00 32 100.00 25 78.13 0 0.00 28 87.50 26 81.25
250,00 To 500,000 60 57 95.00 60 100.00 38 63.33 0 0.00 50 83.33 43 71.67
50,000 To 250,000 97 76 78.35 96 98.96 32 33.98 0 0.00 70 72.16 42 43.29
Geographic Division

More Than One Division 15 14 93.33 15 100.00 8 53.33 2 13.33 14 93.33 9 60.00
New England 15 12 80.00 15 100.00 6 40.00 1 6.67 8 53.33 7 46.67
Middle Atlantic 19 17 89.47 19 100.00 13 68.42 3 15.79 12 63.16 15 78.95
South Atlantic 36 33 91.67 35 97.22 26 72.22 2 5.56 32 88.89 19 52.78
East South Central 13 10 76.92 13 100.00 7 53.85 0 0.00 11 84.62 7 53.85
West South Central 34 29 85.29 34 100.00 12 35.29 0 0.00 30 88.24 26 76.47
East North Central 39 34 87.18 39 100.00 21 53.85 2 5.13 31 79.49 23 59.00
West North Central 16 15 93.75 16 100.00 8 50.00 0 0.00 14 87.50 7 43.75
Mountain 15 14 93.33 15 100.00 9 60.00 0 0.00 10 66.67 11 73.33
West 16 16 100.00 16 100.00 14 87.50 1 6.25 15 93.75 15 93.75
Geographic Region

Northeast 35 30 85.71 35 100.00 20 57.14 5 14.29 21 60.00 23 65.71
North Central 60 54 90.00 60 100.00 32 53.33 3 5.00 51 85.00 34 56.66
South 85 73 85.88 84 98.82 45 52.94 2 2.35 75 88.24 53 62.35
West 31 30 96.77 31 100.00 23 74.19 1 3.23 25 80.65 26 83.87
More Than One Region 7 7 100.00 7 100.00 4 57.14 0 0.00 5 71.42 3 42.85
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Classification

Number Of States
Intrastate

Interstate

Number Of Counties

One County
Multicounty
Part Of County/(ies)

Number

of

(A)

183
35

74
127
17

Agencies Number

163
31

62
118
14

Per-
cent
Of A

89.07
88.57

83.78
92.91
82.35

Table I1-28 (Cont.)

Freight Passenger
Trains Trains
Number Per- Number Per-

cent cent

Of A Oof A
182 99.45 106 57.92
35 100.00 18 51.42
74 100.00 37 50.00
126 99.21 79 62.20
17 100.00 8 47.06

Commuter
Trains
Number Per-

cent

Of A

4.37

3 8.57
0 0.00
10 7.87
1 5.88

Public
Scheduled
Flights
Number Per-
cent
Of A
149 81.42
28 80.00
56 75.67
112 88.18
9 52.94

Public-No
Scheduled
Flights
Number Per-
cent
Of A
118 64.48
21 60.00
41 55.40
90 70.86
8 47.06
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TYPES OF MODES OF TRANSPORTATION WITHIN SECTION 134 TRANSPORTATION

Classification

TOTAL

Population Group

Over 10-Million

5 To 10-Millien

1 To 5-Million
500,000 To 1,000,000
250,000 To 500,000
50,000 To 250,000

Table 11-28 [Cont.)

PLANNING AREAS

Number Private- Highways
of No Number Per-
Agencies Scheduled cent
(A) Flights Of A
Number Per-
cent
Of A
218 63 28.89 218 100.00
1 1 100.00 1 100.00
3 3 100.00 3 100.00
25 17 68.00 25 100.00
32 15 46.88 32 100.00
60 18 30.00 60 100.00
97 9 9.27 97 100.00

Rapid
Transit
Number Per-
cent
Of A
11 5.04
1 100.00
2 66.67
6 24.00
0 0.00
2 3.33
0 0.00

Deep Water
Ports

Number Per-
cent

Of A
77 35.32
1 100.00
3 100.00
18 72.00
12 37.50
22 36.67
21 21.64

Marine
Ports

Number Per-

cent

Of A
49 22.47
1 100.00
3 100.00
15 60.00
8 25.00
10 16.67
12 12.37

Shallow
Ports

Number Per-
cent
Of A
10 4.58
0 0.00
0 0.00
1 4.00
2 6.25
2 3.33
5 5.15

MEAN

5.9

11.0
10.3
8.6
6.6
6.0
4.7
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Table 11-28 (Cont.)

Classification Number Private- Highways Rapid Deep Water Marine Shallow MEAN
of No Number Per- Transit Ports Ports Ports
Agencies Scheduled cent Number Per- Number Per- Number Per- Number Per-
(A) Flights Oof A cent cent cent cent
Number Per- Oof A Of A Of A Of A
cent
Of A

Geographic Division

More Than One Division 15 5 33.33 15 100.00 2 13.33 15 100.00 4 26.66 0 0.00 6.9
New England 15 2 13.33 15 100.00 1 6.67 3 20.00 4 26.67 1 6.67 5.0
Middle Atlantic 19 9 47.37 19 100.00 1 5.26 9 47.37 6 31.58 0 0.00 6.5
South Atlantic 36 7 19.44 36 100.00 3 8.33 14 38.89 10 27.78 2 5.56 6.1
East South Central 13 4 30.77 13 100.00 1 7.69 7 53.85 2 15.38 1 7.69 5.8
West South Central 34 6 17.65 34 100.00 0 0.00 10 29.41 7 20.59 1 2.94 5.6
East North Central 39 11 28.21 39 100.00 1 2.56 10 25.64 8 12.82 0 0.00 5.6
West North Central 16 7 43.75 16 100.00 0 0.00 2 12.50 0 0.00 5 31.25 5.6
Mountain 15 3 20.00 15 100.00 1 6.67 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 5.2
West 16 9 56.25 16 100.00 1 6.25 7 43.75 8 50.00 0 0.00 7.4
Geographic Region

Northeast 35 12 34.29 35 100.00 3 8.57 13 37.14 11 31.43 1 2.86 6.0
North Central 60 19 31.66 60 100.00 2 3.33 17 28.33 10 16.66 5 8.33 5.8
South 85 17 20.00 85 100.00 4 4.71 33 38.82 19 22.35 4 4.71 5.8
West 31 12 38.71 31 100.00 2 6.45 7 22.58 8 25.81 0 0.00 6.3
More Than One Region 7 3 42.85 7 100.00 4] 0.00 7 100.00 1 14.28 4] 0.00 6.3
Number Of States

Intrastate 183 50 27.32 183 100.00 8 4.37 55 30.05 40 21.85 4 2.18 5.8
Interstate 35 13 37.14 35 100.00 3 8.57 22 62.85 9 25.71 6 17.14 6.4
Number Of Counties

One County 74 12 16.21 74 100.00 1 1.35 16 21.62 10 13.51 3 4.05 5.2
Multicounty 127 48 37.79 127 100.00 9 7.08 56 44.09 33 25.98 6 4.72 6.4
Part Of County(ies) 17 3 17.65 17 100.00 1 5.88 5 29.41 6 35.29 1 5.88 5.3

SOURCES: Bus Ride Directory 1972 (Spokane, Washington: The Journal Railway Schedule {Intermodal Publisher Co., November 1973). Oceanog-
of Bus Transportation, 1972); “1973 Transit: City-By-City,” reprint from rapher of the Navy, World Port Index (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Govern-
Modern Railraod (Chicago: Cahners, May, 1973). Federal Aviation Ad- ment Printing Office, 1973).

ministration listing of airports. North American Freight Service, Official




Table 11-29

URBANIZED AREA POPULATION IN STATES WITH AND WITHOUT
STATE DEPARTMENTS OF TRANSPORTATION

State And Region

United States (118,446,566)

New England And Mideast

New England

Maine

New Hampshire

Vermont

Massachusetts

Rhode Island

Connecticut

Mideast
New York
New Jersey
Pennsylvania
Delaware
Maryland
District Of Columbia

Midwest
Great Lakes
Michigan
Ohio
Indiana
1llinois
Wisconsin

Plains
Minnesota
Iowa
Missouri
North Dakota
South Dakota
Nebraska
Kansas

South
Southeast

Virginia
West Virginia
Kentucky
Tennessee
North Carolina
South Carolina
Georgia
Florida
Alabama
Mississippi
Louisiana
Arkansas

States With DOT’s (1974

Urbanized Percent Of
Population U.S. Total
(1960)

94,345,838 79.65
171,811 .15
4,334,196 3.66
745,238 .63
2,101,658 1.77
14,267,804 12.05
6,078,372 5.13
6,921,979 5.84
349,674 .30
2,688,919 2.19
5,658,843 4.71
6,642,374 5.61
7,873,782 6.65
2,066,645 1.74
842,154 71
2,576,558 2.18
76,006 .06
2,397,006 2.02
1,120,873 .95
1,488,624 1.26
1,212,432 1.02
1,880,160 1.59
4,133,783 3.49

States Without DOT’s (1974)

Urbanized Percent Of
Population U.S. Total
(1970)

24,100,728 20.35
173,943 .15
0 0
756,510 .64
2,395,133 2.02
1,901,834 1.61
53,420 .04
588,292 .50
785,933 .66
340,614 .29
649,436 .55
1,280,325 1.08
320,592 27
1,703,126 1.44
378,624 .32
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State And Region
Urbanized
Population

(1970)

Southwest
Oklahoma
Texas
New Mexico
Arizona

West
Rocky Mountain
Montana
Idaho
Wyoming
Colorado
Utah

Far West
Washington
Oregon
Nevada
California
Alaska
Hawaii

1,157,541

85,187

984,052
16,147,770

442,397

ington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972).

States With DOT’s (1974)

States Without DOT’s (1974)
Percent Of Urbanized Percent Of
U.S. Total Population U.S. Total
(1970)
1,049,072 .89
6,917,345 5.84
297,451 .25
.98
142,102 12
.07
0 0
1,424,011 1.20
733,179 .62
1,873,418 1.58
.83
336,368 .28
13.63
0 0
.37
of Population, Vol. I (Wash-

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Transportation. U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1970 Census

Table 11-29 (Cont.)

SOME NEW DIMENSIONS OF URBAN
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

The 7973 Highway Act has changed relationships
among the various levels of government for carrying out
Federally assisted transportation programs and projects.
The key word in the new act is “concurrence.” While
previous acts had begun to bring local officials into the
Federal aid transportation programs in a consultative
capacity by requiring comprehensive transportation
planning processes in each metropolitan area, the 1973
act and DOT’s implementing regulations require concur-
rent approvals by (1) local officials, (2) metropolitan
transportation planning bodies, (3) state highway depart-
ments, and (4) the U.S. Department of Transportation
before certain highway and public transportation pro-
jects may be carried out. The intergovernmental implica-
tions of this new situation have not yet been spelled out
fully.

Principal Intergovernmental Features of
the 1973 Highway Act

The most important intergovernmental breakthrough
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achieved by the Highway Act of 1973 is the enlargement
of the state, local, and regional roles in decision making.
This has been done in the following five ways:

1. Fixing the boundaries of “‘urban” and ‘“‘ur-
banized"” areas to make them larger than the areas
defined by Census requires concurrence of state,
local, and Federal officials. The Section 134 urban
transportation planning bodies are not included as
such by the legislation, but the Federal Highway
Administration guidelines for implementing the
act suggest that these organizations take the
initiative on behalf of local officials in their areas
to revise the urbanized area boundaries.

2. Designation of the “urban system” of major
urban transportation routes requires concurrence
of local, regional (Section 134), state, and Federal
officials. Realignment of the “primary’’ system by
state and Federal officials requires regional concur-
rence in urbanized areas, but not local official
concurrence. Local officials, however, must concur
in the realignment of the ‘‘secondary’’ system in
rural areas. The designation of special urban high



density routes requires concurrence from all levels,
while designation of priority primary routes is
made by state and Federal officials after “con-
sultation’’ with local officials.

3. Designation of the metropolitan planning or-
ganizations which will receive highway funds for
comprehensive transportation planning is made by
state governors after ‘“‘consultation” with local
officials and regional agencies; these designations
are subject to Federal approval. The planning
funds allocated to the state for this purpose will be
distributed to the metropolitan areas in accor-
dance with a formula prepared by the state and
approved by Federal officials. While there is no
provision in the law for consultation or concur-
rence by local and/or regional officials concerning
this formula, the administrative regulations do
require the governors to consult with affected
parties. In addition, these regulations require
concurrence on the formula between. FHWA and
UMTA,

4. The state may certify that Federal require-
ments are being met in its highway construction
program (except for the interstate system), there-
by substituting its own procedures for detailed
Federal review,

5. Transit projects may be substituted for high-
way projects on the interstate system and may be
initiated in the urban system with concurrence of
all levels. Different procedures prevail in the two
situations, however. A transit project funded
under the urban system is subject to highway
matching requirements and administrative regula-
tions, while a project substituted in the interstate
system is subject to UMTA matching and adminis-
trative requirements.

The other principal intergovernmental feature of the
1973 Highway Act is the requirement that municipalities
with populations over 200,000 be treated fairly and
equitably in the allocation of urban system (capital)
funds. This is achieved either through formulas prepared
by the state and approved by Federal officials, or by the
allocation of funds on a strict population basis. Up to 40
percent of the funds for urban system and primary
routes in urban areas may be transferred between
systems if the local officials of the area involved
approve; no regional role in the transfer is provided for
the Section 134 planning organization, although
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FHWA'’s guidelines are for implementation of the 7973
Highway Act, suggest that the designated Section 134
metropolitan planning organizations take initiative on
behalf of local officials in urbanized areas to designate
the urban system of transportation routes. Building
toward this same point, another set of DOT admini-
strative guidelines defines *“‘responsible local officials” as
the chief elected officials of general purpose local
governments acting together through the designated
Section 134 regional transportation planning organi-
zation,

Evaluation of Intergovernmental Impact

These 1973 changes in Federal transportation pro-
grams appear to:

1) recognize that the transportation function is
shared among all levels of government,

2) broaden the scope of planning and begin to
provide flexible funding for implementation activ-
ities consistent with broad planning objectives,

3) provide a decision making role for areawide
agencies so their planning may affect project
implementation, and

4) refrain from encouraging new special purpose
transporatation organizations.
But despite these moves in the right direction, the
changes still leave several important intergovernmental
issues unresolved:

* Even after the 1973 requirement for pass
through of transportation planning funds to a
general purpose metropolitan planning agency, 26
percent of the designations are still being given to
individual city or county governments, state agen-
cies, or separate regional bodies not responsible for
comprehensive metropolitan planning and A-95
reviews.”8 Nevertheless, almost three-quarters of
the newly designated organizations are general
purpose metropalitan bodies, and the prevailing
picture of the immediate past, where the most
common recipients of Section 134 planning funds
were the state highway agencies, has been reversed.

* |n three cases, the legislation provides for urban
highway decisions to be made with the involve-
ment of “local officials” but without specific
reference to a regional body or to the designated



Section 134 transportation organization. These
cases are: (1) the designation of priority primary
routes which traverse urban areas, (2) the transfer
of urban highway funds between the urban system
and the urban sections of the primary system, and
(3) the deletion of an interstate highway in an
urbanized area. Nevertheless, it is recognized by
DOT that these are subjects about which metro-
politan transportation plans should contain a good
deal of advice, particularly if such plans have
successfully integrated project planning with sys-
tems planning. Therefore, DOT has adopted in
several of its recent regulations definitions of
“responsible local officials’”’ which embrace the
principal elected officials of general purpose local
governments acting through the designated metro-
politan planning organization. While there was
significant local opposition from some quarters
when these regulations were originally proposed,
they seem to be firmly established now.

* Rural public transportation demonstrations and
mass transportation projects in ‘“other than ur-
banized areas” have recently been authorized, but
the law makes no specific provision for involving
state, local, or regional officials in these programs.

*The substitution of public transportation pro-
jects for highway projects, and the deletion of
segments of the interstate highway system, appear
to present difficult negotiating situations. With the
necessity of getting concurrence from the usually
powerful highway officials, the authorized trans-
fers may seldom be realized. Moreover, the dif-
fering administrative procedures and funding ratios
will make the process technically difficult.

*The *“fair treatment” provision for allocating
urban systems funds to municipalities with popu-
lations greater than 200,000 has begun to run into
opposition from some governors who feel that
their discretion in setting priorities within their
states is being unwisely limited, Thus, there may
be an effort to increase this population floor to
400,000. Here again, the designated Section 134
regional planning organizations ought to be in a
good position to take the initiative to suggest
transportation priorities for the governors to con-
sider.

® Federal aid operating subsidies for public trans-
portation were not authorized in 1973, but finally
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were in 1974. So, planning for the use of Federal
transportation funds is just now being unleashed
from the limits of capital intensive proposals.

A CAUTIONARY NOTE
ABOUT PLANNING

Metropolitan planning, of course, does not have all
the answers for perfecting the nation’s urban areas and
serving them with better balanced transportation sys-
tems. As necessary as it is, and despite the promise it
appears to hold for making improvements possible,
metropolitan planning itseif remains imperfect in tech-
nique, dependent upon imperfect data, and subject to
public decision making processes which consider other
factors to a greater or lesser extent from place to place
and from time to time. Planning can only try to provide
and effectively communicate fuller and better infor-
mation for use in increasingly better informed public
decision making processes in the legislative and executive
branches of the Federal, state, and local governments
and in regional policy making bodies.

CONCLUSION

Having explored the development of metropolitan
planning and the transportation element thereof, in-
cluding some new approaches to decision oriented
planning, some basic findings are in order and the issues
currently facing metropolitan transportation planning
should be highlighted.

Summary of Findings

The seven basic findings of this chapter may be
summarized as follows:

Metropolitan planning is a soundly developing dis-

cipline now being practiced in each of the nation’s
metropolitan areas. Although such planning often is not
as comprehensive or directly linked to implementation
authority as it could be (see finding 4 and 6 below),
many metropolitan areas, especially the larger ones, have
20 years of exprience with this kind of planning, and a
few have as much as 50 years experience. The American
Institute of Planners, to which most professional plan-
ners in the nation belong, has recognized metropolitan
planning as a specialized discipline by establishing a
special unit within the institute to serve the needs of
metropolitan planners. Metropolitan and regional plan-
ning is now supported by at least 19 Federal aid
programs, and metropolitan planning bodies throughout



the nation have adopted policies in a wide range of
physical development and human resources program
areas. Most prominent among the policies adopted are
those in the fields of water and sewer facilities, land use,
open space, and transportation. Such policies have been
adopted by at least 80 percent of the metropolitan
planning bodies.

A high quality metropolitan planning process is now
defined to include the following elements:

® Metropolitan areawide geographic coverage.

* Interrelated planning for multiple functions such
as land use, transportation, water and sewer
facilities, open spaces, housing, environmental
protection, and human resources development.

* A problem solving goals orientation centered
around constituent citizen groups or “consumers.”

* Adequate attention to long range outcomes of
present policy decisions and implementation acti-
vities, coupled with assurance that long range plans
are translated into immediate action proposals
directly relevant to the task of choosing among
current policy options.

* The evaluation of alternatives for policy action
and long range outcomes based upon criteria
which measure functional and multifunctional
effectiveness, economic soundness, and the mini-
mization of adverse impacts on the community.

*Timely availability of well founded planning
advice to responsible decisionmakers, including
updating of plans on a continuing or at least
annual basis.

* An element of credibility based upon proven
evaluation techniques, quantification of facts, and
sensitivity to the more intangible expressions of
citizen and political values in the community.

While many metropolitan planning efforts do not mea-
sure up to these ideals, and adequate resources to meet
them have not always been available, it appears that
progress is being made toward them. Metropolitan
planning provides a framework within which the many
planning and implementation activities of local govern-
ments can take place in a coordinated fashion. At the
same time, state and national plans and program policies
set the framework within which metropolitan planning
can be coordinated.
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2 Urban transportation planning is a firmly estab-

lished element of metropolitan planning, and it is
currently being done for every urbanized area in the
nation identified by the 1970 Census. In the past two
decades the urban transportation planning process has
evolved from one with a primary focus on highways and
a separation between planning and implementation to
one which is now truly multimodal and every bit as
much concerned with implementation as with the
planning process itself. In the course of this evolution,
the scope of community values to be considered
continually expanded, and major emphasis has been
placed on incorporating citizens’ views and the delib-
erations of local elected officials. Now, urban trans-
portation planning is considered an essential and integral
element of comprehensive metropolitan planning. To
illustrate this point, it should be noted that 80 percent
of the regional councils in metropolitan areas adopted
transportation policies at a time when only 37 percent
of these bodies were the officially designated DOT
planning organizations,

In addition to its intermodal aspects, urban trans-
portation planning requirements and standards now give
consideration to environmental and human impacts on
the community, including the relocation of homes and
businesses displaced by transportation facilities. Much
greater emphasis is now given also to the need for
programming implementation activities, and identifying
agencies responsible for them, as an integral part of
preparing overall areawide plans for transportation sys-
tems and services, though these needs are not always
met. The great emphasis in current DOT requirements
placed upon incorporating the views of citizens and local
elected officials is directly related to the desire to link
areawide planning more directly to implementation
activities.

3 Presently, however, urban transportation planning

frequently is not practiced fully within the overall
metropolitan planning process. Despite the growing con-
sensus about the need to involve local citizens and
officials, and to coordinate with comprehensive metro-
politan planning, 42 percent of the organizations
recognized by DOT to do the comprehensive urban
transportation planning required by Section 134 of the
Highway Act were still state agencies in 1973, Metropol-
itan planning councils composed largely of local elected
officials were recognized in about 37 percent of the
cases, while the remaining 17 percent of the designated
organizations were mostly individual cities and counties.
While any organization designated for this planning must
be advised by a coordinating committee representing all



of the local governments in the area as well as state
transportation agencies, the level of government actually
designated to do the staff planning can be expected to
have the greatest amount of influence in the process.
Thus, through 1973 it can be seen that the states re-
tained the dominant position, while the truly
intergovernmental metropolitan councils had major roles
in only about one-third of the areas. This pattern
changed dramatically under a new provision of the 7973
Highway Act which requires that specially appropriated
comprehensive urban transportation planning funds be
passed through the states to the general purpose metro-
politan planning bodies. Under this new requirement,
approximately 74 percent of the areas now (1974) have
been designated for planning by such a metropolitan
body, and DOT has required that this same body receive
the Federal aid transit and airport planning funds.

Before this recent change, over half of the Federal aid
mass transportation planning and nearly one-third of the
airport planning was done by organizationsin the
metropolitan area other than the comprehensive trans-
portation planning agency designated under Section 134
of the Highway Act. In addition, comprehensive metro-
politan planning assisted by HUD, and the Circular A-95
Federal aid review and comment process required by
OMB were carried out by organizations other than the
Section 134 transportation planning agency in over haif
of the areas. Where different planning agencies were
designated for the purposes of these different Federal
programs, there was little difference in the legal status of
the different organizations, but there was a noticeable
geographic difference. The UMTA and FAA designations
tended to be conferred on organizations with areas
smaller than the Section 134 organization, while the
A-95 and HUD 701 designations tended to be given to
organizations with farger jurisdictions. This might have
been expected since transit systems and airports may be
somewhat localized, while the A-95 and 701 programs
are defined to encompass metropolitan areas rather than
the more restricted urbanized areas written into the
Section 134 transportation planning requirements.

4 Present *‘comprehensive” urban transportation plan-
ning usually includes no more than two modes
despite the fact that almost all metropolitan areas are
served by at least four modes, and about one-third are
served by a fifth. The highway mode is always included,
but transit elements were included in less than half of
the certified plans, while other elements were included
in only 12 percent or fewer of the cases. This remains
true despite recent Federal requirements for unified
(intermodal) work programs in those areas where more
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than one type of Federal transportation planning aid is
being used, and despite the creation of state departments
of transportation in about half of the states. The reasons
appear to be that planning funds other than those from
the highway programs have been quite scarce, and imple-
mentation funds from Federal and state sources, other
than those for highway purposes, also have been quite
limited. So plans which emphasize the highway mode
simply reflect the present emphasis on that mode in
implementation programs. It makes little sense to
include unfunded transportation modes in a plan. Inter-
modal planning without intermodal implementation
programs would be patently unrealistic and
unachievable.

There are now greater pressures than ever for
5 intergovernmental sharing of planning and decision
making responsibilities for transportation within metro-
politan areas, but considerable uneasiness exists at all
levels of government concerning the specific patterns of
sharing which eventually may emerge. The Federal
government, in the 7973 Highway Act and related ad-
ministrative regulations, is anxious to give responsible
local officials — acting through metropolitan planning
councils — a larger voice in transportation planning and
decision making than they have ever had before. And
these regional bodies, for the most part, seem willing and
anxious to undertake such responsibilities. But the state
governments, which traditionally have had strong roles
in Federal aid highway and airport programs (though not
mass transit), are wary of losing their preferred rela-
tionship with the Federal government. At the same time,
some local governments, especially the larger more
capable ones, are wary of the regional bodies to which
they relate. They view these bodies as new and untested,
and they would prefer to continue working through the
states with whom they already have well developed
relationship for transportation programs. Nevertheless,
most of the changing relationships initiated by Federal
law involve the “urban system” of transportation, and
this system is a new one just being created to include
both highway and transit elements. It is not one of the
older highway systems over which the state already had
prime responsibility; by including transit, it involves a
function for which local governments have usually had
prime responsibility. Yet, the urban system is of major
areawide significance and cannot be dealt with effec-
tively by individual localities acting alone in most
metropolitan areas.

Techniques for linking metropolitan planning to
transportation implementation programs are avail-



able, but largely unused. These techniques include
intermodal planning, planning to minimize specific
environmental and human impacts of transportation
facilities and services in the community, continuing
operations plans which include annual monitoring of
transportation systems and the programming of specific
implementation projects on an annual basis, and compre-
hensive multifuncitional programming of regional
projects. Each of these techniques is designed to
develop acceptable projects for immediate implemen-
tation consistent with overall long range community
needs for comprehensive transportation systems and
services. Hence, they seek to do away with the trad-
itional disengagement between broad general systems
planning and specific detailed project planning — a disen-
gagement which too often has made the broader
planning irrelevant. Probably the most significant
criticism of metropolitan planning at the present time is
that it is not being implemented. As implied by the
multiple criteria for a “good” metropolitan planning
process presented above, the success of the overall
process is just as dependent on its “implementation”
quality as it is upon its other features, This means that
there may have to be compromises between the ob-
jective criteria and standards used in the technical part
of the planning process, and the value judgments added
to reflect community acceptability. The resulting imple-
mentation commitments would then be embodied in a
realistic program of projects linked as closely as possible
to updated long range plans for providing urban trans-
portation systems suitable to the metropolitan area’s
needs. Thus, the “best” plan may be one which has a
clear potential for improving the current situation,
rather than one which sets perfection in the far off
future as a goal but provides no way to reach that goal.
This appears to be recognized by DOT in its increasing
emphasis on administrative requirements for short range
transportation improvement programs consistent with
long range systems plans.

7 Several alternative types of governmental insti-
tutions are available to support strong linkages
between metropolitan planning and transportation im-
plementation programs, but they are largely unused
except to provide intergovernmental advice and com-
munications. These options include the following:

® Strengthened regional councils, similar in
authority to the Twin Cities Metropolitan Council
in Minneapolis-St. Paul, but with membership
predominantly composed of the major elected
officials of constituent local general purpose
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governments, and secondarily composed of appro-
priate state representatives. Such a body could be
authorized by state law not only to plan the area’s
transportation system, but also to approve or dis-
approve individual projects having areawide
significance, regardless of which agency has the
responsibility for actual implementation. The
strengthened regional council could also be autho-
rized to develop and operate specific
transportation facilities and services as might be
approved by the constituent local governments.

®* A consolidated and independent metropolitan
government, having either general purpose govern-
mental authority of a home rule nature or partial
authority designed to let it independently provide
all areawide services, including transportation,

* The state as a metropolitan decisionmaker, par-
ticularly where the metropolitan area itself does
not have the capability, or where the state interest
is so great as to be overriding.

* An interstate compact body, having the charac-
teristics of either a strengthened regional council
or a limited metropolitan government, where the
metropolitan area crosses state boundaries.

® Intergovernmental agreements, to establish re-
quired planning and provide needed transportation
services where other more formal methods of
doing so cannot be arranged.

Under the Highway Act of 1973, the Federal govern-
ment now appears to be moving strongly in the direction
of strengthening regional councils, and away from an
exclusive state role in transportation decision making for
metropolitan areas. Metropolitan government (through
city-county consolidation, annexation, multifunctional
service districts, and similar arrangements) has been
established in only a dozen or so cases in the past 15
years, and even those which have been established did
not cover the whole metropolitan area to start with and
are rapidly including less and less of their area as urban
growth continues. Despite the existence of over 100
single county SMSAs, city-county consolidation or the
assumption of urban type areawide functions by the
county are techniques which have seldom been used to
create metropolitan governmental capabilities. Interstate
compact bodies have been employed even less fre-
quently, affecting only five metropolitan areas and
dealing only with single functions of government.
Intergovernmental agreements have been frequently em-
ployed, but they are voluntary, subject to frequent



change, and lacking in the authority available to a
strengthened regional council.

Both intergovernmental agreements and strengthened
regional councils, as well as interstate compact bodies,
are mechanisms which create consortiums of local
governments. The differences are that the consortium
formed by intergovernmental agreement is voluntary and
impermanent, while the strengthened regional council
would achieve permanence and an authoritative role
thorough state legislation, and the interstate compact
would achieve the same advantages through concurrent
acts of the legislatures in two or more states. The
interstate compact organization might have a greater
amount of state representation in its governing body,
but not necessarily. Some form of local government
consortium is currently the most prevalent planning
mechanism at the metropolitan level.

Issues

These findings pose several issues, all of which revolve
around the question of linking metropolitan planning to
transportation implementation programs. There seems to
be a consensus as to what would constitute good
metropolitan planning and good urban transportation
planning, but the question of what to do about
implementation appears to remain largely unresolved. It
is basically a matter of who should do what parts of the
planning-implementation job and might be stated more
precisely in terms of five questions.

1 What should be the proper scope of metropolitan
transportation planning and decision making? This
involves a determination of how much flexibility there
should be in the use of transportation funds, and the
number, size, and purposes of implementation programs
for the various modes. Planning should not be expected
to be more comprehensive than the implementation pro-
grams, if the planning is to be realistic and achievable.

2 Who should share in making decisions to provide

metropolitan transportation facilities and services?
There very well might be different answers to this
question depending upon the specific types of facilities
and services being decided upon. The interstate, primary,
and secondary highway systems, even though having
links within the metropolitan areas, might have greater
significance at the state level than at the local level. But
the urban system might be of primary significance to the
metropolitan area itself, rather than to the state. Instead
of who should share, perhaps the question involves the
degree to which there should be sharing. . Conceivably all
affected governments should share, but the most af-
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fected governments in each case should have the primary
decision making role.

An issue related to how decision making respon-
sibility ought to be shared among the various levels of
governments is who should make transportation de-
cisions at a given level. For example, at the state [evel
should it be the highway department, a department of
transportation, or the governor? At the Federal level,
should it be the modal administrations, the Secretary of
Transportation, or some sort of interdepartmental
mechanism such as the Domestic Council at the head-
quarters level or a Federal Regional Council at the
regional office level? At the metropolitan level, should it
be the general purpose regional council, a special pur-
pose transportation planning group, or a regional
transportation authority? At the local level, should it be
the local elected chief executive, the city or county
governing body, or the special transportation units of
those governments? How should the roles or regulatory
units be recognized, including land use control, environ-
mental protection, and civil rights decisionmakers?

3 Should the metropolitan transportation planning

bodies composed of local elected officials be given
the responsibility and authority to initiate transpor-
tation project proposals, or only to concur in projects
initiated by the state or by individual local govern-
ments? Should they also be allowed to implement
certain projects with areawide significance?

What kind of Federal transportation grants would

best support the proper sharing of metropolitan
transportation decision making authority? Grants to the
states which may be used for metropolitan purposes give
states the prime role, while grants made directly to the
metropolitan body would give it primacy. In between
are grants to the states which are earmarked for
metropolitan purposes and grants to the states which
must be passed through to the metropolitan organi-
zations, but over which the states retain some control.
So the earmarked and pass through grants have shared

responsibilities more directly built in.
5 What kind of metropolitan decision making insti-
tutions will best provide the desired linkages
between metropolitan planning and urban transportation
implementation activities? Would the choice of insti-
tutions vary according to the size and present
governmental complexity of a given metropolitan area?
These issues can be understood more fully after
examining the transportation finance, regulatory, and
implementation institutions now in use. Such an exam-
ination follows in Chapter 111,
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Government Printing Office, 1973), pp. 157-160.

55 Frank C. Colcord, Jr., “Institutions for Urban Transpor-
tation,” Technology Review, October/November, 1973, pp.
53-57.

565till, in both of these cases, there is a mixture of state and
local involvement. In Boston, for example, the Metropolitan
Area Planning Council is significantly involved, and in Baltimore
the Regional Planning Council is mostly composed of local
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government representatives despite its state agency status andits
administrative ties with the department of state planning and the
state budget.

57 ACIR, Regional Decision Making: New Strategies for
Substate Districts, Chapter 1X, “Districting in Interstate Areas,”

58 ACIR Regional Decision Making: New Strategies for
Substate Districts, Chapter V11, “Statewide Systems of Substate
Districts.”

59 Smith, Ben-Rubin, and Peak, Status of Multi-County
Planning and Development Districts (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Department of Agriculture, 1973).

60 Mogulof, in ACIR, Regional Governance: Promise and
Performance, pp.157-158.

61 Remarks by the Honorable John White, Treasurer of
Ontario and Minister of Economics and Intergovernmental
Affairs, Province of Ontario, Canada, to the Semi-Annual
Meeting of the Provincial Council of Women of Ontario,
November 5,1973, pp. 7-8.

62Highway Research Board, National Academy of Sciences,
Statewide Transportation Planning Needs and Requirements
(Washington, D.C.: National Academy of Sciences, 1972), p. I.
See also Richard G. RuBino, A Quest for Integrated and
Balanced Transportation Systems in State Government (Tallahas-
see: Transportation Center, Department of Urban and Regional
Planning, The Florida State University, [971).

63ACIR, The Challenge of Local Governmental Re-
organization, Chapter 111, “Intergovernmental Service Agree-
ments and Transfers of Functions.”

64There may be some restraints on dropping out such as, for
example, requirements for prior notice and assuming or paying
off any bonded! indebtedness incurred on behalf of the
departing locality.

65 ACIR, Regional Decision Making: New Strategies for
Substate Districts, Table 111-5, p. 79.

66Since1973, the act requires that an additional one-half of |
percent of the construction funds be passed on directly to the
metropolitan planning bodies.

67While OMB has designated several new SMSAs and revised
the boundaries of several others on the basis of 1970 Census
figures, the Census Bureau did not officially designate the new
‘“‘urbanized areas” until May 1, 1974. Since Section 134 is only for
urbanized areas, DOT could not activate planning in these new
areas until Census took this official action, For the new Census
designations see, Social and Economic Statistics Administration,
“Urbanized Areas Designated by the Bureau of the Census,”
Federal Register, Volume 39, No. 85, Wednesday, May 1, 1974,
pp. 15202-15206.

68 American Association of State Highway Officials, A Policy
on Design of Urban Highways and Arterial Streets: 1973
{Washington, D.C.: AASHO, 1973), pp. 91-138.

69 The Secretary may waive the requirement for matching
funds if this becomes an insurmountable problem,

700n May |, 1974 the Bureau of the Census published a new
list of urbanized areas, indicating that there are now 274 such
areas, The tables in this report do not reflect this change.

71|n the New York area, however, the urbanized area
extends beyond the included SMSAs, and the total urbanized
area population is greater than the total SMSA population.

72Memorandum to Regional Federal Administrators from
G.E. Marple, “Urban Transportation Planning — Unified Urban
Work Program,” March 17,1972 (offset printing).

73DOT 1130.1, ‘“‘Establishment of Intermodal Planning
Groups”, Office of the Secretary, 11-30-72, p. 2. HUD and EPA
also participate in these groups.

74DOT 1130.2, ““Annual Unified Work Programs for Inter-
modal Planning,” 3-16-73.



75 Letter of November 13, 1973, signed by the administrators Grant Administration (IGA) Program (Washington, D.C.: OMB,

of FHWA, UMTA, and FAA. january 14, 1972),
76 DOT, “Status of Unified Work Programs,” unpublished 18 This includes designations approved by DOT through April
table, 1974. The designations in a few states had not yet been acted
17U.S. Office of Management and Budget, The Integrated upon at that time.
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TRANSPORTATION
IMPLEMEMENTATION;

THE INSTITUTIONAL,
FINANCIAL, AND
REGULATORY
DIMENSIONS
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his chapter examines the complex of institu-
T tions — both public and private — currently having

responsibilities for financing, building, operating,
maintaining, and regulating transportation systems and
services in the nation’s metropolitan areas. It examines
also the fiscal relationships among them created by
different transportation funding assignments and inter-
governmental aid systems, and the restraints placed on
transportation providers by a variety of regulatory units
affecting them both directly and indirectly. The chapter
is divided into several major parts. The first provides an
institutional profile of the public and private transporta-
tion providers in the 218 urbanized planning areas
recognized by the U.S. Department of Transportation.
This is intended to provide the reader with an overview
of the organizaticnal variation of metropolitan trans-
portation assignments. It provides also some preliminary
assessments of the population, geographic, and govern-
mental factors that account for the different ways in
which the nation’s metropolitan areas organize in order
to carry out their transportation responsibilities,

The next four sections detail some of the roles that
state departments of transportation, cities and counties,
areawide special districts, and the private sector play in
the delivery of transportation services. These are de-
signed to describe briefly the transportation responsi-
bilities that these public and private institutions exercise
and to highlight some of the developments that have led
to their assumption of service roles.

The next two sections deal with the financing and
regulatory aspects of the transportation process. They
indicate, in some detail, the character of state and
Federal transportation aid systems, and the fiscal re-
sources and restraints that different levels of government
exhibit in funding transportation programs. They indi-
cate also the major elements of the several regulatory
systems that affect the operations of both metropolitan
and non-metropolitan transportation systems.

The chapter concludes with a statement of major
findings about the institutional character of urban
transportation systems, the decision making roles that
the public and private organizations play in these
systems, and the financing and regulatory policies that
condition the actions of both sets of transportation
providers. The section ends with a brief listing of the
intergovernmental issues that figure prominently in
current debates about how the country’s transportation
systems might be better financed, regulated, and oper-
ated. These issues will be examined in some depth
in Chapter 1V,



ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES
FOR TRANSPORTATION IN
METROPCLITAN AREAS

The transportation needs of the typical metropolitan
area are served by a varying combination of general
purpose governments, special districts, and private pro-
viders. Diffusion of responsibility  and jurisdictional
fragmentation are the chief characteristics of metro-
politan transportation service delivery patterns. The
average metropolitan area has 11 “‘urbanized” munici-
palities,? three counties, 38 special districts and four
transportation districts serving a population of approx-
imately 655,700. (The median population for the 218
“Section 134" metropolitan areas is 272,063.) However,
there are considerable variations in many of the char-
acteristics of these planning areas. Population differences
range from a low of 57,978 in Bryan, Texas, to a high of
16,111,384 in the Tri-State planning area (New York,
Connecticut, New Jersey). Jurisdictional fragmentation
varies from one “urbanized” municipality in the Bakers-
field, California, area to 381 in the Tri-State area, from
no counties in Hartford, Connecticut, to 15 in the
Tri-State area, from one special district in Jackson,
Michigan, to a high of 470 districts in the Chicago area.
The number of special transportation districts also
ranges widely from none, as in Dubuque, lowa, to 28 in
the Tri-State planning area.

Basic Patterns

Five discernible patterns of transportation service
organization emerge in the 218 “Section 134" metro-
politan planning areas studied.

» The simplest pattern usually consists of a city
involved in a variety of transportation functions
such as highways, airports, and mass transit while
the county is active only in highways.

eIn a variation of this bi-level pattern, the county
may be involved in other functions such as airports
and mass transit as well as highways.

*The tri-level pattern adds special district partici-
pation to the city and county efforts (usually in
the form of a mass transit district, parking author-
ity, airport authority, or other such activities).

e A maodification of this pattern is where the
county assumes additional transportation responsi-
bilities itself.
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*The fifth, or multilevel pattern, involves the state
directly in the metropolitan transportation service
delivery system, usually in the form of a state
owned airport, while the special district, county,
and city also participate directly.

The most prevalent organizational pattern is the
tri-level approach with the county performing a single

Table 111-1

PROTOTYPE OF STRUCTURAL-
FUNCTIONAL PATTERNS OF
TRANSPORTATION SERVICE

DELIVERY IN METROPOLITAN

AREAS, MADISON,
WISCONSIN: 1973

Pattern One: Local Bi-Level
(Multifunctional Municipality And
Unifunctional County)

Jurisdictional Fragmentation Factors:
Population: 290,272; Urbanized Municipalities:
6; Counties: 1; Special Districts: 8.

Function Service Provider
Municipal  County Private

Airports 1 1
Highways 6 1

Water

Transport

Mass

Transit 2
Parking * *

*Parking data derived from National League of
Cities. National Parking Facility Study (Washington,
D.C.: The League, 1972), pp. 41-83.

SOURCE: ACIR tabulation based on data from the
following:

Moody's Municipal and Government Manual, Vol-
umes 1 and 2, (New York: Moody's Investors Ser-
vice, 1973). Federal Aviation Administration, Na-
tional Airport System Plan Summary (Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972). Amer-
ican Transit Association, 1973 Directory (Wash-
ington, D.C.. American Transit Association, 1973).
Bus Ride, The Journal of Bus Transportation Direc-
tory—1972 (Spokane, Washington: Bus Ride, May
1972). U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of
the Census. Governmental Organization, Volume I
of the 1972 Census of Governments (Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973).




service. The next most frequent is the county assuming
more than one transportation responsibility. Both pat-
terns involve special district participation.

Five areas illustrate these basic metropolitan service
patterns, Madison, Wisconsin, serves as a prototype of
the basic bi-level arrangement with a multifunctional
municipality and a unifunctional county sharing trans-
portation responsibility (see Table ///-1). Madison is a
comparatively small metropolitan area with a population
of 290,272, six urbanized municipalities, one county,
and eight special districts. The six municipalities are
involved in highways and airports, while the county is
concerned with highways only. Private providers are also
significant, since one airport is privately owned and the
Madison Service Corporation, a subsidiary of the Ameri-
can Transit Corporation, provides bus service for the
area.

The second local bi-level pattern involves a multifunc-
tional county as exemplified by E| Paso, Texas (see Table
/11-2). This area has a population of 359,291, one
urbanized municipality, one county, and eight special
districts. The municipality and county both are involved
in airports and highways while the private sector
provides bus transit services. El Paso International
Airport is owned by the city, while Fabens Airport is
owned by the county. A third airport, Sun and Park, is
privately owned. Three private bus companies, El Paso
City Lines, Inc.; Country Club Bus Line, Inc.; and Lower
Valley Bus Line operate in the area.

The Dallas-Fort Worth metropolitan area typifies the
local tri-level pattern with multifunctional municipal and
unifunctional county levels sharing the transportation
responsibility with two independent, one municipal
dependent, and one state dependent transportation
district (see Table /1/-3). The area has a population of
1,555,950 which includes 43 urbanized municipalities,
six counties, and 39 special districts. The municipalities
are concerned with airports and highways while the
county is concerned only with highways. The districts
are involved in airports, highways, and transit. The area
is served by six municpal airports — Terrel, Grand
Prairie, Denton, Dallas Love Field, Rockwall, and
Redbird. The Dallas-Fort Worth Regional Airport
Authority operates the Dallas-Fort Worth Regional
Airport as an independent district. The Dallas Road
District functions as an independent district, while the
Texas Turnpike Authority operates as a state dependent
district. The Dallas Transit System is a municipal
dependent district, while two private airports, Addison
and Garland, and one private bus company, Fort Worth
Transit Co., Inc., also provide transportation services in
this metropolitan area.
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Table 111-2

PROTOTYPE OF STRUCTURAL
FUNCTIONAL PATTERNS OF
TRANSPORTATION SERVICE

DELIVERY IN METROPOLITAN

AREAS, EL PASO, TEXAS:
1973

Pattern Two: Local Bi-Level
(Multifunctional Municipality And
Multifunctional County)

Jurisdictional Fragmentation Factors:
Population: 359,291, Urbanized Municipalities:
1; Counties: 1; Special Districts: 8.

Function Service Provider
Municipal  County Private

Airports 1 1 1
Highways 1 1

Water

Transport

Mass

Transit

Parking * *

*Parking data source, see Table I1I-1.

SOURCE: ACIR tabulation (see Table I1I-1).

The multifunctional county variation of the local
tri-level pattern is demonstrated by San Diego, California
(see Table 111-4). The population of this metropolitan
area is 1,357,854, divided among ten urbanized munici-
palities, one county, and 90 special districts. The
municipalities and the county are involved in highways
and airports, while three independent districts are
concerned with airports, water transport, and mass
transit. Some parking is provided by a municipal
dependent district. Montgomery, Brown, and Oceanside
are municipal airports, while Gillespie, Palomar, Borrego
Valley, Fallbrook Community Airpark, and Ramona are
county airports and San Diego International (Lindbergh)
is owned by the independent San Diego Port Authority,
which also is concerned with water transpcrt. The San
Diego Transit District, another independent district,
provides transit services.

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, illustrates the fifth and
most complex pattern. Here four levels share transpor-
tation responsibilities in a metropolitan area {see Table
/11-5). The state is a director-actor (in a function other
than highways) along with municipalities, counties, and



Table 111-3

PROTOTYPE OF STRUCTURAL FUNCTIONAL PATTERNS OF
TRANSPORTATION SERVICE DELIVERY IN METROPOLITAN

AREAS, DALLAS-FORT WORTH, TEXAS: 1973

Pattern Three: Local Tri-Level
(Multifunctional Municipality,
Unifunctional County, And
Special Districts)

Jurisdictional Fragmentation Factors:
Population: 1,555,950; Urbanized Municipalities: 43; Counties: 6; Special Districts: 39.

*For parking data, see Table III-1].

SOURCE: ACIR tabulation (see Table 111-1).

Function Service Providers
Municipal County Independent Municipal State Private
Special Dependent Dependent
District District District
Airports 7 2
Highways 43 6 1 1
Water Transport
Mass Transit 1 2
Parking * *
*For parking data, see Table I1I-1.
SOURCE: ACIR tabulation {see Table 11I-1).
Table 111-4
PROTOTYPE OF STRUCTURAL FUNCTIONAL PATTERNS OF
TRANSPORTATION SERVICE DELIVERY IN METROPOLITAN
AREAS, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA: 1973
Pattern Four: Local Tri-Level
(Multifunctional Municipality,
Multifunctional County, and
Special Districts]
Jurisdictional Fragmentation Factors:
Population: 1,357,854; Urbanized Municipalities: 10; Counties: 1; Special Districts: 90.
Function Service Providers
Municipal County Independent Municipal County Private
Special Dependent Dependent
District District District
Airports 3 5 1 1 1
Highways 10 1
Water Transport 1
Mass Transit 2 1 1
Parking * 1
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special districts. The Harrisburg area is of moderate size
with a population of 410,626, 16 municipalities, three
counties, and 71 special districts. The 16 municipalities
and three counties are concerned with highways as are
four state dependent districts (the Pennsylvania Park-
way Commission, the State Highway and Bridge
Authority, the Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission, and
teh Pennsylvania Tunnel Commission). The state is di-
rectly involved in airport service since Harrisburg Inter-
national (Olmstead Field) is owned by the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. Transit services are
provided by the Cumberland-Dauphin-Harrisburg Transit
Authority which operates as an independent district.

The Role of Special Transportation Districts

These prototype areas represent the five structural
variations that occur most frequently in the provision of
transportation services in the 218 metropolitan areas
examined. The two most prevalent patterns (local
tri-level with a unifunctional or multifunctional county)
also involve independent or dependent transportation
districts which are major actors on the focal transporta-
tion scene.

Twenty-nine metropolitan areas have more than eight

transportation districts and 47 have more than four
(see Table 111-6). While both general and special
purpose units may be involved in airports, general
purpose local governments are most concerned with
highways while water transport, mass transit, and
parking are frequently provided by the special districts.
Private providers also contribute bus and parking ser-
vices. Examination of the 218 metropolitan areas reveals
that of the 746 identifiable transportation districts
(see Table 111-7), 136 or 18 percent are airport districts.
Forty percent or 298 are highway related units (turnpike
authorities, bridge, tunnel, and parkway commissions).
One-hundred-twenty-nine or 15 percent are water trans-
port districts. One-hundred-thirty-five or 20 percent are
mass transit entities and 49 or 7 percent are parking
districts. ’

Transportation districts are classified as independent,
or as municipal, county, or state dependent — according
to their source of funds and the nature and degree of
their structural ties to general purpose governments. Of
the 746 districts identified, 30 percent are independent,
20 percent municipal dependent, 6 percent county
dependent, and 44 percent state dependent,

The state is involved directly with the highway

Pattern Five: State-Multilevel
(Multifunctional Municipality,
Uni- or Multifunctional County,
Special Districts, and State)

Jurisdictional Fragmentation Factors:

Function

Municipal County
Airports
Highways 16 3

Water Transport
Mass Transit
Parking

SOURCE: ACIR tabulation (see Table I1I-1}.

Table 11-5

PROTOTYPE OF STRUCTURAL FUNCTIONAL PATTERNS OF
TRANSPORTATION SERVICE DELIVERY IN METROPOLITAN
AREAS, HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA: 1973

Population: 410,626; Urbanized Municipalities: 16; Counties: 3; Special Districts: 71.

*Some of these are inactive or have been superseded by the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation.

Service Providers

State Independent State Private
Special Dependent
District District
1
4*
1 3
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Table I11-6

METROPOLITAN DISTRIBUTION OF TRANSPORTATION DISTRICTS
RELATED TO STRUCTURAL PATTERN OF SERVICE DELIVERY: 1973

Structural Pattern Number Of Transportation Special Districts* In
Section 134 Planning Areas
0-4 4-8 8-12 12-16 16-20 20-24 24-28 Total

Local Bi-Level
Type | Multifunctional Municipal 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 19
Unifunctional County

Type 11 Multifunctional Municipal 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Multifunctional County
Local Tri-Level
Type 1 Multifunctional Municipal 83 29 12 1 0 0 0 125
Unifunctional County
Special Districts

Type II Multifunctional Municipal
And County 29 12 5 7 0 o 1* 54
Special Districts
State-Multilevel

Multifunctional Municipal 7 6 2 0 1 0 0 16
Multi- Or Unfunctional
County
Special Districts
State
All Patterns 142 47 19 8 1 0 1 218

*Includes independent, state, county, and municipal dependent districts.

SOURCE: ACIR tabulation (see Table I1I-1).

Table I11-7

TRANSPORTATION SPECIAL DISTRICTS CLASSIFIED BY FUNCTION
AND DEPENDENCY: 1973

Function Type Of District Total
Independent Municipal County State Number Of

Dependent Dependent Dependent Special

Districts
Airports 61 35 14 22 132
Highways 36 7 4 251 298
Water Transport 52 21 10 46 129
Mass Transit 59 56 12 8 135
Parking 24 25 3 0 52
Total* 232 144 43 327 746

*Total is for the 218 surveyed Section 134 Planning Areas.

SOURCE: ACIR tabulation (see Table I1I-1}.
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function, but it also has considerable indirect impact on
the local metropolitan highway and water transport
function via the subordinate special district mechanism.
Independent districts are found in the airport, water
transport, mass transit and parking functions. Municipal
dependent districts are primarily involved in mass tran-
sit, airports, parking, and water transport. County de-
pendent units are not major transportation actors, but
do participate occasionally in airports, mass transit, and
water transport.

Functional Prime Actors

The general functional pattern of prime actors on the
metropolitan transportation scene suggests certain dom-
inant organizational roles {see Table [//-8). Munici-
palities and independent districts dominate the airport
function. Highways are the major concern of the general
purpose governments, but state dependent districts are
also prime participants. The chief providers of water
transport services are independent and state dependent
districts. Most mass transit and parking responsibilities
are shared by independent districts, municipal depen-
dent districts, and private providers.

Responsibility for airports is divided among general
purpose Jocal governments (52 percent), special districts
(38 percent), and the private sector (10 percent). The
municipal level alone is responsible for approximately 40
percent of the airports, with independent districts
accounting for somewhat less than 20 percent.

The highway function is shared by municipalities,

counties, the state, and special districts. Eighty-five
percent of highway related districts are state dependent.
The state emerges as the dominant highway actor.

The water transport function is largely administered
by special districts. Of 129 identified water transport
units, 40 percent are independent, 37 percent are state
dependent, 16 percent municipal dependent, and 7
percent county dependent districts.

Mass transit is also dominated by speciai districts.
Municipal governments were directly involved in mass
transit in only 19 of the 218 metropolitan areas, while
135 had transit districts. Of these districts, 42 percent
are independent, 40 percent are municipal dependent,
10 percent are county dependent, and 8 percent are
state dependent units. The private provider also plays a
substantial role in transit, with 245 private bus com-
panies operating in 81 of the metropolitan areas sur-
veyed.

The parking function also seems to be dominated by
special districts and private providers. Of the 52 parking
districts, approximately half are independent units and
the other half are municipal dependent bodies.

Regional Variations in District Use and
Structural Patterns

Dependence on special transportation districts as well
as the overall organization pattern for service delivery
vary regionally. In three regions, the Pacific, the South
Atlantic, and the Middle Atlantic, approximately 50

Function
Municipal

Airports

Water
Transport
Mass
Transit

Parking

*Prime transportation provider(s).

SOURCE: ACIR tabulation (see Table I11-1}).

Table 111-8

PRIME TRANSPORTATION SERVICE PROVIDERS IN METROPOLITAN
AREAS: 1973

Type Of Transportation Provider
County State

Highways * * *

Independent Municipal State Private
District Dependent Dependent
District District

*
*

* *

* * %*

* * *




percent of the metropolitan areas have four or more
transportation districts (see Table 1/1-9), and 20 percent
have eight or more such districts.

Regional variations in organizational patterns for
transportation service also occur (see Table 1//-10). The
simplest organizational pattern, the local bi-level with a
unifunctional county, is most prevalent in the West
South Central region (60 percent). The more complex
tri-level pattern involving several transportation districts
is found most frequently (60 percent) in the South
Atlantic, East North Central, and West North Central
regions. The same pattern, but with the addition of a
multifunctional county, is prominent in the Middle and
South Atlantic and East North Central regions.

Population Variations

Analysis of the largest, medium, and small population
sized Section 134 planning areas indicates some size
related trends in metropolitan transportation organiza-
tion. The largest of these areas (those in the top 10
percent size bracket) generally exhibit municipal,
county, and special district involvement in the delivery
of transportation services. The average such area has 67
urbanized municipalities, seven counties, and 142 special
districts and contains at least nine identifiable transpor-

tation districts. Data from Table [/I-17 show that
individual transportation services in these areas are gen-
erally provided by several levels of governments. Airport
administration in the typical large area generally involves
a combination of special districts, municipalities, and
counties. Highways are the joint responsibility of a state
highway department, counties, municipalities, and se-
veral independent special districts. Mass transit usually
involves special districts, municipalities, and private pro-
viders. Only the water transport area seems clearcut,
with special districts being the main providers.

The middle sized Section 134 areas have somewhat
similar organizational patterns. Airports in these mod-
erate sized areas tend to be the combined responsibility
of special districts, counties, municipalities, and private
parties. Highway duties are shared between state, munic-
ipal, and county levels. Special districts are prominent in
water transport, while private provision of bus transit is
most common,

Smaller Section 134 areas exhibit the least complex
pattern of functional transportation organization.
Municipalities generally provide the airport function.
The private sector provides mass transit, while states,
counties, and municipalities deliver highway services.
Water transport, where it exists, is the responsibility of a
special district. Here there is considerably less institu-

Region
0-4
Pacific 9
Mountain 12
West South
Central 27
West North
Central 14
East North
Central 31
East South
Central 8
South Atlantic 22
Middle Atlantic 7
New England 12
All Regions 142

SOURCE: ACIR tabulation (see Table I1I-1).

Table 111-9

REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF TRANSPORTATION DISTRICTS IN
METROPOLITAN AREAS, BY REGION: 1972

4-8

Number Of Transportation Districts
8-12 12-16 16-20 20-24 24-28 Total
By Section 134 Planning Area
1 2 1 0 0 16
0 0 0 0 0 15
1 0 0 0 0 34
1 0 0 0 0 20
3 2 0 0 0 43
4 4] 0 0 0 15
7 1 0 0 0 40
1 2 0 0 1 20
1 1 0 0 0 15
19 8 1 0 1 218
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Table 111-10

NUMBER OF SECTION 134 URBANIZED AREAS HAVING VARIOUS PATTERNS OF
GOVERNMENTAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR TRANSPORTATION SERVICE DELIVERY,

Structural Pattern
New
England

Bi-Level: Type I
{Multifunctional
Municipality,
Unifunctional 1]
County)
-Level: Type 1
(Multifunctional
Municipality, and
Multifunctional 0
County)
Tri-Level: Type I
{Multifunctional
Municipality,
Unifunctional 12
County,
Special Districts)
Tri-Level: Type 1
(Multifunctional
Municipality, and
County, 1
Special Districts}
Multi-Level
(Multifunctional
Municipality,
Uni- Or Multifunctional 2
County,
Special Districts,
State)

B

All Patterns 15

SOURCE: ACIR tabulation (see Table I1I-1).

BY REGION: 1973

Region
Middle South East East
Atlantic Atlantic South North
Central Central
0 3 1 2
0 0 0 3
9 26 9 25
9 10 4 9
2 3 1 2
20 42 15 41

West
North
Central

17

20

West
South
Central

12

12

34

Moun-
tain

10

15

Pacific

16

Total
Number
Of Section
134 Areas

20

124

54

16

218
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Population
Class

Highest
10%

Middle
10%

Lowest
10%

Table 111-11

STRUCTURAL AND TRANSPORTATION PROFILE OF FIRST, FIFTH, AND TENTH
POPULATION DECILES OF 218 SECTION 134 METROPOLITAN PLANNING

Population = Predominant
Range Pattern Of *Munici-
Responsibility  palities

Average
Counties

16,111,384 65%
Local tri-
level;
(Multifunc-
tional
Municipal,
County, And
Special
1,270,515 Districts)

67 7

333,140 55%

Local tri-
level
{Multifunc-
tional
Municipal,
Uni-functional
County, And
Special
272,063 Districts)

104,389 50%
Local Bi-level
(Multifunc-
tional
57,978 Municipal And
Uni-functional Or
Multifunc-
tional County)

*Municipalities in Section 134 Planning Area.

SOURCE: ACIR tabulation {see Table I1i-1}.

AREAS: 1973

Special Air-
Districts  ports

142 50%

Special
Districts

35 40%
Combina-
tion Of
Special
Districts,
County,
Munici-
pal, and
Private

8 85%
Munici-
pal

General Provider Patterns

Average
High- Water Mass Park- Number
ways Transport  Transit ing Transit
Districts
90% 14 Areas 90% 9 Areas 9
Combina- Special Combina- With
tion Of Districts tion Of Districts
State, Special
County,and Districts,
Municipal Municipal,
(Special and Private
Districts)
55% 5 Areas 45% 3 Areas 3
Combina- Special Private With
tion Of Districts Districts
State,
Munici-
pal, and
County
55% 3 Areas 50% No 1
State, Special Private Districts
Munici- Districts
pal, and
County




tional complexity and cooperation in provision of
various components of the transportation function.
Differences in urban transportation organization also
seem to be related to urbanization factors as well. When
the Section 134 planning areas are cross-classified by the
GM index?2 and the transportation organizational pat-
tern, it appears that there is a positive association be-
tween a low GM index number and a more complex
form of metropolitan transportation organization in-
volving three or four levels of state and local
government. Simply put, the more complex the trans-
portation task faced by a metropolitan area, the more

sophisticated and multilevel form of transportation
organization the area tends to develop (see Table /1/-12).

STATE DEPARTMENTS OF
TRANSPORTATION

The state role in transportation has been changing
over the last decade and a half as state departments of
transportation have been created. These new organiza-
tions combine numerous previously autonomous agencies
at the state level, each of which had a relatively narrow
responsibility for some limited mode of transportation.

Table 111-12
NUMBER OF SECTION 134 URBANIZED AREAS HAVING VARIOUS
PATTERNS OF GOVERNMENTAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR
TRANSPORTATION SERVICE DELIVERY, BY G.M. INDEX: 1973
Structural Pattern G.M. Index Number Total
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Number
Of Section
134 Areas
Bi-Level
Type | (Multifunctional 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 20
Municipalities And
Unifunctional County)
Type 11 (Multifunctional 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 4
Municipalities And
County)
Tri-Level
Type | (Multifunctional 89 0 0 2 7 4 6 3 2 11 124
Municipalities,
Unifunctional County,
And Special Districts)
Type 11 (Muitifunctional 25 1 1 4 4 3 e 4 2 2 54
Municipalities And
County Special
Districts, And Uni- Or
Multifunctional
County)
Muiti-Level
(Multifunctional 8 0 1 1 1 2 2 0 0 1 16
Municipalities,
Special Districts,
And State)
All Patterns 143 1 2 7 12 9 17 8 4 15 218
SOURCE: ACIR tabulation (see Table 11I-1) and General Motors Research Publication No. GMR-1225.
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Table 111-13

STATEDOT’S,LISTED BY YEAR OF ESTABLISHMENT
(Enactment Or Executive Order)*

Department Of Transportation

Business And Transportation Agency

Department Of Transportation

Department Of Transportation

Department Of Transportation

Department Of Transportation

Department Of Transportation

Executive Office of Transportation And Construction

Department Of Transportation

Department Of Highways And Transportation

Department Of Transportation

Department Of Transportation

Department Of Transportation

Department Of Transportation

Department Of Transportation

Department Of Transportation And Highway Safety

Department Of Transportation

Department Of Transportation

Department Of Transportation

Department Of Transportation

Department Of State Highways And Transportation

Department Of Transportation

Department Of Transportation (With Broader
Responsibilities)

Transportation Department

Name Of Agency

Department Of Transportation
Department Of Transportation (All Modes Except Highways)
Department Of Highways And Transportation

Year Es- State

tablished
1959 Hawaii
19601 California
1966 New Jersey
1967 New York
19672 Florida
1967 Wisconsin
1969 Connecticut
1969 Massachusetts
1969 Oregon
1970 Delaware
1970 Maryland
1970 Pennsylvania
1970 Rhode Island
1971 [llinois
1971 Maine
1971 North Carolina
1972 Ohio
1972 Tennessee
1973 Arizona
1973 Georgia
1973 Michigan
1973 South Dakota
1974 Kentucky
1974 Idaho
1974 Iowa
1974 Missouri
1974 Virginia
*Puerto Rico also has aDOT.
Transportation Agency.
:Reorganized in 1969 as part of overall state reorganizat

'Reorganized in 1973 to form a Department of Transportation with broader responsibilities within the Business and

ion.

SOURCE: Taken in part from Richard G. RuBino, “A Quest for Integrated and Balanced Transportation Systems in
State Government,” study performed for U.S. Department of Transportation (June 30, 1971), pp. 16-28. Data on
post-1971 DOT's taken from review of state statutes and budget documents and obtained from AASHTO.

These new departments are concerned with a broad
range of transportation and transportation related acti-
vities. The forms taken by these new organizations, and
the reasons for their creation, vary considerably among
the states. Nevertheless, certain common themes run
through the arguments in support of the formation of
state departments of transportation, and the specific
organizational approaches employed in their implemen-
tation.
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This section of the report elaborates on the
conditions surrounding the creation of state departments
of transportation (DOT’s) and the characteristics of
existing DOT’s. It discusses the effect of DOT’s on the
planning, financing, and delivery of transportation ser-
vices — their benefits and limitations; contrasts the DOT
approach with other state organizational arrangements
for transportation; and concludes with an overview of
the state role in the provision of transportation services.



State Departments of Transportation (DOT’s):
The Record

State DOT’s are a phenomenon of the last 15 years,
with most having been established in the last eight. All
of the 27 state DOT’s {as of 1974) have been created
since Hawaii took the first step in 1959, and all but
Hawaii’s and California’s date from the establishment of
the Federal Department of Transportation in 1966.
Thus, while some states had reorganized their trans-
portation systems before the Federal government’s
action (and others were in the early stages of doing so),
the passage of legislation creating the Federal Depart-
ment of Transportation stimulated and accelerated state
reorganization in the field of transportation (see Table
/11-13). In fact, the desire to maintain satisfactory com-
munications with the Federal Department of
Transportation is one frequently cited reason for the
creation of a state DOT.3 To date, state DOT’s have been
concentrated in the eastern half of the U.S., and along
the Pacific coast. Only eight of 27 existing DOT’s are in
states west of the Mississippi (see Figure /11-1), and only

five are located between the West Coast and the Miss-
issippi (Arizona, ldaho, lowa, Missouri, and South
Dakota). The concentration of state DOT’s is greatest in
the Northeast and the Middle Atlantic regions, and is
somewhat less in the North Central and Southern states,
respectively. Insofar as the emergence of state DOT’s re-
presents the involvement of the states in a broad range
of transportation services, it is not surprising that the
majority of states which have not formed DOT’s are
those in which the state role in transportation is rela-
tively narrow and urbanization is less prominent.

Table 111-14 lists states with DOT’s and the degree to
which their occurrence is associated with urbanization.
As this table shows, of the 27 states with DOT’s, 15 are
more urbanized than the median of all 50 states. This
relationship is especially strong for the earliest DOT’s; of
the first 13 (1970 or before), 11 are in states with
urbanization rates above the median, and the other two
are only slightly below the median — Oregon at 67.1
percent urbanized and Wisconsin at 65.0 percent.?
Figure 11/-2 shows the location of states with DOT’s
along a line representing urbanization rates.

¥

' /
m
.

)/

Stales with departments of transportation {inciuding Hawaii).

Figure 111-1

STATE DOT’S: 1974
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This strong correlation between urbanization and the
formation of DOT’s probably reflects the fact that as an
area becomes more urbanized its transportation system
becomes more complex. Highways may be virtually the
only mode of transportation in a typical rural area, pos-
sibly joined by railroads and ports or waterways. As
population density increases, other modes become in-
creasingly desirable and feasible, especistly commercial
airports and mass transit. In addition to an increase in
the number of transportation modes required, greater
population densities also give rise to a greater demand
for increased capacity in all transportation facilities.
There is accordingly greater pressure for governmental
involvement in the regulation, finance, and direct pro-
vision of transportation services, as dependence on the
smooth functioning of a complex transportation system
increases. Lastly, recognition of this increased com-
plexity and dependence leads to the desire to plan and
develop transportation services as a system, rather than
to treat each mode independently. In this context, the
evolution from fragmented, separate modal organi-
zations toward departments of transportation as
integrated multimodal organizations is quite natural; the

mechanism for transportation seems inevitable as states
become more urbanized.S

Reasons for Creation of State DOT’s

There are two basic reasons for the emergence of
state DOT's. First, they often have been created as part
of comprehensive reorganizations of the executive
branch of state government. The reason behind this
broader reorganization movement is the traditional one
of strenghening the management capability of the ex-
ecutive branch, normally through such devices as
limiting the governor’s span of control, grouping related
functions together, and more precisely specifying agency
accountability to the governor and to the legislature.
Legislative reapportionment is credited with providing
the impetus to the most recent wave of state reorgani-
zation, by stimulating greater willingness on the part of
legislatures to assist in strengthening the executive
branch. Thus DOT’s have been established as part of an
overall reorganization effort, rather than for reasons re-
lated specifically to transportation problems and issues,

movement toward some form of coordination in 12 states: Delaware, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Table 111-14
1970 URBANIZATION RATES, STATES HAVING DOTS
BY 1974
State Percent Urban State Percent Urban

Arizona 79.6 Massachusetts 84.6
California 90.9 Michigan 73.8
Connecticut 77.4 Missouri 70.1
Delaware 72.2 New Jersey 88.9
Florida 80.5 New York 85.6
Georgia 60.3 North Carolina 45.0
Hawaii 83.1 Ohio 75.3
Idaho 54.1 Oregon 71.5
Illinois 83.0 Pennsylvania 71.5
Iowa 57.2 Rhode Island 44.6
Kentucky 52.3 South Dakota 58.8
Maine 50.8 Tennessee 58.8
Maryland 76.6 Virginia 63.1

Wisconsin 65.9
U.S. Urbanization Rate 73.5
SQURCE: Statistical Abstract of the U.S., 1973.
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Missouri, Oregon, North Carolina, Wisconsin, South
Dakota, Georgia, Arizona, and Kentucky. In addition
the Florida DOT, established initially in 1967, was
greatly strengthened in 1969 during a comprehensive
state reorganization.b

In the remaining 15 DOT states, Florida included, re-
arrangement of the organizational scheme for
transportation took place as the result of problems or

motivations related specifically to transportation.” The
most common reason given in support of a DOT is the
furtherance of a balanced, multimodal transportation
system, followed closely by the desire to coordinate
transportation with other areas of state involvement,
especially land use planning, environmental protection,
and economic development. Other frequently cited
motivations include: the elimination of waste caused by

Figure I11-3

ORGANIZATION CHART OF THE NEW YORK
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

OFFICE OF COMMISSIONER

COMMISSIONER OF TRANSPORTATION
EXECUTIVE DEPUTY COMMISSIONER

OF TRANSPORTATION

ASSISTANT EXECUTIVE DEPUTY COMMISSIONER
OF TRANSPORTATION

|

|

OFFICE OF

OFFICE OF

SOURCE: Teken from Council of State Governments, “State Departments
of Transportation,” preliminary report of the National Governors’ Con-
ference, Committee on Transportation, Commerce and Technology,
(Lexington, Kentucky: Council of State Governments, 1970). p. 21.

OFFICE OF OFFICE OF
MANAGEMENT AND MANPOWER AND
PIRANCE EMPLOYEE RELATIONS GENERAL COUNSEL PUBLIC AFFAIRS
ADMINISTRATION
DIVISION
FINANCE
DIVISION
OFFICE OF
PLANNING AND OFFICE OF OPERATIONS
DEVELOPMENT
PLANNING r
DIVISION
C(?:SS';‘?R?X(?I‘DIJSN REAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE TRAFFIC ENGINEERING
| Do DIVISION DIVISION AND SAFETY DIVISION
ON
DEVELOPMENT
DIVISION
FIGHWAY DESIGN HIGHWAY
AND CONSTRUCTION MAINTENANCE
SUBDIVISION SUBDIVISION
STRUCTURES DESIGN WATERWAYS
AND CONSTRUCTION MAINTENANCE
SUBDIVISION SUBDIVISION
TECHNICAL SERVICES EQUIPMENT
SUBDIVISION MANAGEMENT
SUBDIVISION
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Figure 111-4
ORGANIZATION CHART OF THE OREGON DOT
OFFICE
OF THE
DIRECTOR
DIVISION DIVISION DIVISION DIVISION DIVISION
OF WATER OF
OF OF OF TRANS MOTOR
AERONAUTICS -
HIGHWAYS MASS TRANSIT PORTATION VEHICLES
SOURCE: State of Oregon, Governor's Budget Recommendations,
1971-1973.

duplication of effort by separate modal agencies; the de-
velopment of an integrated Federal-state-local system of
transportation, often including state review of local
grant applications to the Federal government; the ad-
vancement of a stronger state role in the planning,
financing, administration, or coordination of local and
regional transportation activity; the performance of
transportation planning within the framework of state
comprehensive planning; and the maintenance of ef-
fective communication channels with the Federal DOT.
Part or all of this amalgamation of supporting arguments
accounts for the establishment of DOT’s in Hawaii, Cali-
fornia, Connecticut, lilinois, New Jersey, New York,
Ohio, Florida, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Tennessee,
and Michigan.

Thus, in only about half of the states forming DOT’s
was a perceived inadequacy in the prior institutional
arrangements for transportation clearly the catalyst for
organizational change. Almost as frequently, the reasons
lay in a broad reorganization movement directed at
strengthening the governor's control over state programs.

In general, the movement to state DOT’s has found
support among the generalists in state government —
governors, planning directors, and other officials who
share a broad perspective on the state's problems and re-
sources, and from major urban areas and their repre-
sentatives.8 In addition to this support at the state and
local level, state DOT’s have been encouraged by the
Federal DOT, both by example and as a byproduct of
the National Transportation Needs Study. The orien-
tation of this study impressed on the states the need for
some mechanism to ensure that different modes are

141

treated as components of an integrated transportation
system.® On the other hand, the movement has fre-
quently been opposed by members and constituents of
established modal organizations who wish to preserve
the importance and visibility of these organizations. To
this extent, it appears that the DOT movement has sur-
faced the same generalist-specialist tensions which are
evident in many other public services. Judging from
these alignments, the issue seems to have been perceived
as one of decreasing the emphasis placed on highways as
the dominant (often only) transportation mode — one
which at this point still benefits rural areas more than
urban concentrations, and increasing the relative role of
other modes, especially mass transit, in a balanced and
efficient transportation network.

Structure and Powers of State DOT’s: 197310

The patterns of organization adopted by state DOT’s
naturally vary considerably. While the detailed structures
are virtually unique in each state, the basic patterns can
be described along a continuum from completely func-
tional to completely modal. The New York DOT is an
example of the first kind of structure, in which the cons-
tituent organizational units represent functions such as
planning, design and construction, maintenance, and
administration, with each unit performing its assigned
function for all modes. The New York DOT organization
is depicted in Figure 11/-3, and is fairly typical of all
three DOT's with functional organization. In contrast,
the Oregon DOT has a purely modal structure, with five



modal division — aeronautics, highways, mass transit,
water transport, and motor vehicles — each performing
ali the functions required for its operations, such as
planning, maintenance, and construction. The Oregon
DOT is shown in Figure 111-4, and is roughly represen-
tative of the five DOT’s with this form. In between these
two types are a variety of intermediate or “mixed” or-

Table 111-15

PRIMARY FORM OF
ORGANIZATION OF STATE
DOT’S

Modal Mixed Func-

tional

State

Arizona
California
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Illinois
Kentucky
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
New Jersey
New York
North Carolina
Ohio

Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Tennessee
Wisconsin

o ReRoke

> >

felattel

P R X

1Before the DOT was reorganized in 1973, Cali-
fornia’'s DOT had a modal structure.

SOURCE: Information on 1971 and earlier DOT's
taken from: The Council of State Governments,
State Department of Transportation (Lexington,
Kentucky: The Council of State Governments, 1970},
pp. 6-27. Richard G. RuBino, “A Quest for Integrated
and Balanced Transportation Systems in State
Government,” study performed for the U.S. De-
partment of Transportation (June 1971), pp. 16-29.
State of Minnesota, “Routes of the Future: The DOT
Idea,” report of the Interdepartmental Transporta-
tion Task Force (January 1973), p. 26. Post-1971
information based on ACIR staff review of state
legislation and budget documents. )
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ganizational structures, in which both modal and func-
tional units are present. The typical examples of this
form have cross-modal units for planning and for admi-
nistration, accompanied by a number of modal units.
Fifteen of the state DOT’s fall in this category. Table
/1I-15 arrays all 23 state DOT’s referred to above ac-
cording to their primary form of organization.

A recent U.S. DOT staff paper recommends the func-
tional form as the preferred organizational style for state
DOT's, citing its improved potential for intermodal co-
operation as an advantage over the modal organization
which tends to encourage modal competition.?? Since
multimodal planning and development is the funda-
mental goal of the DOT movement, an organizational
style which furthers this goal is much preferred to one
which inhibits it. At this time, however, as Table //I-15
shows, most DOT’s have not achieved a completely non~
modal organization. No significant trend is evident, as
both the first and the most recent DOT’s have modal
structures. For political and other reasons, the mixed
structure apparently will continue to be the compromise
adopted by most states. In summary, most states are not
carrying the multimodal concept to its logical conclusion
as they choose organizational forms for DOT’s, but are
adopting structures with [ess than the maximum possible
emphasis on multimodalism as an organizational goal.

In addition to organizational pattern, another impor-
tant determinant of the potential which a DOT possesses
for developing an integrated, multimodal transportation
system is the power given to the director of the DOT to
plan, make policy, and prepare budgets for the entire
agency. In this area as well as that of structure, there is
wide variation among the existing state DOT’s. Table
111-76 lists the 23 (in 1973) state DOT’s ranked ac-
cording to the director’s planning, policy, and budgetary
powers. As this table illustrates, all but one DOT incor-
porate strong planning power for the director —i.e.,
there is a central planning unit in the DOT which pro-
vides policy guidance to the director and performs
planning for all modes. This is what would be expected,
given the stress placed on multimodal planning in most
arguments supporting the formation of DOT’s. The dif-
ferences among the DOT's emerge in the other
functions — policymaking and budgeting. In the
director’s policy power, the DOT's are split with ten
having strong, five moderate, and eight weak ratings. The
real divergency occurs in the budget power, where only
four DOT’s are classified as strong, ten as moderate, and
nine as weak. Thus, with a few exceptions, the power a
DOT director has in policy making is equalled or ex-
ceeded by his planning power, and the power he has in
budgeting is equalled or exceeded by his policy and



planning powers. Budgeting, then, is the least effectively
centralized power of state DOT’s.

In the case of budgeting, the weakness of the DOT di-
rectors primarily reflects the existence of modally
dedicated revenue sources which severely limit the finan-
cial flexibility of the DOT, particularly highway trust
funds into which motor fuel tax revenues are assigned,

and which frequently cannot by used for other than
highway purposes. Because of this common inability to
easily alter the distribution of transportation resources
among different modes, it should not be expected that
the DOT states as a group will experience major shifts in
the balance between modes of transportation which
existed prior to the DOT’s formation, at least not as an

Table 111-16

STATE DOT’S, RANKED ACCORDING TO THE
DIRECTOR’S PLANNING, POLICY, AND BUDGET POWERS*: 1973

State Director's  Weighted Director's  Weighted Director’'s  Weighted Cumulative
Planning Score Policy Score Budget Score Weighted
Power?! Power? Power? Score
Connecticut Strong 3 Strong 3 Strong 3 9
New York Strong 3 Strong 3 Strong 3 9
Florida Strong 3 Strong 3 Strong 3 9
California Strong 3 Strong 3 Moderate 2 8
Ilinois Strong 3 Strong 3 Moderate 2 8
Kentucky Strong 3 Strong 3 Moderate 2 8
Maine Strong 3 Strong 3 Moderate 2 8
Maryland Strong 3 Moderate 2 Strong 3 8
Ohio Strong 3 Strong 3 Moderate 2 8
Tennessee Strong 3 Strong 3 Moderate 2 8
Georgia Strong 3 Moderate 2 Moderate 2 7
Hawaii Strong 3 Strong 3 Weak 1 7
Michigan Strong 3 Moderate 2 Moderate 2 7
Arizona Strong 3 Moderate 2 Weak 1 6
New Jersey Strong 3 Weak 1 Moderate 2 6
Pennsylvania Strong 3 Moderate 2 Weak 1 6
Delaware Strong 3 Weak 1 Weak 1 5
Massachusetts Strong 3 Weak 1 Weak 1 5
North Carolina Strong 3 Weak 1 Weak 1 5
Oregon Strong 3 Weak 1 Weak 1 5
South Dakota Strong 3 Weak 1 Weak 1 5
Wisconsin Strong 3 Weak 1 Weak 1 5
Rhode Island Weak 1 Weak 1 Moderate 2 4

*A weighting scheme is employed as follows: strong = 3; moderate = 2; weak = 1.

Director’s planning power is considered strong if there is a central planning unit which (a) provides policy guidance
for the director, and (b) conducts planning for all modes; considered weak if (a) strong planning capability
exists within modal divisions, or (b) central planning unit has no formal policy role.

2Policy power is considered strong if the DOT is (a) a single agency (b} under a policy making director, (c) with no
policy making boards within the DOT; moderate if (a} and (c), hold, but the entire agency is under a policy making
board or commission; weak if there are modal policy making boards within the agency or if the DOT is a coordinating
agency with largely independent modal units.

3Budget power is considered strong if {a) there are no dedicated revenues — other than a flexible transportation
trust, and {b) budget control is vested in the director; moderate if (b) holds but some dedication of revenues exists; weak
if neither (a) nor (b) holds.

SOURCE: Based in part on Richard G. RuBino, “A Quest for Integrated and Balanced Transportation Systems in
State Government,” study performed for the U.S. Department of Transportation (June, 1971), pp. 45-61. Post-1970
DOT information based on ACIR staff review of state statutes and budget documents.
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early consequence of the creation of the DOT. Overall,
while some DOT’s (notably Connecticut, New York,
Florida, California, lllinois, Maine, Maryland, Ohio, and
Tennessee) seem admirably equipped for their purpose,
the formal powers given to the director in many state
DOT’s fall short of matching the multimodal, balanced
transportation system goals which were so prominently
mentioned in the debates accompanying the establish-
ment of these units.

Responsibilities of the State DOT’s: 197312

The modes of transportation and the transportation

related activities, with which a state DOT might logically
be concerned, include highways, aviation, mass transit,
railroads, water transport, pipelines, motor vehicles,
highway or transportation safety, highway patrol (en-
forcement), and transportation regulation. Table I-17
indicates the responsibilities assigned to each state DOT.
All the DOT’s include highways among their respon-
sibilities, reflecting the fact that DOT’s are, in terms of
personnel and budgets, first and foremost reorganized
highway departments.?3 A second area of unanimity
among the DOT’s is the absence of pipelines as a
transportation mode within their purview, despite the

Mass
Trans-
it

Avia-
tion

State High-

ways

Group 1:
Kentucky
Ohio
South Dakota

oK
>

Group 2:
Arizona
California
Delaware
Georgia
Wisconsin

Ko R XX
Ho K
R R

Group 3:
Hawaii
Illinois
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
North Carolina
Oregon
Tennessee

»

F R S i S
PR K K X
Mo K] X

Group 4:
Connecticut
Florida
New Jersey
New York
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

P4 XX X
Ea R
E Rl

Table 111-17

RESPONSIBILITIES OF STATE DOT’S: 1973

Rail-
roads

E R

SOURCE: State of Minnesota, Routes of the Future: The DOT Idea, report of the Interdepartmental Transportation
Task Force. Information on post-1971 DOT's taken from ACIR staff review of state legislation and budget documents.
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fact that this is an increasingly important component of
the nation’s transportation system. Almost as uniformly,
state DOT’s have not assumed the regulation of transpor-
tation as a responsibility. New York is the only state to
have done so, believing that there are considerable
advantages to a strong linkage between transportation
ptanning and regulation.'® Since the New York ex-
perience with transportation regulation spans seven years
now, it appears that most other states with DOT’s are
not merely waiting to observe the results of this merger,
but have decided to forego such a relationship. More-
over, they often share traffic safety responsibility with
several other independent agencies; particularly state
departments of public safety.

Beyond these similarities, the state DOT’s vary widely
in the scope of their responsibilities. A few — Kentucky,
Ohio, and South Dakota — have a very narrow scope,
covering only highways (and aviation in South Dakota)
among the major transportation modes. Another group
of states {Arizona, California, Delaware, Georgia, and
Wisconsin) includes highways, aviation, and mass transit
in the DOT, but no other modes. Nine states (Hawaii,
Illinios, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan,
North Carolina, Oregon, and Tennessee) have fairly
broad areas of responsibility covering three or four of
the major modes; five of these states are concerned with
highways, aviation, mass transit, and water transport. A
final group of six have very broad scopes, adding
railroads to the four areas above and thereby having
responsibility in all currently recognized major modes,
except pipelines. With the exception of Florida, these
states — Connecticut, New Jersey, New York, Pennsyl-
vania, and Rhode Island — share the problem of the
bankrupt northeastern railroad system, with which they
are attempting to cope. The states in this group
undoubtedly have a sound base, in terms of the scope of
their DOT’s, for achieving multimodal planning and
development. However, it should not necessarily be
concluded that states in the latter two clusters neces-
sarily have developed DOT’s with more appropriate
scopes than those in the former groupings, because
several modes — particularly water transport and rail
rapid transit — are simply not so important in the trans-
portation systems of some states as in others. Taking this
fact into account, seven states (the first two clusters
with the exception of Arizona) appear to have assigned
responsibilities to their DOT’s which are not broad
enough to permit the development by the state DOT of
a completely comprehensive approach to all important
transportation modes in their own circumstances. The
remaining 16 states do seem to have assigned an
adequate scope to their DOT, at least where the
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assignments are sufficient to assure the DOT of signifi-
cant influence in each mode for which it has some
responsibility.

In order to gain a better understanding of the
character of these assignments, however, it is necessary
to examine the state role in the financing of transpor-
tation. Then it will be apparent how the strength of the
state role differs, if at all, in states with DOT’s compared
with non-DOT states. Table 1//-18 lists the states in
order of their financial involvement in highways,
aviation, and water transportation,’® with a weighting
scheme applied to reveal the degree of influence each
state has in each mode. The table shows both direct
expenditures and intergovernmental aid influence, as
well as each state’s percentage of urbanization.

As the table indicates, there is a very wide variation
among the states in terms of their financial involvement
in transportation. All states are strong or predominant in
highways (in either direct expenditure or intergovern-
mental aid). In airports, eight states are strong or
predominant, 33 are weak or moderate, and nine have
no involvement. Not surprisingly, the mode on which
the states differ most is water transport, reflecting the
fact that this mode is not important in all states. The
split is 16 strong or predominant, seven weak or
moderate, and 27 having no involvement.

With respect to differences between states with and
without DOT’s, the DOT states are usually involved in
more transportation modes. The average number of
modes for a non-DOT state is just over two (2.07). Put
another way, states without DOT’s are involved in
highways in all cases, in aviation about three-fourths
(74.1 percent) of the time, and in water transport only
about one-third (33.3 percent) of the time. The DOT
states, on the other hand, are involved on the average in
roughly two-and-a-half (2.56) modes, with all states
participating in highways, nine-tenths (91.3 percent) in
aviation, and almost .two-thirds {65.2 percent) in water
transport.

When the strength of state involvement is considered,
the difference between DOT and non-DOT states is still
significant, though not quite as great as above. The
average weighted number of modes in which DOT states
engage is 9.48, compared to 8.07 for the non-DOT
states. This narrowing of the differential indicates that
while non-DOT states participate in fewer modes, they
are somewhat more likely to be dominant in those
modes. One can also divide the states into strong,
moderate, and weak categories, the basis of the ranking
in Table 111-18.16 According to this scheme, over 40
(43.5) percent of the DOT states would be classified as
strong, compared to slightly over 25 (25.9) percent of
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State

*Maryland
*Connecticut
*Massachusetts
Virginia
South Carolina
Wyoming
*Illinois
Indiana
*Michigan
Alabama
*Hawaii
*North Carolina
*Rhode Island
Alaska
*Georgia

Louisiana
*Pennsylvania

Mississippi

New Hampshire
*New York

Utah
*Kentucky
*Maine

Minnesota
*New Jersey

New Mexico
*Ohio

Oklahoma
*QOregon
*Tennessee

Vermont
*Arizona

Arkansas
*California

Nebraska

Table 111-18

STATE INVOLVEMENT IN TRANSPORTATION: 19701

Per-
cent
Urban

76.6
77.4
84.6
63.1
47.6

60.5
83.0
64.9
73.8
58.4

83.1
54.0
87.1
48.8
60.3

66.1
71.5
44.5
56.4
85.6

80.4
52.3
50.8
66.4
88.9

69.8
75.3
68.0
67.1
58.8

32.2
79.9
50.0
90.9
61.5

Intergov-
ernmental
Aid Influence?

H(P},A(M)
H(M),A(P)
H(W},A(M)
H(M),A(M),WT(P)
H(S)

H(P).A(P)
H(S).A(W)
H(P).A(W)
H{S}.A(W)
H(S)

H(M),A(W)
H(W)

H{M),A(W)

H(M),WT(W)
H(M}LA(W),WT(W)
H(M])

H(W) -
H(M),A(W),WT(W)

H(M},A(M])
H(W}LA(M])
H(W].A(M])
H(M).A(W),WT(W)
H(W),A(M)

H(S).A(W)
H(S).A(W)
H(P).A(W)
H(S).A(W)
H(S).A(W)

H{M)

H(S)
H(S).A(W)
H{M),A(W)
H(M},A(W)

Num-
ber
Modes

NN = NDNNNN NWNMNNN WM WN NOSDNO = NNDMON =Wk NN

Weighted®
Number
Modes

Wb N WoWwod

- w

W W BB OB R Wb WWR BN W W

Direct
State
Expenditure?

H(S),A(P),WT(P)
H(S).A(S),.WT(P)
H(S),A(P),WT(P)
H(P).A(W),.WT(W)
H(P),A(M),WT{P)

H(P).A{W)
H(S),A(W).WT(P)
H(S),WT(P)
H{M),A(M),WT(P)
H(S),A(W},WT(P)

H(S),A(P),WT(P)
H(P),WT(P)
H(S),A(P).WT(S)
H(P),A(P),WT(M)
H(S).WT{P)

H(S),WT(P)
H(P),A{(W),WT(W)
H(S),WT{(P)
H(S),A(W),WT(P)
H(S).A(W),WT(W)
H{P).A(W)
H(P),A(W)
H(S)A(W).WT(W)

H(M)A[W),WT (W)

H(S).WT([M)

H(P)
H(S),WT(W)
H(S)
H(S},A{W)
H(S).A(W)

H(S),A(S)
H(S).A(W)
H(S)

H(S),A(W)
H(S}.A(W)

Num-
ber
Modes
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Weighted:

Number
Modes
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Num-
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Modes
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Total
Weighted?
Number
Modes

17
16
14
14
13

13
12
12
12
11

11
11
11
10
10

10
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Table 111-18 (Cont.)

Per- Intergov- Num- Weighteds

cent ernmental ber Number

Urban Aid Influence? Modes Modes
*South Dakota 44.6 H(W),A(M) 2 3
Washington 72.6 H(S),A(W) 2 4
*Florida 80.5 H(W) 1 1
Missouri 70.1 H(M) 1 2
Meontana 53.4 A(W) 1 1
Nevada 80.9 H(S) 1 3
North Dakota 44.3 H(M) 1 2
Texas 79.9 H(W},A{W) 2 2
*Wisconsin 65.9 H(M) 1 2
Colorado 78.5 H(M) 1 2
Idaho 54.1 H(M) 1 2
Iowa 57.2 H(M) 1 2
Kansas 66.1 H(M) 1 2
West Virginia 39.0 A(W) 1 1
*Delaware 72.2 H(W) 1 1

*Indicates state with DOT.

It should be noted that for the DOT states, this table reflects any trans-
portation expenditures made by state agencies other than the DOT, as
well as those made by the DOT.

?Transportation modes are abbreviated as follows: H=Highways, A=Air-
ports, WT=Water Transport. Strength of state involvement is also indi-
cated in parentheses as follows: W=Weak (0-20% of expenditures—of
state and local expenditures in the case of direct expenditure; and state

Total
Direct Num- Weighted? Weighted:
State ber Number Number
Expenditurez Modes Modes Modes

H(S).A(W) 2 4 2 7
H(S) 1 3 2 7
H(S),WT(M) 2 5 2 6
H(S).A(W) 2 4 2 6
H(P},A(W) 2 5 2 6
H(S) 1 3 1 6
H(S),A(W) 2 4 2 6
H(S),A(W) 2 4 2 6
H{M},A(M) 2 4 2 6
H(S) 1 3 1 5
H(S) 1 3 1 5
H(S] 1 3 1 5
H(S) 1 3 1 5
H(P) 1 4 2 5
H(S) 1 3 1 4

aid as a percentage of direct local expenditure in the case of intergovern-
mental aid); M=Moderate (21-55%); S=Strong (56-79%); P=Predominant
(80-100%).

3Weighting is as follows: Weak=1 point; Moderate=2; Strong=3; Predomi-
nant=4.

SOURCE: Unpublished Census data from the 1970 Census of Govern-
ments; urbanization rates taken from the Statistical Abstract of the U.S.,
1973.




Table 111-19

STATE LEGISLATIVE BASE FOR FINANCIAL INVOLVEMENT IN
MASS TRANSIT (MT): 1973

State Legislative Operating Assistance Allows Permits Permits
Base For MT Subsidies For Improve- State Or Direct Use Of Gas
Assistance? Permitted? ments And/Or Local Con- Operation? Tax Funds
Debt tract With For MT?
Financing? Private
Sector?
Alabama No No No NA No No
Alaska No No No NA No No
*Arizona No No No NA No No
Arkansas No No No NA No No
*California No No No NA No No
Colorado Yes NA NA NA NA NA
*Connecticut Yes Yes Yes Yes NA Yes
*Delaware Yes Yes NA Yes Yes Yes?
*Florida Yes Yes NA:? Yes NA Yes
*Georgia Yes Yes Yes NA NA No
*Hawaii Yes NA NA NA NA Yes
Idaho No No No NA No No
*1llinois Yes Yes Yes NA NA Yes
Indiana Yes NA NA NA NA Yes
Iowa No No No NA No No
Kansas No No No NA No No
*Kentucky No No No No No No
Louisiana No No No NA No No
*Maine No No No NA No No
*Maryland Yes Yes Yes NA Yes Yes
*Massachusetts Yes Yes Yes NA NA No
*Michigan Yes Yes Yes NA NA Yes
Minnesota No No No NA No No
Mississippi No No No NA No No
Missouri No No No NA No No
Montana No No No NA No No
Nebraska No No No NA No No
Nevada No No No NA No No
New Hampshire Yes NA NA NA NA NA
*New Jersey Yes Yes Yes Yes NA Yes
New Mexico No No No NA No No
*New York Yes Yes Yes Yes NA Yes!
*North Carolina No No No NA No No
North Dakota No No No NA No No
*QOhio No No No NA No No
Oklahoma No No No NA No No
*QOregon No No No NA No No
*Pennsylvania Yes Yes Yes Yes NA No
*RhodeIsland Yes Yes NA No Yes NA
South Carolina No No No NA No No
*South Dakota No No No NA No No
*Tennessee No No No NA No No
Texas No No No NA No No
Utah Yes NA NA NA NA NA
Vermont Yes NA NA NA NA NA
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State Legislative Operating

Base For MT Subsidies

Assistance? Permitted?
Virginia Yes NA
Washington No No
West Virginia No No
*Wisconsin No No
Wyoming No No

NA=Not Applicable.

*State with DOT.

pendix to Technical Study Memorandum No. 7 (1974).

Table 111-19 {Cont.)

Assistance Allows Permits Permits
For Improve- State Or Direct Use Of Gas
ments And/Or Local Con- Operation? Tax Funds
Debt tract With For MT?
Financing? Private
Sector?
NA NA NA Yes
No NA No No
No NA No No
No NA No No
No NA No No

1In Delaware and New York, motor fuel tax revenues go into the general fund.
:Officials of the Florida DOT indicated this entry should be “yes.”

SOURCE: The Highway Users Federation, “Public Financial Support for Transit: A Compilation of State Laws,” Ap-

the non-DOT states, while the weak category would
contain 26 percent of the DOT states and 48 percent of
the non-DOT states.

Thus the DOT’s are clearly found in states with a
greater than average number of transportation modes in
which the state is involved. A somewhat surprising
finding is that while there is a strong positive correlation
between urbanization and the existence of a DOT, there
is no such strong correlation between urbanization and
the state ranking of financial contribution shown in
Table 111-18. In order to understand this lack of
correlation, it is necessary to look at a mode not shown
in Table 111-18, mass transit.

Table 111-18 shows the role of the states in transpor-

tation as it was in 1970, when not one state had
significant financial involvement in mass transit.l?

Within three years, however, as Table /11-79 illustrates,
19 states had legislation permitting the state to provide
financial assistance to mass transit. This development
has, quite naturally, occurred primarily in the urbanized
states, although the lightly urbanized states of Vermont
and New Hampshire also now participate in mass transit
financing. Of the 19 states financially involved in mass
transit, 14 are above the state median in urbanization.
Significantly, 14 of these 19 states also have DOT’s; over
60 (60.8) percent of the DOT states have a financial role
in mass transit, whereas only about 19 (18.5) percent of
the non-DOT states have such a role. These facts,
together with the patterns of state involvement outlined
in Table 11/-19, suggest that the “DOT or no DOT”
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question at the state level is really a question of whether
assistance to mass transit is to be provided. Despite the
frequency with which multimodalism is used as the
argument for state DOT’s, the heart of that argument for
urban areas is concerned with mass transit. While there
are differences between the DOT and non-DOT states in
aviation, and more in water transport, the fundamental
issue at the state level is whether or not to become
involved in financing mass transit.

in summary, a composite ranking can be developed
for the state DOT’s, taking into account the five
measures of DOT adequacy employed above. This
composite ranking is shown in Table 1/1-20. The top five
DOT’s {Connecticut, New York, lllinois, Maryland, and
Michigan)} are all strong, and have been given powers and
jurisdictions which are generally adequate to accomplish
their purposes. The next seven states (Hawaii, Massa-
chusetts, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Rhode Island,
Florida, and Georgia) have moderately strong DOT’s,
though each has a significant weakness in at least one
area. It is problematic whether these DOT’s will prove
adequate to develop intergrated transportation systems
for their states. A third group of six states (Arizona,
Maine, Tennessee, Ohio, California, and North Carolina)
have DOT’s which are moderately weak, with serious
weaknesses in at least one area and only one area of real
strength (most often the director’s power). They appear
to be moderately strong organizations created in states
which lack a corresponding strong state role in transpor-
tation. The last group of five states (Delaware, Kentucky,



Oregon, South Dakota, and Wisconsin) is one charac-
terized by weak DOT’s, with several areas of serious
difficulties and no counterbalancing areas of real
strength. It is highly doubtful whether the existing state
DOT’s in these last two groups will be able to accom-
plish their objectives. They are generally in states which
simply do not have strong financial involvement in

transportation. Hence their ability to go beyond high-
ways — and perhaps aviation —to develop a compre-
hensive, multimodal transportation system seems
severely constrained.

The Impact of State DOT'’s

Very few evaluations of the DOT movement have

Director’s
Power?
(0,1,2,3,4,
Or 5)

Structure?
(1,2, Or 3)

State

Connecticut
New York
1llinois
Maryland
Michigan
Hawaii
Massachusetts
Pennsylvania
New Jersey
Rhode Island
Florida
Georgia
Arizona
Maine
Tennessee
Ohio
California
North Carolina
Delaware
Kentucky
Oregon
South Dakota
Wisconsin

NN = s B DNWN NN = NDNDNDDNRNDREDN=WWIN
o D e = D R R RN W OTO NN R W W RGO

and 3 = functional form.

the next 3, 5 for the next 5, and 6 for the highest 3.

SOURCE: See Tables 111-15 through 111-19.

Table 111-20
COMPOSITE RANKING OF STATE DOT’S: 1973

DOT State State Composite
Scope? Financial Financial Score
(1,2,3,0r4) Involvement Involvement

In Highway, In Mass

Aviation, And Transits

Water (0 Or 3)

Transport4
(1,2,3,4,5,
Or 6)

4 6 3 20
4 4 3 19
3 5 3 18
3 6 3 17
3 5 3 16
3 5 3 15
3 6 3 15
4 4 3 15
4 3 3 14
4 5 3 14
2 1 3 13
2 4 3 13
3 2 3 12
3 3 0 12
3 3 0 12
1 3 0 11
2 2 0 10
3 5 0 10
2 1 3 9
1 3 0 9
3 3 0 8
1 2 (4] 6
2 1 0 6

1Based on Table 11I-15, this measures degrees of modal integration where 1 = modal organization, 2 = mixed structure,

:Based on Table I1I-16, this column takes the cumulative weighted scores of the DOT directors’' combined planning,
policy, and budget power weighted scores, and subtracts 4 from those scores to keep the measures in balance.

3This relates to the scope of the DOT’s responsibilities, using the four groups of states in Table 11I-17. Group 1 — 1
point, Group 2 — 2 points, Group 3 — 3 points, Group 4 — 4 points.

4Based on Table I1I-18, this composite ranking is a measure of the strength of state involvement in transportation
with the exception of mass transit. The score used is 1 point for the lowest 3, 2 for the next 3, 3 for the next 6, 4 for

sBased on Table 111-19, states involved in mass transit financing are assigned 3 points; those not involved get 0.
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been performed to date, undoubtedly because of the
short history of this movement. This is true despite the
fact that this movement is perhaps the most important
transportation occurrence at the state level since the
creation of state highway trust funds. The scarcity of
evaluative information regarding state DOT’s is even
more serious, because none of the existing studies has
reached conclusions concerning the actual impact of the
DOT’s on the planning, financing, or delivery of trans-
portation and transportation related services. Instead they
have concentrated on the potential or probable impact
of the DOT?s, as reflected in the attitudes of Federal and
state {mostly DOT) officials involved in transportation,
and as measured by the DOT’s structure, and scope, and
the director's planning, policy making, and budgeting
powers.18 Even so, the conclusions which have emerged
have not been entirely sanguine. Richard G. RuBino
writes:

In summarizing. . .it appears that most state
DOT’s are still a long way from providing an
integrated and balanced transportation sys-
tem for state government, although it cannot
be denied that progress is being made. Yet,
impediments such as severely restricted use
of dedicated funds, the growing tendency to
create modally oriented trust funds, and
reluctance to provide authority along with
responsibility might well strangle the entire
movement. 19

The above comment was made in 1971. Review of
the post-1971 DOT’s suggests that the comment is still
appropriate. While state DOT’s continue to proliferate
(indeed the pace seems to be accelerating, with at least
ten more states considering forming a DOT),2%he newer
DOT’s possess the same assortment of organizational and
jurisdictional problems that marked early DOT's. While
DOT’s in Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Hawaii,
llinois, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Jersey, and New
York have made important progress toward loosening
the restrictions placed on dedicated revenues used to
finance transportation, in most cases the legal base on
which a DOT is founded fails to match the strong
multimodal, balanced transportation system language
which led to its creation. As a result it appears likely
that most state DOT’s will have difficulty shifting the
balance of transportation funding and development
toward a multimodal transportation network.

The policy impact of the state DOT'’s is still difficult
to determine. Consider the following examples. On one
hand, officials of the U.S. Department of Transportation
have observed that the DOT states provided an input to
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the National Transportation Needs Study of definitely
higher quality than did states with traditional forms of
organization for transportation.2' On the other hand, a
similar effect is not apparent in the Unified Work
Programs for wansportation, which the states must
submit to the Federal DOT for approval. Here the only
difference between the Federal reaction (approval or
disapproval) to the proposals from DOT and non-DOT
states is that the states with DOT’s appear to be getting
their response faster. (DOT states had about 10 percent
of their proposals still pending, compared with 25
percent for the non-DOT states.) But when final
decisions are considered, the results are nearly identical
for DOT and non-DOT states, with the former having 72
percent of their programs accepted and the latter 69
percent.22

The foregoing is not to deny that DOT’s can improve
some aspects of state transportation activity. They
certainly serve to make the development of integrated
transportation systems a principle which has been
institutionalized within state governments, and on the
whole it appears that they are resulting in improved
intermodal transportation planning. It is also clear that
at least two states, Florida in 1969 and California in
1973, have acted to remedy the most serious weaknesses
of their DOT’s through reorganizations which broadened
the scope of the California agency and strengthened the
director in Florida.23® Further, Maryland has shown that
where a flexible financing system exists which can
support the DOT’s multimodal planning, a shifting of
resources among modes (in this case to mass transit,
which is run by the state for the City of Baltimore — the
only case of direct state operation of mass transit) is a
feasible outcome of this movement.24 Lastly, it appears
that the DOT states were able (and willing) to move into
mass transit financing more rapidly than were non-DOT
states, a significant accomplishment. Thus, whether the
state DOT phenomenon will prove in the end to be a real
improvement will depend on the willingness of the states
to grant their DOT’s the powers they need to achieve the
purposes for which they were established.

Patterns in the Non-DOT States

Earlier this section discussed the financial involve-
ment in the four major transportation modes of states
which have not formed DOT’s. The typical non-DOT
state was found to be heavily involved in highways, and
significantly involved in one other mode, most often
aviation. Water transportation responsibilities and mass
transit were only very rarely a responsibility of the states
without DOT’s. In order to provide perspective to the



previous discussion of the structures of the state DOT’s,
a brief description of traditional state organization for
transportation in states without DOT’s is in order.

Even more so than in the DOT states, the transpor-
tation activities of other states are dominated by
highways. The highway department is normally an
independent agency, and typically includes over 90
percent of the state’s transportation funds and person-
nel.251n addition to independent highway-departments, a
non-DOT state typically has other independent depart-
ments or commissions concerned with another
transportation mode, usually aviation, although these are
usually very small in terms of funds and staff (often
fewer than 20 persons). A motor vehicle department
usually exists as an independent agency, constituting the
second largest transportation related agency in the state,
A traffic safety responsibility often is present also,
commonly within the highway department, the depart-
ment of motor vehicles, or a department of public
safety. A number of other agencies or commissions may
also operate as independent bodies, or as special author-
ities beyond the governor's control (very common in
water transport).

Since all these agencies report separately to the
governor or to other state officials, yet are involved in
highly interdependent activities, some method of coordi-
nating the disparate transportation related units is
necessary. The devices employed for this purpose vary,
with common approaches being formal transportation
coordinating committees or councils, the exercise of
leadership by the state planning office, or the use of ad
hoc transportation task forces or study groups dealing
with special problems, Of the three, the last seems to be
the most common, with the assignment of a coordi-
nating responsibility to the state planning office the least
popular approach.2® Judging by the frequency with
which states entertain serious consideration of a DOT,
however, these approaches appear to be less than
uniformly satisfactory. Obviously, as the number of
modes and activities to be coordinated increases, the
strain on these less effective coordinating mechanisms
increases. After a certain critical point is reached, the
search for adequate solutions leads to consideration of
basic institutional change, generally some version of a
state DOT.

LOCAL GOVERNMENTAL
TRANSPORTATION DUTIES

introduction

Despite substantial Federal, state, and special district
involvement in the urban transportation function,

general purpose local governments still exercise consider-
able responsibility for the service. While popular opinion
favors the provision of several types of metropolitan
transportation services at an areawide rather than local
level, counties and muncipalities stifl are regarded as
significant providers of the remaining facets of the urban
transportation function. What follows is a brief outline
of (1} public attitudes about the governmental assign-
ment of urban transportation duties; (2) a brief
description of the transportation responsibilities of
counties and municipalities, and the problems they both
encounter in assuming a more significant role in the
function; and (3} an analysis of the patterns of metro-
politan interlocal cooperation in urban transportation.

The Allocation of Transportation
Services Among Local Governments

Most studies on the subject indicate substantial
regional or areawide dimensions to the urban transpor-
tation function. The Commission in its 1963 report,
Performance of Urban Functions: Local and Areawide,
stressed the areawide dimensions of the service.2”? One
review of 15 major proposed or enacted metropolitan
governmental reorganizations found that transportation
was invariably regarded as an areawide or shared public
service (see Figure 11/-5).28 This Commission’s more
recent survey of over 2,000 municipal governments
found that several transportation functions were felt to
be best provided at either the county or a regional
special district level.22 One recent Harris survey on
confidence in American government noted that many
citizens regard the state as having a significant role to
play in the highway, traffic control, and accident
prevention functions,30

As these surveys indicate, considerable professional
and public opinion favors having several facets of the
urban transportation function provided at an areawide
or regional level. Other facets, such as local road
construction and maintenance and street cleaning, how-
ever, are still regarded as local functions. Since general
purpose governments are not of a regional scope, there
may be considerable pressure to assign the larger
elements of the transportation function to a regional
special dirtrict or to the state government, perhaps
acting through a subordinate substate district. Conse-
quently, local governmental reorganization or increased
interlocal cooperation may be necessary if general
purpose counties and municipalities are to continue to
play major roles in urban transportation.
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FUNCTIONS AS ALLOCATED IN MAJOR REORGANIZATIONS

Wel-
fare

Jacksonville
Indianapolis
Sacramento*
Atlanta*
Charlotte*
Toronto
Ontario*
Miami
Cleveland*
Seattle
Portland
Twin Cities
St. Louis*
Denver*
England

*Proposed rather than implemented reform.

KEY: A = Metropolitan Areawide; L = Local; S = Shared; R = Regional (Ex-

tending beyond the metropolitan area).
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Table 111-21
COUNTY PERFORMANCE OF TRANSPORTATION FUNCTIONS: 1971

Type Of County Percent Performing Transportation Function
Roads Airports Parking Ports- Mass
Harbors Transit

All (1,026) 76 32 9 4 1
SMSA (150) 78 24 11 9 5
Non-SMSA (876) 76 34 9 3 1
Single County (60) 78 27 10 12 2
Unicounty (59) 58 17 N.C. N.C. 0
Central (76) 72 17 N.C. N.C. 3
Suburban (31) 61 35 N.C. N.C. 0
Home Rule (28) 79 36 N.C. N.C. 14

N.C. = Not Computed.

SOURCE: ACIR, Profile of County Government (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972), Table
23; ACIR, Governmental Functions and Processes: Local and Areawide (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1974), Table I111-19.

Figure 111-6

CITY-COUNTY LEGAL AUTHORIZATIONS FOR THE TRANSPORTATION
FUNCTION, NORTH CAROLINA: 1971

Transportation Services Assigned to:

County And City County Only City Only
Airports Public Landings On Bus And Mass Transit
Ports Authority Rivers Systems
Roads And Bridges Petition State Highway Parking
Harbor Master Commission For Better Street Construction**

Road Maintenance Street Planning**
Road Naming* Aircraft Overflight
Road Closing* Regulation
Ferries-Toll Bridges On-Street Parking

Regulation '

Taxi Regulation

3 3 %k de
*Does not apply within cities or to state highways. Traffic RegUIat_lon
**Does not apply to state roads. Wharf Regulation
***Subject to State Highway Commission approval.

SOURCE: Warren J. Wicker and C. Terrence Armstrong, Services, Functions, and Regulatory Powers of Cities and
Counties in North Carolina (Chapel Hill, North Carolina: Institute of Government, 1971).
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County Transportation Responsibilities

Until fairly recently, county transportation responsi-
bilities were largely confined to highways, a traditionally
state delegated role for counties. Other non-highway
functions were often performed by special districts,
municipalities, or private parties. Yet, counties have
begun to play a more prominent role in the transpor-
tation function. Nearly one-third of all counties
surveyed in a 1971 ACIR-ICMA-NACO study provided

airport services.2? A smaller number were involved in
parking, water transport, and mass transit services, with
home rule and suburban counties being more apt to
provide such non-highway functions (see Table /1/-21).

Counties increasingly are providing their services on a
countywide basis. A 1962 survey noted that less than
one-quarter of all counties over 100,000 population in
1960 rendered street construction services on a county-
wide basis.32 By 1971, well over three-quarters of more
than 1,000 surveyed counties provided this service on an

Class Of County  Function

All Counties (1,026)—Roads
—Airports
—Parking
—Ports
—Mass Transit
(59)

—Roads
—Airports
—Mass Transit

Unicounty SMSA'’s

Central
Metropolitan
Counties (76) —Roads
—Airports
—Mass Transit

Suburban Fringe

Metropolitan {31) —Roads
—Airports
—Mass Transit
Home Rule
Counties (28) —Roads
—Airports

—Mass Transit

NA=Not Available.

1974), Table IV-8.

Table 111-22

AREA OF SERVICE FOR COUNTY DELIVERED TRANSPORTATION
SERVICES: 1971

SOURCE: ACIR, Profile of County Government (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973), Table
18; ACIR, The Challenge of Local Government Modernization (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,

Percent Of Counties Percent Of Counties
Performing Performing
Function Function On
Countywide Basis
77% 85%
32 83
9 63
4 91
1 69
58 67
17 90
0 NA
72 71
17 100
3 100
61 68
35 81
0 NA
79 59
36 100
14 100
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areawide basis. Moreover, counties that deal with airport
and mass transit services invariably provided them on a
countywide basis (see Table 1//-22).

While counties have increased their transportation
responsibilites, they clearly are not dominant transpor-
tation providers in many metropolitan areas (see Table
111-8, for example). But, this often is due to the lack of
modernization which results in:

ecounties not having sufficient legal authority to
perform non-highway services, particularly those
of a proprietary or regulatory nature33 (see Figure
111-6);

o the continued presence of independently elected
county officials responsible solely for the highway
function;34

¢ legal impediments that exist in several states that
make it difficult for a transportation function to
be transferred from municipal to county govern-
ments;35 and

e the longstanding state denial of strong non-
property taxing powers for counties which makes
it less likely that counties will be able to assume
expensive transportation functions.

In general, then, many counties are either unable or
unwitling to play a larger role in the transportation
function than they presently do. However, county
modernization, of the type discussed in previous Com-
mission reports, may be the type of structural reform
that could provide the inducement for a larger county
role in the urban transportation function.36

Functions
957 Total
Cities

Num- Per-
ber cent
Snow Removal 596 62.3
Street Maintenance 833 87.0
Street Cleaning 828 86.5
Street Sign Maintenance 812 84.8
Street Sign Installation 815 85.2
Street Construction 799 83.5
Street Sign Manufacturing 712 74.4
Airport Maintenance 330 34.5
Street Lighting Installation 695 72.6
Street Lighting Maintenance 683 71.4
Airport Operation 316 33.0
Traffic Sign Maintenance 784 81.9
Traffic Sign Installation 794 83.0
Street Striping {Marking) 796 83.2
Parking Meter Installation 524 54.8
Traffic Engineering 730 76.3
Traffic Sign Manufacturing 683 71.4
Traffic Signal Maintenance 718 75.0
Traffic Signal Installation 714 74.6
Parking Meter Maintenance 511 53.4
Parking Meter Collection 480 50.2

p. 39.

Table 111-23

DISTRIBUTION OF PUBLIC WORKS AND RELATED
TRANSPORTATION FUNCTIONS IN PUBLIC WORKS AND NON-
PUBLIC WORKS MUNICIPALITIES: 1970

Frequency Of Mentioning Function In

Questionnaire Replies (Of PWD Cities
187 Without 770 With That List The
PWD PWD Function)
Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per-
ber cent ber cent ber cent
57 30.5 539 70.0 528 98.0
77 41.2 756 98.2 735 97.2
77 41.2 751 97.5 724 96.4
74 39.6 738 95.8 607 82.2
75 40.1 740 96.1 607 82.0
75 40.1 724 94.0 570 78.7
68 36.4 644 83.6 418 64.9
31 16.6 299 38.8 110 36.8
69 36.9 626 81.3 208 33.2
71 38.0 612 79.5 179 29.2
33 17.6 283 36.8 58 20.5
72 38.5 712 92.5 548 77.0
74 39.6 720 93.5 547 76.0
72 38.5 724 94.0 529 73.1
48 25.7 476 61.8 292 61.3
67 35.8 663 86.1 397 59.9
68 36.4 615 79.9 360 58.5
70 37.4 6438 84.2 311 48.0
68 36.4 646 83.9 289 44.7
48 25.7 463 60.1 200 43.2
48 25.7 432 56.1 116 26.9

SOURCE: American Public Works Association, Local Public Works Organization (Chicago: The Association, 1970},

Function In PWD
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Municipal Transportation Responsibilities

Municipalities are often the most multifaceted trans-
portation service providers in urban areas. They
generally provide highway, airport, and parking services.
Quite frequently, they deliver mass transit and water
transport functions as well. Central cities especially are
highly important transportation agents. Having tradition-
ally established transportation duties, municipalities are
frequently looked to by their citizens for improved
transportation services.37 Moreover, municipalities them-
selves view transportation problems as one of their main
concerns.38 Cities frequently stand ready to provide
transportation responsibilities that previously had been
provided in the private sector, notably mass transit and
parking. Since municipal provision of these and other
transportation duties is often essential to their continued
economic development, they retain a continued interest
in the overall operation of the metropolitan system.

At the same time, cities face difficulties in attempting
to provide a balanced package of transportation duties.
These arise partly because of the limitations that prevent
municipalities themselves from providing expanded
transportation services and partly because of service gaps
that occur when overlapping governmental units perform
transportation services hitherto or concurrently pro-
vided at the municipal level. A brief discussion of these
developments indicates some of the problems that
municipalities face in attempting to remain major
metropolitan transportation providers.

Municipalities, like counties, have not always central-
jzed their transportation responsibilities within one
multimodal department.39 Quite frequently, non-highway
functions and traffic control activities are carried out by
other municipal departments, mainly police, public
utility, traffic control, aeronautics, and parking agencies.
On the other hand, municipalities with strong public
works departments often have managed to centralize
municipal transportation duties under one roof (see
Table 111-23). Conceivably, transportation coordination
in these cities is easier to accomplish than in areas where
there is considerable institutional separation among
municipal departments charged with various facets of
the transportation task.

Another hurdle is the fact that municipalities often
have a restricted geographic base from which to conduct
large scale transportation operations. Most cities do have
extraterritorial powers in the airports function and some
have similar powers in building roads and maintaining
traffic regulations.49 Yet, the political problems of
exercising such powers are considerable, particularly
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when the use of such power involves the removal of
taxable property from another municipality’s or a
county'’s tax rolls. The protracted political and legal
conflicts that can arise from the use of extraterritorial
powers may discourage cities from assuming transpor-
tation responsibilities for a larger area — even when it
may be the most suitable jurisdiction for the exercise of
these powers, given their tradition of providing them
within city boundaries. In the face of such difficulties, a
city may have no recourse but to transfer the function
to a more encompassing unit of local government. In
other cases, particularly in transportation regulation, it
may make little sense to vest localities with regulatory
powers that are best administered on a uniform, area-
wide basis. Consequently, unless there is substantial
uniformity among local regulations, a strong case can be
made for transferring these responsibilities to higher
levels of local government or to the state,41

Cities also lack efficient financial means from which
to meet increased transportation needs. They are often
constitutionally or statutorially prohibited from offering
fiscal subsidies to shore up privately owned transpor-
tation operations.42 Yet, they often do not have the
necessary fiscal resources to assume such operations.43
Expanded external fiscal support for transportation
ventures is sometimes the only policy that can prevent a
transportation function from being transferred from a
municipal government.,

When municipalities find it difficult to continue to
provide a wide range of urban transportation services,
they often find that overlapping governments assume
more significance in their transportation policies.

But, these overlying jurisdictions frequently have not
contributed to improved urban transportation systems.
Several studies have noted that states and counties do
not always assume highway construction and operating
responsibilities within municipalities even though state
and county roads often are main thoroughfares within
urban areas.#4 Similarly, municipalities in some states
often do not share in state fuel tax revenues, though
overlying local units receive such aid for local highway
purposes. Often, counties and townships do not pass
these fiscal allocations through to constituent municipal-
ities either directly or in the form of service transfers.
This is an especially sensitive issue in city-county
relations in many areas (see Table 111-24).

Special districts also pose problems for municipalities.
They sometimes create additiona! tax burdens on munic-
ipal residents who may derive little or no benefit from
their operations. Since the bond indentures or contract
obligations of these instrumentalities may have provi-
sions restricting the provision of competing services by
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Level Of Government/ Con-
Transportation Issue necti-
cut

Federal Government*

Increased Non-Highway Aid

Greater Federal-Local Aid

More Urban Allocations
From Highway Trust Fund

More Categorical Programs

Uniform Planning
Requirements

Changed Formula Allocations
For Highway And Other
Transpaortation Aids

State Government

Increased Non-Highway Aid* X

More Municipal Allocations
Of Fuel Tax

Support Of State DOT

Increased State Transportation
Planning X

Consolidated Transportation
Law

State Maintenance Of Urban
Arterials And State
Highways

Local Government

Fairer City-County Fiscal Or
Service Sharing On
Highways

State Or County Assumption
Of Non-Highway Services

Reduced Local Fiscal
Restrictions On
Transportation Financing

Uniform Traffic Laws

More City-County
Transportation
Cooperation

Geor-
gia

Idaho

*Includes support for diversion of highway trust funds.

Kan-
sas

Table 111-24

INTERGOVERNMENTAL TRANSPORTATION PROBLEMS CITED IN SELECTED STATE
LEAGUE OF MUNICIPALITIES POLICY PLATFORMS: 1970-1974

Mary-
land

Mich-
igan

Penn-  South Vir- Wash-
syl- Dakota ginia ington
vania

X X
X X
X
X
X
X X
X
X
X X

SOURCE: Municipal League policy statements for the years 1970-1974

in the respective states shown.




other governmental units, municipalities may be prohi-
bited from offering alternative, lower cost services.4%
Witness the fact that transportation special districts are
frequently monopoly service providers within their
respective metropolitan areas.

Additionally, few overlying governments appear
willing to compensate municipalities for the fiscal
burdens that they sometimes incur from operating and
maintaining the central portions of metropolitan trans-
portation systems. When municipalities do not achieve
additional or sustained economic growth as a result of
their central location, they may end up bearing more
than their share of urban transportation costs. Such may
be the case, for example, where cities bear a large share
of the through traffic in a metropolitan area or where
they are the employment center for tax exempt or
governmental enterprises. In these cases, central cities
might be compensated for transportation costs that are
properly the costs of neighboring or overlying jurisdic-
tions.46

In sum, municipalities sometimes are faced with
onerous transportation responsibilities that are fre-
quently beyond their existing service capabilities. They
often lack the economies of scale, legal authority, or

geographic reach to provide regional transportation
services. Overlapping governments sometimes fail to
provide high levels of transportation service within
municipal borders or they prevent municipalities from
competing for such service delivery opportunities.
Occasionally municipal governments are not adequately
compensated by overlapping governments for their “fair
share” of urban transportation costs. All these problems
make it difficult for municipalities to remain dominant
transportation providers within their metropolitan areas.
Still, municipalities, particularly central cities, have
much to gain from improving the level and quality of
metropolitan transportation services in order to serve
their pressing social and economic needs. Perhaps this
explains the fact that, with all these difficulties, munic-
ipalities continue to remain some of the most diversified
metropolitan transportation providers.

Interlocal Cooperation.

Most local governments have considerable inter-
governmental cooperation powers,47 and most metropol-
itan local jurisdictions commonly engage in a variety of
informal and formal service agreements. The 1972

Transportation Total
Function Number Munici-
Agree- pal
ments Govern-
ment
Transportation
Management
Services 58 12
Engineer 293 16
Special
Transportation
Services 100 12
Traffic Control 111 42
Street Construction 180 38
Street Lighting 392 41
Total 1,134 161
Percent
Distribution 100.0 14.2

over 1,300 local governments responded to the survey.

Table 111-25

INTERGOVERNMENTAL SERVICE AGREEMENTS IN THE
TRANSPORTATION FUNCTION, BY TYPE OF TRANSPORTATION
FUNCTION AND COOPERATING PARTY: 1972

County COG/ State/ Private Other
Govern- Special Federal Party
ment District Govern-
ment
2 24 2 18 0
13 5 6 253 0
7 30 2 49 0
18 2 44 5 0
286 2 36 63 15
5 29 8 309 0
71 92 98 697 15
6.3 8.1 8.6 61.5 1.3

SOURCE: Unpublished data from the 1972 ACIR/ICMA survey on intergovernmental service agreements. A total of

Number Of Service Agreements Made With:
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Table 111-26

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF INTERLOCAL TRANSPORTATION
EXPENDITURES, 37 LARGE SMSAs: 1970

Region/SMSA

Northeast
Washington, D.C.
Baltimore

Boston

Newark "
Paterson-Clifton
Buffalo

New York City

Rochester
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Providence

Midwest
Chicago
Indianapolis
Detroit
Minnesota-St. Paul
Kansas City
St. Louis
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Columbus
Dayton
Milwaukee

South
Miami
Tampa-St.
Petersburg
Atlanta
Louisville

New Orleans
Dallas
Houston

San Antonio

West

Los Angeles
San Bernardino
San Diego

San Francisco
Denver
Portland
Seattle

Total
Transportation
Interlocal
Expenditures
($000)

1,515
42

11,837

925
115

173

730
1,510
869
1,450
3,505
91

54

350

509
24
240

60
100

10,251
0

0
1,561
112
124

2

Percent Of

Total
Metropolitan

Transportation
Expenditures

NA
NA
1.8
NA
100.0
NA
2.5

0
1.3
2
NA

NA

2.2
2.9
3.1
10.4

NA
NA

2.6

2.9

2.1

4.9
NA
NA

1.9

.5
.6
1

Type Of
Transportation
Expenditure

NA

NA

Highway

NA

Water Transportation
NA

Air, Highways,
Water Transportation
Highways

Highways

Highways

NA

Highways
NA

Highways
Highways
Highways
Highways
Highways
Highways
NA

NA

Highways

Highways

Highways

Highways

Highways,

Airports

NA

Highways

Water Transportation
NA

Highways

NA

NA

Highways

Highways

Highways

Water Transportation

Percent Of
Interlocal
Expenditure
Received By
Central City(ies)

NA

NA
0

NA
17.0

NA
0

oo

NA

NA

28.4
7.9

9.0

NA
NA
100.0*

100.0*

NA
25.0

NA

48.6
NA
NA

58.4

0
0
0

*City interlocal revenues totaled more than SMSA interlocal expenditures, fiscal year problem may be involved.

N.A. = Not Applicable.

SOURCE: Unpublished 1970 Census data on the governmental finances of the 72 largest metropolitan areas.
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Of Districts In
Remaining States
Having Districts

pp. 309-472.

Table 111-27

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF INDEPENDENT SPECIAL
DISTRICTS WITH TRANSPORTATION RESPONSIBILITIES:

1957-1972
Selected Type Of Transportation District
Characteristics All High- Airports Water Mass Other General
Types ways Trans- Transit Related Improve-
port ment
Number In 1957 1,655 653 29 119 7 510 337
Number In 1972 3,981 534 223 173 41 561 2,449
Percent Increase
57-72 141% -18% 669% 45% 486% 14% 567%
Number of States
Authorizing Districts
1957 37 18 8 13 4 12 12
1972 42 20 24 19 20 9 23
Number of States
Having Districts
1957 34 15 8 11 3 11 12
1972 41 17 22 15 12 8 19
Percent Of Districts 53% 91% 50% 57% 61% 76% 77%
In The Two States Pa./ Mo./ Neb./ Wash./ Cal./ Tex./ Pa./
With The Highest Mo. 1da. N.D. Tex. 1l S.C. Conn.
Number Of Districts
And Names Of States
Average Number 48 3 6 6 2 22 34

SOURCES: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Governmental Organization, Vol. 1, Ne. 3, 1957 Census of Governments
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1958), pp. 7-84; U.S. Bureau of the Census, Governmental
Organization Vol. 1 of the 1972 Census of Governments (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973),

ACIR-ICMA survey on municipal service agreements, for
example, found that the average municipality was
engaged in a total of about 8.6 service agreements with
other municipalities or overlapping units of county,
special district, or state government units,48

Service agreements in the transportation functions
also are not uncommon. Data from the 1972
ACIR-ICMA survey indicate service agreements for a
number of transportation functions were relatively
frequent (see Table ///-25). The bulk of these agree-
ments were in street lighting, street construction, and
engineering and most were made with private con-
tractors —a fairly common practice for smailer
municipalities that lack large numbers of public works
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personnel.4® Relatively few agreements were made with
overlying counties even though city-county cooperation
in non-transportation functions is fairly extensive.59 The
private sector service agreement, then, is most common
for municipalities wishing to service their transportation
needs from external sources.

The lack of major intermunicipal and city-county
transportation cooperation is reflected in the rather
minimal amounts of interlocal transportation expendi-
tures in many metropolitan areas. Data from Table
/11-26 indicate that 1970 interlocal transportation ex-
penditures in 37 of the nation’s largest metropolitan
areas were largely concentrated in the highway function
and generally accounted for not much more than 2 to 3



percent of overall respective metropolitan transportation
outlays. In all but four or five cases, moreover, central
cities played a minor role in the interlocal cooperation
process. Evidently, most interlocal transportation coop-
eration involved metropolitan counties, or suburban
municipalities, or both. Thus, the interlocal cooperation
process has done relatively little to shift transportation
servicing assignments in most metropolitan areas.

SPECIAL PURPOSE
TRANSPORTATION UNITS:

THEIR ROLE IN METROPOLITAN
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS

Transportation Special Districts:
Their Numbers and Location

Special purpose units of government play a significant
role in the provision of transportation services through-
out much of the United States — as shown by Table
/11-27. Nearly 4,000 independent special districts are
authorized to provide single or multimodal transpor-
tation services with little or no restraints exercised by
other affected governments. Data from the 1957 and

1972 Censuses of Governments indicate that these
independent units increased by over 141 percent in that
15 year period. Multifunctional service districts in-
creased by 567 percent, airport districts by 669 percent,
water transport districts by 45 percent, mass transit
districts by 486 percent, and other transportation
related districts by 10 percent. Highway districts, on the
other hand, decreased by 18 percent. Transportation
districts are most heavily concentrated in California,
Connecticut, Missouri, Nebraska, Oregon, Pennsylvania,
Texas, and Washington (see Table /1/-27). But Florida,
Georgia, Minnesota, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, and
Virginia have a sizeable number.

Special purpose transportation agencies subordinate
to state and local governments also are important service
providers in a number of states. While it is not possible
to enumerate all such state or locally subordinate units
in the country or its urban areas, the number of states
authorizing the creation of these units has increased
between 1957 and 1972, particularly for airports and
mass transit (see Table /1/-28). State subordinate agen-
cies, particularly in the highway field, also have
increased functional responsibilities that affect many of
the country’s larger metropolitan transportation sys-
tems.

The integration or coordination of the policies of

Table 111-28

STATE AUTHORIZATIONS FOR FORMATION OF LOCALLY
SUBORDINATE TRANSPORTATION DISTRICTS: 1957-1972

Local Governmental Units Authorized To Form Subordinate Transportation Districts

Type Of
Subordinate Counties Or All
Transportation Municipalities Counties
District 1957 1972 1957 1972
Highways 32 29 22 21
Airports 10 18 4 6
Water Transport 16 15 4 7
Mass Transit 5 15 0 6
Parking 15 22 2 4
Street Lighting 5 7 2 4
Bridges And

Tunnels 14 14 7 6
General

Improvement 16 25 4 11

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Governmental Organization, Vol. 1, No. 3, 1957 Census of Governments (Wash-
ington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1958), pp. 7-84; U.S. Bureau of the Census, Governmental Organiza-
tion, Vol. 1, 1972 Census of Governments (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973), pp. 309-472.

Selected All Selected
Counties Municipalities Municipalities
1957 1972 1957 1972 1957 1972

4 3 12 9 0 0

3 5 3 7 3 7

5 3 2 8 9 5

0 1 3 12 2 1

0 2 12 17 3 3

0 2 4 2 [ 0

2 4 6 5 4 4

2 3 12 18 2 1
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Table 111-29

INDEPENDENT AND DEPENDENT SPECIAL PURPOSE GOVERNMENTS BY
TRANSPORTATION FUNCTION IN TEN LARGEST SMSAS: 1973

Section 134 Area Total Independent Special Dependent Special Total Number Of

Districts Districts Special Districts
H A WT T P MF H A WT T P MF H A WwWr T P MF
New York City 44 18 1 2 1 4 1 5 1 0 4 5 2 23 2 2 5 9 3
Los Angeles-Long Beach 19 0 2 2 3 7 1 2 2 0 0 a 0 2 4 2 3 7 1
Chicago 15 7 1 1 3 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 7 1 2 3 1 1
Philadelphia 16 3 0 1 2 2 1 3 1 0 1 1 1 6 1 1 3 3 2
Detroit 9 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 3 3 1
San Francisco 17 2 2 2 6 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 3 3 3 7 1 1]
Washington, D.C. 4 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0
Boston 12 0 1 0 4 0 0 3 1 1 0 1 1 3 2 1 4 1 1
Pittsburgh 15 2 1 1 1 4 1 4 1 0 0 0 0 6 2 1 1 4 1
St. Louis 16 14 0 0 1 0 1 (1} (4] (4] 0 0 0 14 0 0 1 0 1
TOTAL 167 49 8 9 25 21 6 18 8 4 6 8 5 67 16 13 31 29 11

Legend: H=Highways; A=Airports; WT=Water Transport; T=Transit; P= SOURCE: ACIR tabulation (see Table 111-1).
Parking; MF=Multiple Function.




independent and dependent special purpose agencies, as
well as those of general purpose state and local govern-
ments, must be considered in fashioning a unified
metropolitan transportation policy. Such coordination
can involve a considerable number of separate transpor-
tation agencies in metropolitan areas. Looking, for
example, at the ten largest metropolitan areas of the
country, one finds an average of nearly 17 special
purpose agencies involved in the transportation function.
Dependent districts are not uncommon in the airports
and water transport function, while independent special
districts are important in the mass transit function (see
Table 111-29). Independent and dependent special dis-
tricts clearly are important institutional actors in the
fashioning of metropolitan transportation policy. They
act as dominant service providers in a variety of
functions and their policies affect the character and
operation of metropolitan transportation systems. How
their policies are related to those of the general purpose
state and local governments is of central importance to
the fashioning of a coordinated transportation system.

The Impetus for Special District Creation

All levels of general purpose government in the
United States have encouraged the growth of special
units. The great majority of them are created either
through direct state action or by state legislative
authorization which permits a municipality or county to
form such units to provide needed transportation ser-
vices. The Federal government also has played a
significant part in the proliferation of special units. As
this Commission noted in 1964, ““A relatively new type
of Federal aid recipient has arisen in recent years — the
special purpose units of government with independent or
semi-independent status. These new units. . .are actually
induced and sometimes even required by almost a
quarter of all Federal programs.”®1 Presently, 17 of the
40 separate Federal aid programs for transportation
purposes make special units eligible for funding, thus
serving as a further spur to their creation and operation,
especially in air and mass transit functions.

Despite this encouragement, though, the local govern-
ments are usually most directly responsible for the
actual creation of special districts. In a recent survey
undertaken by the ACIR, the National Association of
Counties, and the International City Management
Association, 73 percent (111) of the counties answering
the question indicated that they could approve the
formation of special districts for highways.52 Moreover
at least 50 percent of all large mass transit districts are
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created through local action rather than direct state
imposition.

All signs indicated that special purpose units will
continue to be formed and to provide considerable
transportation services, The figures on their recent
growth tend to bear this out, as do the informed opinion
of experts on future transportation needs. Dr. William A.
Ronan, chairman of the Metropolitan Transportation
Authority of New York, and president of the Institute
for Rapid Transit, for example, has stated that the
1970’ will see the greatest construction of mass transit
facilities in the history of the country, with an expendi-
ture of at least $17.7-billion during the decade.53 The
International Bridge and Tunnel Association has made
an equally expansionary prediction for the automabile
interests. The association foresees the expenditure of
“more than $1.6-billion for new construction [of new
toll facilities] in the three year period from 1973
through 1975.... This means. . .that the dollar invest-
ment in new toll facilities will increase about 25 percent
annuafly. .. .54 In both these functions — transit
and limited access highways — special purpose units of
government are dominant service providers. It is impor-
tant then to examine the specific provisions of
legislation under which transportation special districts
are formed.

Reasons for Resort to Special Governments
for Transportation

Why has the country turned to special purpose rather
than general purpose governments to discharge transpor-
tation responsibilities? An oversimplified answer suggests
that the line between public control and private enter-
prise in transportation modes has not been a clearly
defined one in the United States. Transportation has
been considered traditionally private business, but
“clothed with public interest” and thus subject to
governmental restraints and governmental subsidies.
Consequently, when the need arose for the government
to take over a transportation business, it was not unusual
for a “quasi” corporation to be created to reflect certain
attributes of both the public and private sectors. Special
governments fit that role, since their financing often
involves considerable private sector participation.

Special governments for transportation are favored
also because:55

1. They make possible the financing of desperately
needed capital construction which otherwise would be
impossible under the present restrictive ceilings on local



general government so that they must be selfliquidating
through the collection of user charges for the use of the
facilities.

2. They have a greater attraction to professional
persons who think in terms of specialization in their
daily work. They thereby are able to recruit governing
board members from a group of citizen professionals
who would not run for public office through political
campaigns.

3. They must be “‘business like” by the very fact that
they often do not rely on direct taxation, but must
finance themselves through the selling of bonds and the
maintenance of their bond ratings in the open market.
Their projects must meet the needs of the people or
they will not pay the user charges from which the
bonded indebtedness is to be amortized.

4. They reframe politics, by taking public enterprises
of a highly technical nature out of the everyday
pressures of normal party politics, and subjecting them
to a new complex of professional and special interests.
This permits the operation of dynamic complex func-
tions in the public interest, but with some of the
motivation of private business.

5. They make possible, through their geographic
flexibility, the formation of more logical lines of
jurisdiction, no longer tied to inappropriate state and
local governmental boundaries drawn years ago. These
units, then, have fluid boundaries which permit them to
match area and function, without altering the conven-
tional boundary lines of the established general purpose
governments.

Legislative Provisions Governing
the Formation and Operation of
Independent Transportation Districts

An independent district, as defined by the Census
Bureau, is an entity possessing all three of the following
characteristics:

— corporate existence,
— governmental powers, and
— substantial operating autonomy.

As already indicated, such districts can be created
under general state enabling laws or by a legislative act
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creating a specific district. Analyses of 105 state laws
authorizing special districts for transportation indicate
that the independence of these units is relative rather
than absolute. Their structural, jurisdictional, functional,
and fiscal characteristics often reveal some linkages to
general purpose governments. For example, some fiscal
limitations may serve to diminish district autonomy by
forcing reliance on general purpose governments for
needed additional funds. Yet, even with such limitations,
most transportation bodies still have considerable oper-
ating independence.

District Creation and Accountability. The structural
linkages to governmental units are most prominent in
the method of district creation. How a district is created
affects its responsiveness and accountability to the
political process. Formation procedures and controls
over selection of the governing board usually determine
these ties. If the districts are formed by the state
government and the members of their governing bodies
are appointed by the governor, the districts are likely to
be responsive and accountable to state government. But,
if other levels of government or the citizens themselves
(through direct elections) control these processes, re-
sponsiveness and accountability shift toward these
sources of control. Of course, there are also mixed cases
where a district is linked to more than one level of
government.

The 105 transportation district enabling acts analyzed
here show several different methods of formation and
policy body selection, representing diverse patterns of
public responsiveness and accountability. These patterns
vary according to the type of transportation responsi-
bilities given to the districts (see Table 1//-30). Port
authorities tend to be state created, while transit and
airport districts are most often formed locaily, and
highway districts are usually county created.

Port authorities — established to regulate and encour-
age the commerce and traffic of harbor areas, and to
operate all transportation facilities necessary to accom-
plish this purpose — usually are responsible for bridges,
tunnels, mass transit, ferries, belt-line railroads, access
roads, and often airports in the port area. The majority
of port district acts (23) provide for state creation and
governing boards appointed by the governor, often with
consent of the state senate.56 In some instances, the
majority of the board members are appointed by the
governor with a minority appointed by the participating
local governments. Interstate port districts such as the
Delaware River Port Authority, the Kansas City Port
District, and the Port of New York and New ]ersey
Authority were created by interstate compact,



Table I11-30

MEANS OF CREATION, INDEPENDENT TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICTS CLASSIFIED BY MODE

*Highway districts created by the county in some instances.

SOURCE: ACIR tabulation.

Type Of Method Of Creation TOTAL
District Local Referendum State Not
Resolution Created Stated

Ports 6 6 23 1 36
Transit 9 13 e] 2 33
Highways* 1 4 5 1 11
Airports 15 4 2 4 25
TOTALS 31 27 39 8 105

specifying that board members are to be appointed by
the governor of each state.57 Only 12 port authorities
(one-third of the total) are created pursuant to local
action involving petition, public hearing, and local
governmental approval or popular referendum. Gov-
erning board members of six of these local port
authorities are appointed by the participating local
governing bodies. Another six have governing boards
which are elected.58

In contrast to port agencies, almost one-third of the
33 transit district authorizations call for district form-
ation by local resolution and referendum with governing
boards appointed by the constituent local governments.
The four transit agencies with elected governing boards
were all created by referendum.®? Somewhat less than
one-third (9) of the transit units are state created, but
unlike the state formed port districts, the governing
boards appointed by the governor often involve some
participation of the local governing bodies. The Kansas
City Area Transportation Authority and the South-
eastern Michigan Transit Authority have board members
selected by the governor from lists submitted by the
local constituent units. In Chicago’s transit authority,
the governor and mayor approve each other’s board
selections, Although state created, the San Francisco
Bay Area Rapid Transit District and the Southern
California Rapid Transit District in Los Angeles have
governing boards appointed by the counties and cities.

Highway and road districts tend to be county created
entities. Their purposes are to establish, maintain, and
improve state and local roads and bridges of an area.5?
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They are most often formed by county resolution (five
states) — or township ordinance as in New Jersey — or
by voter referendum (four states). In one state, Idaho,
voters are presented a choice of one of three alternatives
in forming the district:

— a countywide district controlled by the county,
— an independent countywide district, or

—an independent district including sections of
adjacent counties.

Three of the four highway districts formed by referen-
dum also have elected governing boards.61

Airport authorities, like transit districts, are primarily
local creations. They are formed to construct, maintain,
and operate airport facilities. In some instances they
also are responsible for airport approaches such as
roadways, causeways, and bridges. The majority of these
units (in 15 states) are created by local petition and/or
resolution, or by joint agreements made by the partic-
ipating local governments. Only four states (California,
IHinois, Texas, and Washington) require referenda to
establish an airport authority. Two states, Louisiana and
South Carolina, directly create independent airport
districts.

Airport districts created by referenda tend to have
elected governing boards {California, Texas, and Wash-
ington). Those created by local governments usually
have governing boards appointed by the constituent
units. The two state created entities (the Louisiana
Regional Airport Authority and the North Carolina



Greenville-Spartanburg Airport District) have governing
boards appointed by the state governors.

To summarize, 27 of the 105 enabling acts for
transportation districts examined provide for formation
pursuant to local referendum. Twelve of these also
provide for locally elected governing boards. Of the 78
remaining districts formed without referendum, only six
have elected governing boards. Port authorities are
predominantly state formed; transit and airport districts,
locally initiated; and highway districts, county origi-
nated. The establishing governments generally retain
control of governing board appointments. Less than
one-third of ail transportation districts are subject to
specific termination provisions. State formed units least
often have specific termination procedures, while locally
created districts (especially those subject to referendum)
usually have prescribed methods for dissolution.

Governing Board Membership. Restrictions some-
times are placed on special district governing board
membership. Some require resident, registered voter,
taxpayer, or non-government employee status or a
combination of these qualifications. The residency re-
quirement is the most common limitation when
governing board restrictions are employed. Only 15
district laws require board members to be representative
of each of the participating local governmental units.
Airport districts must have local government representa-
tion in eight states (California, Colorado, lilinois,
Louisiana, Nebraska, North Dakota, Texas, and West
Virginia).62 Port district boards are representative of
local units in only six instances. In contrast, Oregon port

districts are divided into subdistricts, each with an
elected board member.

Highway and road districts have few statutory restric-
tions on board appointments; only five states have
stipulated requirements in this area. In Idaho, board
members of the highway district are elected, one from
each of three subdistricts. In Kentucky, Missouri,
Nebraska, and New Jersey, road board members must be
land owners.

Transit districts most often require residency, and, in
Floridia, the transit board members must be officials of
constituent local governing bodies. In Georgia, public
officials are precluded from board membership on the
Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority and the
Savannah Transit Authority. Unlike instrumentalities
formed by local resolution, transit districts created by
referendum and by the state tend to have restrictions on
governing board membership.

Terms of Office.  The terms of governing board
members range from one to seven years, with a four to
six year term being most common. The fiscal and
operating complexities and the long lead times required
for new transportation projects may explain the preva-
lence of the longer term. Staggered terms also are
common. While they tend to curb political control of
board appointments, they simultaneously insure a modi-
cum of continuity. Sixty of the 105 enabling acts
specify staggered terms for board members (see Table
111-31).

Fiscal Autonomy. Transportation districts have a
considerable degree of fiscal autonomy; since they

SOURCE: ACIR tabulation.

Table I11-31

GOVERNING BOARD MEMBERSHIP TERMS OF INDEPENDENT
TRANSPORTATION DISTRICTS CLASSIFIED BY MODE

Type Of Type Of Membership Term Total
District Staggered Fixed Not Stated

Ports 25 11 0 36
Transit 23 7 3 33
Highways 5 4 2 11
Airports 7 7 11 25
TOTALS 60 29 16 105
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usually derive the major share of their funds from
non-tax sources and all have bonding powers. At the
same time, almost three-quarters do have some limited
access to tax resources. There are also some limitations
on their bonding powers, usuaily with respect to the
duration and interest rates of bond issues, as well as to
traditional referendum requirements. In several in-
stances, districts also operate under debt limits.

Generally speaking, port and transit districts have
more bonding restrictions than highway and airport

units. In addition, state created units and those formed
by referendum require bond referenda more frequently
than districts created by local resolution. One-third of
the state laws authorizing transportation districts, re-
quire referendum approval for general obligation bond
issues, but these usually do not include refunding of old
debts or authorizing revenue bonds, Districts created by
referendum tend to have the highest frequency of bond
referendum requirements.

Interest rate limits and time restrictions on bond
maturities are quite prevalent. Bonds generally cannot
be issued for more than a 40 year period (although it
varies from 20 to 50 years). Transit districts favor the 50
year limit, especially in California. Many highway and
some port agencies’ bonds are restricted to a 20 year
limit. Interest rate limits vary from 5 percent to 10
percent, with 6 percent being the most common. Port
districts have more restrictive interest limits, while
airport authorities tend toward higher interest rate limits
averaging about 8 percent.

Their taxing powers frequently are limited — both as
to tax rates and tax bases. Yet, most port entities (29
states), transit units (25 states), all highway districts, and

slightly less than half of the airport districts have direct
taxing powers or access to local tax revenues by the
action of constitutent general purpose local govern-
ments. While most districts created directly by the states
have either form of taxing power, there are some
instances where the general law specifically precludes
such authority.83 All but two of the laws forming
districts by voter referendum also grant taxing powers.

Budget and Reporting Requirements. While transpor-
tation districts operate under several types of taxing and
bonding limitations, only slightly more than half (56) of
the enabling acts set any formal budget requirements. A
few compel the budgetary process to be responsive to
general purpose governments. Most simply require an
annual report to constituent governing bodies including
a financial statement (see Table 111-32).

Port districts most frequently rely upon an annual
fiscal report to satisfy the need for financial account-
ability. On the other hand, Michigan port districts have
strict budget controls which allow the county board to
decrease or eliminate line items, and three acts
(California Harbor Districts, Washington Port Districts,
and Idaho Port Districts) require a public hearing before
adoption of the budget.

About one-third of the transit districts have budget
requirements which are to be met through an annual
report. Connecticut transit districts, the Southern
California Rapid Transit district, and the Bakersfield
Metropolitan Transit District must publish their pro-
posed budgets. Most transit budgets only require a
majority approval of their own district governing boards.

Some highway districts have extensive budgetary

Table I11-32

GENERAL LAW BUDGET AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS OF
INDEPENDENT TRANSPORTATION DISTRICT CLASSIFIED
BY MODE: 1973

Type Of District Budget Requirements

Yes None Public General Annual Referen- District
Hearing Purpose Report dum Governing
Or Publi- Government Board

tion Review Approval
Ports 31 5 5 8 27 0 —
Transit 11 22 1 3 3 0 4
Highways 6 5 2 3 — 1 —
Airports 8 17 — 2 6 — —

SOURCE:; ACIR tabulation.
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requirements. ldaho highway districts must hold a public
hearing on the budget before certifying the tax levy to
the county. In New Jersey, road districts must subject
their budget to local referenda. In contrast, only eight of
the 25 airport agencies are subject to some type of
budget review, and six need do this only through an
annual report to the member local governments. On the
other hand, the Metropolitan Airports Commission
(MAC) in Minneapolis-St. Paul must submit its budget
for the approval to the Twin Cities Metropolitan
Council. Only the Virginia Peninsula Airport Com-
mission is required by law to submit estimates of next
year’s revenue and expenses to the local governing
bodies with the stated limitation that any surplus be set
aside for the capital improvement fund, the use of which
is to be approved by the local governing bodies.64

The general pattern which emerges from analysis of
bonding restrictions, tax powers, and budget controls is
one of considerable fiscal independence. Forty-nine of
the 105 laws authorizing transportation districts do not
subject them to any budget controls or fiscal oversight
by participating local government units. Of the 56 that
do have budget requirements, most are only in the form
of an annual report to parent governments. So, the
budgetary process is responsible to general government
oversight and actively responsive to the general public
interest in a minority of instances. Most of the districts
do have access to tax funds within certain base and rate
limits. All of the districts can issue bonds, and most can
issue revenue and refunding bonds without public
approval. Maturity and interest rate limitations on bonds
are the most common restrictions, but 24 districts do
not have any fiscal limits at all. In a few instances debt
limits — on general obligation bonds — restrict the fiscal
freedom of the districts.

Jurisdictional Flexibility. Independent transportation
districts possess a greater degree of jurisdictional flexibil-
ity than general units of government, but they exercise
this flexibility within various procedural limits. About
one-third (33) of the authorization acts provide fixed
boundaries. Two-thirds provide a variety of boundary
amendment procedures, most of which permit annexa-
tion of adjacent territory by vote, petition, or joint
resolution of the authority and the affected municipal
governing bodies.

Most port districts require a referendum on proposed
boundary changes. Boundary change procedures for
the Port of New York and New Jersey Authority require
concurrent action of the state legislatures. ldaho port
districts can not be more than one county at formation
and may annex only whole voter precincts, with a
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petition by 10 percent of voters required for initiation.
Upon majority approval in the existing and additional
counties, the district then must be divided into three
new subdistricts for board representation. Ohio port
authorities can annex on resolution of an adjoining unit
and approval of the authority board. But if the authority
exercises its taxing power, the joining unit must hold a
referendum. Any area annexed by a member municipal-
ity automatically becomes part of the district. In lllinois,
regional port districts can annex on petition of 5 percent
of the voters in the additional area and majority vote in
a referendum. In Louisianna, the state created Lake
Charles Port Commission can change boundaries only by
state law. The process of annexation for California's port
districts requires a public hearing with the decision made
by the county boaid of supervisiors.

Bridge and highway districts in California can annex
by petition of the local governing body if there is no
bonded debt; a referendum must be held if there are
bonds outstanding. In New Jersey, boundaries of road
districts can be changed by town ordinance,

Transit districts usually require annexation by a
majority vote in a referendum after agreement between
the local governing bodies and approval of the district
board.

Independent airport districts also usually have consid-
erable ability to change boundaries since only one-third
are created with fixed boundaries. Two-thirds are vested
with a variety of boundary change procedures, most of
which permit annexation of adjacent territory by peti-
tion, referendum or joint resolution of the authority and
municipal governing boards. To cite some examples,
Hlinois requires petition of the approving district gov-
erning board by 10 percent of the landowners to initiate
annexation. Minnesota law requires the MAC to hold
public hearings before annexation. Mississippi requires
approval of the majority of the landholders in the area
of annexation. Airport authorities in Montana, North
Dakota, Tennessee, and Ohio can change boundaries by
joint resolution of the new municipalities, each current
member municipality, and the board of the district.
Tennessee requires a public hearing in addition, and
North Dakota requires pulication of the resolution. In
Texas, a boundary change is initiated by petition of 5
percent of the taxable voters and is enacted by resolu-
tion concurred in by two-thirds of the district’s
governing board. Most airport districts clearly can
readily change their boundaries to meet changing region-
al needs.

Boundary Commission. In addition to the rules cited
above, boundary adjustments of special districts in six



Type Of District

Federal State
Ports 36 26 15
Transit 33 19 24
Highways 11 3 2
Airports 25 13 14

SOURCE: ACIR tabulation.

Table I11-33

CO-OPERATION POTENTIAL OF INDEPENDENT TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICTS CLASSIFIED BY MODE: 1973

Level Of Government District May Cooperate With

Local Any Govern- None More
ment Agency Than One
15 12 8 22
17 24 7 25
2 2 8 2
10 5 9 14

states are subject to control by specially established
boundary commissions. These states are Alaska,
Minnesota, Michigan, California, Oregon, and
Washington.85 In the first three of these states, the
commissions are statewide, while in the other three they
are local (covering single or multicounty areas). In
addition to reviewing petitions for municipal annex-
ations and incorporations, these commissions consider
proposals relating to the dissolution, consolidation, and
adjustments in the boundaries of non-school special
districts. Boundary commissions are apparently having
some impact upon the growth of special districts in
California and Oregon, where the legislatures have
specifically directed the commissions to give special
districts close scrutiny. Although their enabling acts may
seem to allow transportation districts in these states to
adjust their boundaries rather freely, the boundary
commission acts must also be consulted to uncover
additional limitations.

Extraterritorial Powers. Along with the areal flexi-
bility of transportation districts, 27 of the 105 district
authorization acts summarized here grant extraterri-
torial powers. Ohio grants the most extensive powers of
this type, applying to airport authorities. These author-
ities may acquire, construct, lease, operate, maintain, or
manage airports within or outside their territorial bound-
aries as may be deemed necessary to accomplish their
purposes. They also may hold, encumber, control or
acquire land by donation or condemnation and con-
struct, own, lease (as lessee or lessor), use, and sell real
and personal property within or outside of their terri-
torial boundaries for the location or protection of
airports and airport facilities. California port authorities
also have broad powers as they can do any work or make
any improvements within or outside of their jurisdiction
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if this effort aids in the development or improvement of
navigation or commerce within the district. However,
California highway districts have narrower powers; they
can improve or build a highway beyond their jurisdiction
only with the consent of the local governing bodies
concerned. Finally, many transit districts can supply
service outside their own boundaries by agreement or
contract with the local governments concerned.6®

Intergovernmental Cooperation. Forty-four of the
authorizing statutes permit intergovernmental agree-
ments with other units of local government, and almost
the same number authorize cooperation with any public
agency. Moreover, nearly 60 percent of these statutes
specifically grant the transportation district the power to
cooperate with Federal or state governments (see Table
111-33).87 Finally, 34 of the 42 states having omnibus
interlocal cooperation laws include special districts as
units that can exercise the interlocal cooperation powers
of the state,

Operating and Planning Powers. Most authorities are
granted considerable operating independence, and most
have no civil service procedures or designated wage
structures which tie them down to rules and regulations
established by other governmental units. In addition,
many airport and port districtsé® also have the exclusive
power to lease or award concessions to private providers.

Thirty-nine of the state laws creating transportation
districts provide planning authority. Only the state
created Louisiana Regional Airport Authority, however,
has a strong planning requirement linked to a general
master plan. lllinois law states that an airport district
may participate in the regional planning commission. Of
the four functional types, port districts most often
have specific planning responsibilities. They are required



to develop a comprehensive general plan for harbor
improvement and port development, but only Michigan
port districts must submit their plans to the member
local governing bodies for their approval. Only one
transit district is required to submit its plans for local
government approval (Southern California Rapid Transit
District).

Requirements of law, then, allow for considerable
operating and planning independence, with most plan-
ning reqguirements not linked to regional needs or
approved by general purpose governments.

Transportation Special Districts:
A New Typology

As has been already indicated, there are great
divergencies among the different types of special dis-
tricts. Calling them all by the same name probably has
impeded a better understanding of their various charac-
teristics and of the differing roles that they play in
transportation, Three contrasting types of special pur-
pose governments with transportation responsibilities
have emerged. ’

The first is a traditional special district generally
formed by persons living in an unincorporated area,
who desire a special public service, and organize them-
selves to receive it. They apply to the state for a charter
as a “special district,” and, when that is granted, they
create a board, usually consisting of three to five persons
from the area who will assess a special tax on the
property in the district in order to defray the costs of
providing a service. This whole procedure does little
violence to the classic concept of American local
government: a group of citizens who want a particular
public service are chartered by the state as a special
district, and they agree among themselves to tax their
property to help pay for it over a period of years. This is
the common meaning of the special district, although
the term has been applied rather loosely to many types
of special purpose units.

A second, more recent type of special purpose
government is the public authority. These bodies de-
pend, not on the property tax, but on revenue bonds,
amortized by charges, or tolls made against those
persons who use the transportation facilities. The opera-
tions of these units are heavily influenced by bonding
interests, whose money makes the whole undertaking
possible in the first place, and the users of the facility.
Neither of these, as in the case of a parking lot, or a
turnpike, may even reside in the immediate vicinity of
the project. Consequently, a kind of absentee influence
over the district’s operations frequently is exerted.
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Stitl a third kind of special purpose government of
even more recent derivation is the authority-district. It
usually is of aregional scope and generally is responsible
for areawide, multimodal transportation programs.
These units do not rely solely on user charges to
amortize their debts from the issued revenue bonds,
since they are responsible frequently for deficit modes
of transportation, such as commuter railroads, subways,
and buses, which do not produce sufficient revenues for
selfsustaining operations, They have to rely on other
sources of revenue, such as state and local taxes on
gasoline, cigarettes, and sales.

These very distinct groupings of special purpose
governments are distinguished from one another by the
types of transportation functions they perform, the area
over which they have jurisdiction, their relationships
with state and local governments, and the means of
financing their transportation responsibilities. Yet, all
three kinds still exist throughout America and fre-
quently, side by side.

Traditional Classification of Special Districts

The need to categorize special districts has been
acknowledged for some years, but suggestions as to how
this might be done have varied greatly. Detailed study
and classification of special purpose units first occurred
with John Bollen’s book, Special District Governments
in the United States. He suggested that some special
unites functioned independently of the general
governments, and that others were more dependent on
their parent governments. As he explained:62

Some entities that are not independent
special districts resemble them in some
particulars and are at times mistaken for
them. Although these independent districts
and authorities are not the main concern of
this book, they deserve separate consider-
ation principally for purposes of clarification
and also because they are increasing in
number and importance. The fundamental
distinction between such operations and
special district governments is the former’s
lack of sufficient fiscal independence or
adequate administrative autonomy or both.

Bollens’ dichotomy between independent and dependent
special districts generally has been adopted by the
relatively few scholars who have studied special govern-
ments at all. Consequently, dependence or independence



has been gauged by the measure of administrative
control exercised by the general purpose government
over its functions. What has been overlooked, however,
is that the independence of a special purpose unit is
generally gained by the degree to which it is able to
finance itself.

Greater sophistication is needed to classify special
districts according to their sources of revenue, since that
factor makes possible the kind of managerial indepen-
dence upon which these unique governments have
prospered. |f a special government has to keep coming
back to a parent government for special taxes, it
becomes a dependent unit; if, on the other hand, it is
enabled to issue revenue bonds in its own name, that are
sufficient to cover its operating expenses, it has gained a
kind of program independence that no unit of general
purpose government has been allowed.

Such bonding capabilities, in the hands of the public
authorities or special districts, free them from the
normal governmental controls over their transportation
operations. But they force the authorities or districts to
depend on the investment world which often has been
very restrictive. Frequently, they have become subject to
the peculiar demands of the market, which dictate their
choice of projects and mode of operations.

For most recent kinds of regional and multimodal
special governments, a more complex set of interrel-
ationships has begun to emerge involving general purpose
governments as well as the bond market. In short, the
form of district financing can be the basis for a more
complete typology than one based on the degree of
managerial freedom from parent governments,”9

A New Classification Based on
Fiscal Characteristics

In the transportation field, where financing has
assumed such a central position, the identification of the
sources of income for the various kinds of special
governments concerned serves to denote differences
between and among these units. The following descrip-
tions of different kinds of financing arrangements for
special governments offer one way of discerning the
differences between special districts, public authorities,
and authority-districts.

Public Authorities and Their Financing

Revenue-Bond-User-Charge. Many special agencies
can float bonds in their own name, without the full faith
and credit of a general purpose government, and then
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repay such loans through the charging of tolls for the use
of the facilities built with the borrowed money. This is
known as the revenue-bond-user-charge approach. These
instrumentalities, generically known as public author-
ities, usually. . .

are corporate bodies authorized by legisla-
tive action to function outside the regular
structure of state government in order to
finance and construct and usually to operate
revenue producing public enterprises. Their
organizational structures and powers are of
the type usually associated with public
corporations and like the latter they have
relative administrative autonomy. Public
authorites are authorized to issue their own
revenue bonds, which ordinarily do not
constitute debt within the meaning of con-
stitutional debt limitations, since they are
required to meet their obligations from their
own resources. They lack the power to levy
taxes, but are empowered to collect fees or
other charges for use of their facilities,
devoting the resulting revenue to payment of
operational expenses and of interest and
principal on their debts.”

The New Jersey Turnpike Authority is a prime example
of this type of special purpose unit. It was created in
1948 and was authorized to finance and construct a
limited access highway connecting New York City and
Philadelphia. The authority accepted $100-million in
1949 from the state highway department to get under-
way. However, the New Jersey State Supreme Court
ruled that the state could not advance funds to the
turnpike authority, which was an independent unit of
government. This left the authority without funds, and
Governor Alfred Driscoll then arranged for it to sell a
ten year, revenue bond issue of $2-million to the state
fund.”’2 The bonds were subsequently redeemed on
February 19, 1950, and the authority, after its abortive
initial attempt to depend on the state support, became
totally dependent on its own revenue bonds, without the
fult faith and credit of the state or any other general
purpose government,

The legislation which created the New Jersey Turn-
pike Authority, provided that it had to secure its bonds
from the proceeds of its tolls. Yet, it had exclusive
authority to set tolls at a level that would fully finance
its bonded indebtedness.”3 Consequently, bondholders
were guaranteed the utmost security for their investment
in the authority bonds:



By the authority itself:

Any pledge of tolls or other revenues or
other moneys made by the authority shall be
valid and binding from the time when the
pledge is made; the tolls or other revenues or
other moneys so pledged and thereafter
received by the authority shall immediately
be subject to the lien of such pledge. .. .74

And by the state:

The State of New Jersey does pledge to and
agree with the holders of the bonds issued
pursuant to authority contained in this act,
that the state will not limit or restrict the
rights thereby vested in the authority to
maintain, construct, reconstruct, and op-
erate any project as defined in this act, or to
establish and collect such charges and tolls as
may be convenient or necessary to produce
sufficient revenue to meet the expenses of
maintenance and operation thereof and to
fulfill the terms of agreements made with
the holders of bonds authorized by this act
or in any way impair the rights or remedies
of the holders of such bonds until the bonds,
together with interest thereon, are fully paid
and discharged.”5

The normal controls on local governments also were
not to apply to this authority:

Such tolls shall not be subject to supervision
or regulation by any other commission,
board, bureau or agency of the state. The
use and disposition of tolls and revenues
shall be subject to the provisions of the
resolution authorizing the issuance of such
bonds or of the trust agreement securing the
same,”®

The bondholder could sue to compel the authority to
honor its fiscal obligations to the bondholders.”? Thus,
the bondholder has considerable influence in the oper-
ation of the New Jersey Turnpike, though he or she well
may be living in a state far removed from the vicinity of
the turnpike itself.

The New Jersey Turnpike Authority soon became
selfsufficient. Indeed, one problem of the authority was
its embarrassment of riches. Thus, in both 1959 and
1963 gubernatorial proposals were made to divert
surplus funds from the turnpike authority in order to
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defray the financing of other transportation related
projects. Voters rejected both proposals in 1959 and
1963 referenda.

Various other plans have been offered for the
coordination or consolidation of the turnpike authority,
but the outstanding bonds offer problems. Early in
1973, Governor William Cahill of New Jersey suggested,
in his annual message to the legislature, the proposed
consolidation of three toll highways into an overall
special agency that would then direct its surplus reve-
nues to the support of mass transit throughout the state.
The new unit would be a semiautonomous public
authority with bonding powers, and would be em-
powered to plan, construct, and operate mass transit in
the forms of railroads, buses, and marine facilities. The
suggestion, however, also was not enacted.

The New Jersey Turnpike Authority illustrates the
autonomy of the public authority that relies solely on
revenue bonds and user charges. This type of jurisdiction
is an almost completely autonomous unit of government
in which traditional checks and balances have no
significance. No public utilities commission of the state
may review its rates, for example, for to do so might
impair the obligation of contracts of the bondholders.
The obligation to the bondholder thus becomes preemi-
nent.

Consolidated Revenue Bond with User Charge. The
very first special district in the United States to employ
a consolidated revenue bond was the Port of New York
Authority {more recently renamed the Port Authority of
New York and New Jersey, to placate New Jersey).
Created in 1921 by the two states of New York and New
Jersey, the Port of New York Authority, was to be
selfsupporting. It initially relied on the revenue bond
method of borrowing money for its many giant projects,
and has been repaying them through the charging of tolls
and other fees for the use of its facilities. This has forced
the authority to fund solely revenue producing projects,
where tolls could easily amortize the revenue bond debt.
Its facilities today include six interstate bridges and
tunnels, three airports, two heliports, six marine termi-
nal areas, two union truck terminals, a truck terminal for
rail freight, and a union bus terminal.

The port authority, therefore, has strengthened its
bonding potentialities into a commanding competitive
role in the nation's investment world by its use of
consolidated revenue bonding. In such a financing
policy, the equity for any one of its projected facilities
to be financed in the revenue bond market, is not just
that facility itself, but the combined facilities of the
entire port authority. This results, of course, in a much



more favorable rate of interest for its revenue bonds, an
important advantage since public authority bonds
usually carry a higher interest rate than general obliga-
tion bonds issued by general purpose governments.

When the port authority was planning long term
bonding in the early 1930’s for such vast projects as the
first tube of the Lincoln Tunnel, and then a second tube,
it established its “‘general reserve fund” {which revenue
authorities carry as assurance of the repayment of their
bonds). This provided a basis for a refunding plan that
would permit the authority to accumulate in this reserve
fund an amount equal to 10 percent of the amount of all
its outstanding bonds, thus securing collectively the five
original issues of bonds, as well as each project individu-
ally. “It provided for the consolidation of its existing
debt into a single type of obligation, general and
refunding bonds, which could also be used to finance the
Lincoln Tunnel and, with protective restrictions, to
finance future undertakings.””8 Legislation by the two
states to this effect, provided:

The port authority shall, so far as it deems it
practicable, treat as a single unified opera-
tion the construction, maintenance and
operation of the said Midtown Hudson
tunnel (Lincoln Tunnel}, the said Holland
tunnel, the two vehicular bridges over the
Arthur Kill, the vehicular bridge over the
Hudson river at Fort Lee, and any other
vehicular bridges or tunnels which it may
construct or operate, raising moneys for the
construction thereof and for the making of
additions and improvements thereto in while
or part upon its own obligations, and estab-
lishing and levying such tolls and other
charges as it may deem necessary to secure
from all of such bridges and tunnels as a
group, at least sufficient revenue to meet the
expenses of the construction, maintenance,
and operation of such bridges and tunnels as
a group, and to provide for the payment of
the interest upon and amortization and
retirement of and the fulfillment of the
terms of all bonds and other securities and
obligations which it may have issued or
incurred in connection therewith.79

This provision was passed in 1931, and the refunding
plan was adopted in 1935, As a result, the port authority
has been in sound financial condition from that year to
today.

The pooling has not resulted, however, in the port
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authority’s acceptance of a responsibility for deficit
operations such as mass transit, which both the States of
New York and New Jersey have urged it to add to its
functions. In fact, a convenant was written into statute
when the port authority was forced to take on the
Hudson and Manhattan lines in 1962, protecting the
authority from additional incursions into mass transit,
largely to maintain the strength of the general reserve
fund and the consolidated bonds. The covenant states
that the port authority will not apply any revenues or
reserves pledged to bonds for this takeover of the
Hudson tubes for any additional passenger railroad
purpose without the consent of the bondholders unless
the deficits from such additional service shall not exceed
an amount equal to one-tenth of the money in the port
authority’s general reserve fund at the end of the
preceding year.89 The two states abolished this covenant
in 1973, but its provisions still apply to the previously
issued bonds, thus curtailing further mass transit ven-
tures by the authority.

The single function authority is totally dependent on
the bondholders and the users, but even the larger
multifunctional ones, with consolidated bonding, feel
the same need to protect their bond ratings in the open
market, Both types of bodies have served efficiently the
needs of the automobile, but also they have contributed
to the imbalance in the use of transportation modes.
Thus, the financing patterns of the authorities, while
simultaneously offering more attractive highway facil-
ities, may further aggravate the financial conditions of
other transportation modes and create an imbalance in
the transportation system.

Special District Financing Methods

General Taxation. The freedom from general purpose
governments and from state imposed fiscal restrictions
that public authorities have gives such agencies an
autonomy not otherwise known in American federalism.
These authorities, however, appear unable to extricate
themselves from the restrictions of investment syndi-
cates, who must insist that the bondholders have the
first lien on authority actions, and that projects under-
taken must, therefore, produce sufficient tolls to repay
the debt with interest. Consequently, there has been
renewed interest in the traditional special district which
generally performs only one selected function, encom-
passes a smaller geographic area than that of many
public authorities, and depends on general taxation for
its revenue sources.

Evidence of renewed interest in this kind of district is



found, for example, in Topeka, Kansas. By a decisive
vote of 25,225 to 6,366, approval was gained in April
1973 for an amendment to the city charter which
provided for a publicly owned and operated bus system
for the city, funded by a maximum of one mill levy on
property. For this purpose, the city was authorized to
create a metropolitan transit authority which would buy
the bus lines of the Topeka Transportation Company,
purchase new buses, and operate a revised schedule of
runs. All the elements of the original special district are
present in the Topeka decision: the citizens wanted bus
service, they were willing to pay for it by a special tax
levy on their property, and they organized themselves
into a special district to bring this about.

A return to the special district from the public
authority also is illustrated by recent events in Los
Angeles. Its privately owned surface transit lines had
been taken over in 1958 by the Metropolitan Transit
Authority. Dependent solely on fares, that authority
could do little more than pay off the original revenue
bond issue which had been used for the purchase of the
lines, and could not provide for the vast extensions of
public transportation needed. In 1964, the transit
authority was supplanted by the Southern California
Rapid Transit District (SCRTD) which is locally
controlled by eleven members chosen to reflect the local
governments in the district. 8! In order to make the
district even more controllable by general governments,
the terms of the board appointees are tied to those of
the appointing powers, rather than being staggered to
give them further independence as frequently is the
arrangement for special district boards.82

SCRTD, however, has not fared much better than its
predecessor, the public authority. A $2.5-billion bond
issue to finance rapid transit under the district received a
55 percent majority in a referendum in 1968, but failed
to meet California’s 60 percent requirement for approv-
al. Other plans have been proposed since then; the most
recent one (1973) involved a multibillion dollar system
of high speed trains and buses. The district has con-
tinued to lag behind in its fund raising, in part perhaps
because of the commitment of that region, and of
California in general, to urban freeways. Consequently,
the mayor of Los Angeles has supported efforts through
state legislation to subordinate SCRTD to a general
purpose regional planning mechanism or a multimodal
transportation commission such as the one in San
Francisco.

Assumption of Authority Debt by the State. Florida
has gone even further than those states that have
returned to traditional special districts for transportation
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purposes, and has subsumed all transportation author-
ities under the aegis of a state department of
transportation. This department has assumed the finan-
cial obligations of the Florida Turnpike Authority, in
order to give the state the control over the various
modes, and has been given the authority to refinance
various authority funds. These steps are designed to end
authority dependence on municipal investors and permit
the state to fund a multiplicity of transportation
projects, even those that may involve deficit financing.83

The return to traditional special districts indicates an
increasing unwillingness to finance special purpose units
on a revenue bonding basis. These traditional districts
will be able to tap general tax revenues for transpor-
tation purposes and, therefore, finance transportation
projects that are not easily selfsupporting. At the same
time, there will be continued resistance to giving special
districts large scale taxing powers that will put them
directly in fiscal competition with general purpose local
governments. This last constraint may effectively limit
the spread of these types of special purpose units in the
transportation field. At the very least, it will encourage
the development of more locally subordinate special
purpose units.

Authority-District Financial Patterns

Proportionate Assessment on Constituent Units.
Some special agencies are now coming to rely on direct
financial support from constituent local units of govern-
ment. The Boston Metropolitan District, created in 1929,
was authorized to purchase the bonds of private
transportation companies within its jurisdiction and
assess fiscal deficits from such bonds on the commun-
ities within the district. This form of financing
continued when the Metropolitan Transit Authority
{MTA) superseded the Boston Metropolitan District, in
1949, gaining full authority over the subway system
serving the 14 cities and towns in the core of the Boston
SMSA. These same jurisdictions constituted an advisory
board which, simultaneously with a five member board
of directors, ran the aperations of the MTA,

When the Metropolitan Transit Authortity gave way
to the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority
(MBTA), in 1964, its geographic scope was expanded to
include 65 additional cities and towns. Yet, the assess-
ment of towns still comprised the core of MBTA
financing.

“. .. (S)eventy-five percent of such net cost
of service of such previous calendar year
shall be assessed upon all cities and towns



comprising the authority’s territory in the
proportion which the number of commuters
in each said city and town bears to the total
number of commuters in all of said cities
and towns, "84

These 79 cities and towns, which were to defray the
major cost of mass transportation under the umbrella
multimodal special purpose government (MBTA), were
to have the principal role in the agency’s decision
making processes. This was assured in two ways. First,
an advisory board consisting of chief administrative or
elected officials of the constituent local governments
retains policy control over the MBTA, The board uses a
complicated system of weighted voting essentially de-
pendent on the proportionate MBTA service to each city
or town.85 The advisory board must be consulted by the
governor in his appointment of three of the five
members of the operating MBTA board. Secondly, the
advisory board also has an item veto over the budget of
the MBTA.8 Thus, the constituent local governments
have a major voice in the operation of the MBTA.

The local control of and financial participation in the
MBTA reflect, of course, the traditional significance of
the city and town in Massachusetts government. Yet,
there have been some very difficult relations between
the MBTA operating board and the advisory board over
control of the budget. These relations reached a crisis in
the Spring of 1972, when Governor Francis W. Sargent
stepped in and temporarily revoked the advisory board’s
right to veto the budget. The latter’s full powers were
restored, however, by January 1, 1973. In November of
1973, the Massachusetts General Court enacted legisla-
tion that called for the establishment and financing of
ten regional transportation authorities throughout the
state outside the MBTA area, and provided for MBTA’s
financing largely through state bond issues.

Assessment through a Regional Constituent Unit. The
allocation of a share of metropolitan area transportation
expenses to constituent local governments has become
rather common under new regional transit agencies, such
as the MBTA. In two instances, new metropolitan
transportation authorities have gone beyond the conven-
tional governments in regard to the division of expenses,
and have made use of regional agencies. The Washington,
D.C., Metropolitan Area Transit Authority has worked
through two existing transit commissions to prorate the
fiscal burden of building an areawide subway system:
the Washington Suburban Transit Commission, which
embraces the counties of Montgomery and Prince
George’s, in Maryland; and the Northern Virginia Trans-
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portation Commission, which includes Fairfax and
Arlington Counties, and the Cities of Alexandria,
Fairfax, and Falls Church, in Virginia. Through them, a
formula for payment was arrived at based on the
following factors: (1) the amount of construction in a
jurisdiction; (2) the quality of transit service; and (3) the
sources of transit ridership and the projected population
of each area by the year 1990,

An even more structured use of a regional agency as
the base for assessment and representation is built into
the Southeastern Michigan Transportation Authority
Act (SEMTA). That act even anticipated the creation of
regional agency, which at the time of its passage in 1967
did not then exist in the Detroit area.8” In 1971,
SEMTA’s board was enlarged to nine members, six of
whom were to be appointed by the Southeastern
Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG). In addi-
tion to this membership on the authority board,
SEMCOG was authorized to review the budget of the
authority each year.B8 The authority was given the usual
power to issue revenue bonds, but, in addition it could
draw on financial help from its constituent counties and
other sources.B® In the fall of 1970, SEMTA announced
a $9.2-million budget for the year, much larger than
previous ones. A total of $637,000 or about 7 percent of
this amount was to be assessed on the six participating
counties, based on a population formula of 11.9¢ per
capita. The contributions from the counties were to be
“matched three for one with state funds, and the total
of local and state funds matched two for one with
Federal monies.”

State Financing of Transportation through Umbrella
Public Authorities. Constituent assessment has not
always produced enough income for the regional, multi-
modal authorities, despite the kind of tax imposed, the
formula used, or the constituent units involved. One
reason is that the umbrella authorities, in most instances,
have had to assume the outstanding obligations of the
single function public authorities or special districts
which they absorb, as well as acquire new debt for
modernization of existing equipment and extension of
services and facilities.

The recent history of the Massachusetts Bay Trans-
portation Authority illustrates how the state is being
forced increasingly into the financing of these larger
mass transportation instrumentalities because constit-
uent localities have often been unable or unwilling to
assess increased local property taxes to pay for the
escalating costs of transit labor and other expenses.
When the state does enter the picture, it cannot
politically support merely the largest region centering on



a principal city, such as Boston, but must deploy
transportation funds to other parts of the state as well.
Thus, Massachusetts now has the power to create ten
other regional transportation authorities in addition to
helping defray the costs of the MBTA. Similarly, the
enabling legislation that made possible the Southeastern
Michigan Transportation Authority for the Detroit area,
stipulated that ‘‘regional transportation authorities in
major metropolitan areas of the state may be established
at such time as one or more contiguous counties elect by
majority vote of the boards of supervisors to establish or
participate in an authority.””9°

The most systematic division of a state into regional
transportation authorities has occurred in New York,
where five such agencies have been created: the Metro-
politan Transportation Authority in the New York State
portion of the New York metropolitan area; the Niagara
Frontier Transportation Authority of the Buffalo region;
the Rochester-Genesee Regional Transportation Author-
ity; the Capital District Transportation Authority,
centering on Albany; and the Central New York Region-
al Transportation Authority of Syracuse.

The five have common features: (1) all are multi-
modal, including ‘“‘transportation by railroad, omnibus,
marine, and air,” but not limited to those specific
modes; (2) all are regional, encompassing several coun-
ties; and (3) all contain within their enabling legislation
the promise of financial support from the state to
maintain their debt service funds. Differences arise, as
might be expected, in certain provisions pertaining (to
the governing boards of these units).91 The Metropolitan
Transportation Authority in New York was designed as a
“holding company,” including within its jurisdiction the
former Metropolitan Commuter Transportation Author-
ity’s jurisdiction over the Long Island Railroad; the New
York City Transit Authority, with its subsidiary for the
Fifth Avenue buses; the Manhattan and Bronx Surface
Transit Operating Authority; and the Triborough Bridge
and Tunnel Authority. Other units subsequently were
added. From the start, however, one umbrella board was
set up to supervise all of these individual entities. The
same nine members (later expanded to ten plus the
chairman) who were to constitute the board of the
Metropolitan Transportation Authority were ex officio,
the board for the New York City Transit Authority and
the Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority. All mem-
bers were appointed by the governor with the consent
of the state senate. Three of the members are appointed
by the governor “‘only on the written recommendation
of the mayor of the City of New York... ” and “...no
more than two of the members may be non-residents of
the district.””®2 The Niagara Frontier Transportation
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Authority has very similar provisions for its board,
which consists of a chairman and ten other members
appointed by the governor with the consent of the state
senate. The other three such authorities, however, have
constituent governments’ representation more directly
spelled out in state legistation.

Transfer of Automobile Tolls to Mass Transit Sup-
port. A few authority-districts have attempted to broad-
en their revenue base by diverting revenue from highway
to non-highway projects. One transfer of surplus auto-
mobile tolls for the support of urban mass transit
occurred when the New York Metropolitan Transport-
ation Authority sought to divert some of the excess
funds from the Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority
to support of the deficit ridden New York City Transit
Authority, both wholly within the City of New York,
and both now under the “holding company” of the
MTA. The Triborough bridges and tunnels served
automobile traffic crossing the East River within the
City of New York, and, under the skillful guidance of
Robert Moses, had amassed a surplus of over
$26-million. Its original legislation had forbidden the
transfer of its surplus so long as any of its bonds still
were outstanding. In 1968, when the Metropolitan
Transportation Authority encompassed Triborough in its
“holding company.” Triborough bonds outstanding
were in the amount of $362.7-million, $300-million of
which were for the financing of the construction of the
Verrazano Narrows Bridge, and they could not be called
until the year 1970. The legislative limitation on the use
of the surplus was clear:23

The State of New York does pledge to and
agree with (a) the holders of the bonds that
the state will not limit or alter the rights
hereby vested in the authority to maintain,
reconstruct, and operate the project, .. .or
in any way impair the rights and remedies of
the bondholders, until the bonds, together
with interest thereon... are fully met and
discharged.

The New York Transit Authority, for its part, had been
required in its original legislation to meet its expenses
out of the tolls it charged on a “selfsustaining”’ basis.

A series of amendments to these acts attempted to
overcome the simultaneous restrictions on the transfer
of surplus funds from Triborough and their receipt and
use by the transit authority. The Triborough authority
statutes were amended to authorize “from time to time
transfer...to metropolitan transportation authority or



New York City transit authority all or any part of its
surplus funds.’”®4 The transit statutes were altered to
authorize it to be “selfsustaining,” not only on its own
fares, but “from any funds granted or transferred to the
authority pursuant to any provision of law.”®3 Finally,
the Metropolitan Transportation Authority was author-
ized to establish tolls and other charges ‘‘to maintain the
combined operations of the authority...on a self-
sustaining basis.”’98

Despite these legal changes, which seemed to clear the
way for the transfer of the funds, the trustee bank of the
Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority, the Chase
Manhattan Bank, instituted suit on behalf of the
bondholders. After several months of negotiation, a
compromise was agreed to out of court. The bond-

holders would be polled by the Metropolitan Trans-
portation Authority and asked to consent to a supple-
ment to the original bond resolution which would
permit the transfer of funds. In return for a favorable
vote, the bondholders would be granted an increase in
interest on their outstanding bonds of from one-quarter
to 1 percent. Also, a covenant would be added to the
revenue bond resolution to the effect that the authority
will not issue additional bonds under the revenue bond
resolution except for the purpose of paying the cost of
" necessary reconstruction of any of its projects. The
bondholders were assuaged and approved the transfer.

A similar arrangement to divert automobile tolls for
mass transit was written into the provisions for the Bay
Area Rapid Transit District of the San Francisco region
so as to obviate any similar constitutional and legal
controversies. The vital and expensive link in the
areawide transit system, the Bay Area Underwater Rapid
Transit Tube, the longest in the world, stretching some
3.6 miles from San Francisco to Yerba Buena Island and
thence to Oakland, is being partially financed by tolls
from automobiles using the bridges of the California Toll
Bridge Authority. Tolls from the authority’s bridges in
the San Francisco area are to be applied to the
amortization of debt for the construction of the under
water tube. The California Toll Bridge Authority, in its
own name, has issued revenue bonds in the amount of
the estimated cost, and will repay the ioans by amort-
izing the bonds with the tolls from its bridges. Another
toll transfer has occurred in the Philadelphia SMSA
where the Lindenwold subway line is partially subsidized
from the toll of the Delaware River Act Authority.

These provisions for the intermodal transfer of
transportation revenues are among the few successful
efforts in the United States to balance the excesses of
automobile income against mass transit deficits. Increas-
ingly, the gasoline tax is viewed as a prime revenue
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source for large metropolitan authority-districts. The
new six county Chicago Regional Transportation
Agency, for instance, will take advantage, in part, of this
source of income through a 5 percent gross receipts tax
on motor fuel sales within the participating counties.
This does not have the same effect, however, as having
the automobile facilities and operations and the mass
transit enterprises under one multimodal special unit.
Under the latter arrangement, not only is there financial
transfer, but there is the potential for a rearrangement of
rider use from the private car to the subways in a more
balanced comprehensive plan of transportation modes.

Problems Caused by Transportation
Special Districts

The imposition of some 1,000 special purpose units
over an already fragmented maze of local governments
for so basic a function as transportation cannot help but
cause serious policy problems. These problems occur in
the areas of structure, finance, intermodal linkages, and

-intergovernmental relations.

Structure. One serious policy problem concerns the
selection of a board to govern the special unit. The
United States Supreme Court has not required that the
one-person-one-vote principle be applied to special pur-
pose governments. In the 1973 case of Sayler Land Co.
versus Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage District the
court concluded that the “...water storage district, by
reason of its special limited purpose and of the dis-
porportionate effect of its activities on landowners as a
group, is the sort of exception to the rule laid down in
Reynolds [ Reynolds versus Sims].” Justice Douglas, in
a dissent joined by Jjustices Brennan and Marshall,
countered that the special district was performing “vital
governmental functions” and that the result of the
majority ruling “is a corporate political kingdom un-
dreamed of by those who wrote our Constitution.”97
But despite this dissent, special transportation agencies
now have great constitutional freedom in the selection
and composition of their boards.'

In practice, however, the choice of board members is
often influenced by the dependence of the special
government on certain sources of revenue. Special
district (or the unit levying property taxes) referenda
very often require a vote only of the property owners
within the district, and, then, sometimes by a margin of
more than a simple majority. With the public authority,
even more restricted constituencies have come into play.
The public authority board has to please constituent
bondholders, who usually live in another part of the



world and have no knowledge of the local authority
itself, other than the assurance that it is financially
solvent and will meet its bond payments periodically.
This absentee “‘constituency” is represented through the
bank chosen initially by the authority when it floats the
bonds, as its trustee to handle its financial business. If
the trustee bank discerns practices that might impair the
obligation of contract of the bondholders, it must insti-
tute suit in the name of the bondholders. The bank,
acting for the investors, thereby has very real influence
over the operations of the public authority. In the case
of a parking authority, the trustee bank can (and has)
prohibit the authority from closing one parking lot and
opening another in a different part of town, or of
changing the meter toll rates. It was the trustee bank for
the Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority, for ex-
ample, which instituted suit against the New York
Metropolitan Authority’s proposal to use some of the
surplus from its tolls to help offset the losses of the New
York City subway system.

The public authority also must satisfy the users of its
facilities, for it is they who pay the tolls that are used to
amortize the revenue bonds of the authority. It must be
given a monopoly for that function in its jurisdiction,
and it must keep improving the facilities despite the
pressure of other needs or functions that may become
important over time.

These two constituencies — bondholder and user —
are central to any board selected for the public
authority. A third constituency, the people living in the
vicinity of the huge projects of the authority, has not
been clearly defined, although their property values and
even their way of life may be affected directly by board
decisions.

Authority-districts have even more complex govern-
ance structures, often having state, regional, and local
representatives determining the conduct of their oper-
ations. The mix of these members varies from district to
district and even among districts of the same type within
a given state. The governing boards of these bodies often
form interlocking directorates with constituent special
purpose units.

Finance. The most serious fiscal problem with the
special purpose unit, particlarly the public authority, is
its interference with the budget processes of general
purpose governments. If properly used, the budget
process is a most democratic institution. It requires that
each agency of the government, at all governmental
levels, must come before the public or its representative
legislative agency to defend its program of the past year
and its request for monies for the coming one. This is
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how general purpose governments in the United States
operate, but the special purpose governments frequently
are not required to follow the same rules. They have
responsibility for one function, or closely related func-
tions, and the financial selfsufficiency to pursue that
interest. Everything about them is long term, rather than
annual or short term. District boards commonly serve
terms of six to eight years, as in the case of the New
York Thruway Authority; its bonds are floated for a 40
year period; its life as an agency of government may be
prolonged by the continued increase of bond issuances
which pushes further and further away the date of its
ultimate dissolution; and it need not begin early repay-
ment of its loans, as most general purpose governments
must by state law. Not having to prove itself in a short
term way through the annual budget, the special
government has a kind of permanence which makes fong
range planning possible with a sense of confidence
unusual to general purpose local governments. Thus, the
changing priorities that can result from the publicly
accountable budget system are not reflected.

Transit Functions and Intergovernmental Relations.
Special purpose governments are charged with having
“picked the plums and shunned the prunes’ in the
transportation function. They have picked, of necessity,
those aspects or modes that are fiscally selfsufficient
and meet the requirements of their financing methods.
Hence, they have shunned the modes that are unable to
produce the revenue needed. The advantage of the
special unit rests on the kind of autonomy from the
restraints of general purpose governments that its sol-
vency in the investment world provides.

The New York City Transit Authority, for example,
was forced on the City of New York by the state
legislature in 1953 with the pupose of relieving its daily
operations from the influence of city hall. To that end,
the state established a board of the transit authority to
provide a degree of insulation from the more customary
political activities of municipal parties. At the same time,
the transit authority has had continuous deficit fi-
nancing problems which only recently have been
emeliorated, to some extent, by the diversion of fiscal
surpluses from highway authorities operating in the city.
Consequently, authority-districts have had to undertake
the responsibility for providing this more expensive and
troublesome transportation function.

Special units, also have become dominant local and
metropolitan functional planning agencies, especially in
matters of regional public works planning. The general
governments, confined to fixed boundaries, have not
consciously been denied the planning role as much as



they have unconsciously divested themselves of this
essential function simply by not being able to meet the
needs themselves. Consequently, the *‘..first type of
metropolitan planning was conducted by single purpose
special districts which had been organized to solve a
particular areawide problem.”’28 Among the very first of
these regional problems was transportation.

Special governments frequently have superseded the
planning expertise of the general purpose governments,
who, by their very constitutional requirements, must
oversee the many expectations of the citizens. Yet,
special agencies are obviously the least qualified units of
government for comprehensive planning, due to their
unique responsibilities for concentrating their energies
on unifunctional responsibilities. General governments,
of course, are far better qualified to weigh needs, and to
establish priorities, for they have as their purview the
whole range of governmental activities.

The respective planning and service responsibilities of
special and general governments, then, have been almost
reversed. With special governments constructing regional
public works, general governments are faced with the
prospect of performing daily housekeeping functions,
particularly as special governments assume the most
dynamic modes of transportation and other functions,
such as airports, ports, modern turnpikes, and now mass
transit. In control of the funds for such large scale
construction, special purpose units, of course, are
expected to plan carefully for the placing of their
bridges and tunnels, and for the corridors for their
turnpikes, and the like. Local governments, on the other
hand, not having the areal scope or the long range
construction responsibilities of these larger special pur-
pose units, are stunted in such efforts. These local
governments frequently band together into areawide
planning organizations for the purpose of addressing
regional issues like transportation, but such bodies
traditionally have been limited to advisory powers only
leaving the local governments in the position of having
to react to the public works planning of special purpose
units rather than being able to plan and maintain a
transportation system that reflects their own overall
needs.

On the other hand, planning by special purpose units
of government has been narrowed by the fact that their
very existence depends on the perpetuation and expan-
sion of a particular transportation mode. Functional
planning is directed to maintaining the continued favor-
able bond ratings of special purpose agencies and, in
turn, the acceptance of prospective facilities by transpor-
tation users.

The record of special government suggests an ob-
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session with the capability to raise money, either from
special levies on property, or through the issuance of
revenue bonds to be repaid by user charges, or through a
combination of those two methods. But, the real service
delivery contribution that special governments can make
in a highly technical field such as transportation has
been overlooked. This new role might well have special
purpose agencies as the operating vehicles for carrying
into effect the comprehensive plans made by the general
purpose governments. To readjust roles and take advan-
tage of unique capabilities, comprehensive planning
might be undertaken by general purpose regional
planning commissions or regional councils, while
associated transportation functional planning would be
done by umbrelia transportation authority-districts. The
daily operations then would become the responsibility of
subordinate servicing units of the authority-dis-
tricts — perhaps one for subways, another for surface
transit, a third for the railroads, and the like. With this
arrangement, the kind of total concentration that the
special unit brings to the transportation function might
begin to be better harnessed. It seems now, at least, on the
verge of being given this chance with the advent of stron-
ger general purpose regional mechanisms, more compre-
hensive Federal planning and programming requirements,
and the creation of multicounty authority-districts.

PRIVATE SECTOR

TRANSPORTATION

RESPONSIBILITIES
Introduction

The private sector provides many of the transpor-
tation services in this country. Over 85 percent of
commuter traffic in large metropolitan areas moves in
private conveyances, and all freight transport moves via
private carrier.2® Yet much of this commuter and freight
movement is on public roads. Moreover, the public
spends over $20-billion annually in direct expenditures
and grants-in-aid for transportation purposes; and 84
percent of all transit passengers are carried in publicly
owned transit systems.'2% And numerous public service
regulations control private transportation rate structures,
financial reporting procedures, and competition with
related and alternative transportation enterprises.107 So,
while the private sector is a mainstay of urban and
interurban transportation, the public sector markedly
affects its operations and profitability.

The highly competitive nature of private transport-
ation systems has produced significant shifts in
American transportation use. Airlines and the private
automobile have replaced bus transit and railroads as the



primary passenger movers, while trucks and pipelines
have gained an increasing share of freight transport
traffic. Taxicabs have retained an important place in
intraurban passenger movement, while water transport
has retained a large share of interurban freight move-
ment (see Table 111-34).

Competition among private transportation operators
has been affected by different government policies that
have altered the profitability of different transportation
modes. Massive public investments in highways have
increased automobile passenger movement and motor
freight transport; government expenditures for aviation

research, development, and safety have stimulated air
travel;192 Federal programs for waterway development
have improved water transport capabilities. On the other
hand, some governmental actions have reduced compet-
itive advantages in certain parts of the private
transportation sector. For example, there is evidence
that outmoded and inflexible economic regulations have
contributed to financial difficulties in the railroad
industry, exacerbated the cost-revenue squeeze felt by
private transit operators, and prevented the taxicab and
trucking industry from operating more efficiently 103
There is also evidence that these regulations have

Selected Characteristic

Auto Transit
Personal Expenditures
{Billions)
1970 Expenditure 22.8° 1.7
1970 Percent Distribution 81.4 6.1
Percent Change,
1960-1970 86.2 23.3
Total Commuter Movement,
1970
Workers Using Transit
(Millions) 59.7 4.2b
Percent Distribution 90.2 6.3
Percent Change,
1960-1970 44.3 20.2
Intercity Freight Movement
{Freight-Ton Miles)
1972 Freight-Ton Miles NA NA
Percent Distribution NA NA
Percent Change, 1952-1972 NA NA

NC=Not Computed, NA=Not Applicable.

mobile travel).

Table 111-34

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF PASSENGER AND FREIGHT
MOVEMENT, BY TRANSPORTATION MODE: 1950-1972

Taxi

29.5

NC
NC

NC

NA
NA
NA

#Includes only personal consumption expenditures for gasoline, oil, and tolls (i.e., the out-of-pocket costs of auto-

bTransit here refers to bus travel only; otherwise it refers to bus and rapid rail transit.
¢Rail here refers to railroad commutation and subway travel; elsewhere it refers to rail travel only.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Transportation, Summary of National Transportation Statistics (Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973), p. 53; U.S. Bureau of The Census, General Social and Economic Charac-
teristics—United States Summary PC (1)-C1 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972), Table 87
and comparable data from 1960 Census of Population; Association of American Railroads, 1973 Yearbook of Railroad
Facts {Washington, D.C.: Association of American Railroads, 1973), p. 36.

Transportation Mode

Air Rail Water Motor  Pipe-  Total
Transport line

2.4 3 NA NA NA 28.0
8.6 1.0 NA NA NA 100.0
274.6 -27.4 NA NA NA 82.0
NC 23° NC NA NA 66.2
NC 3.5 NC NA NA 100.0
NC 8.6 NC NA NA 34.8
3.8 785.0 325.0 445.0 457.0 2,015.8
2 38.9 16.1 221 22.7 100.0
1,094.9 31.5 98.9 157.4 253.7 89.6
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prompted the creation of some transportation monop-
olies and oligopolies which, in turn, have not always
improved transportation productivity.194 Declining
service has reduced profit margins and investment
potential in different transportation sectors (see Table
111-35). Ultimately, as in the case of railroads and transit,
this has led to increased governmental subsidies and
public takeover of private transportation operations.
The pressing problems of economic competition have
caused the private sector to show comparatively little
interest in the building or operation of an integrated
metropolitan transportation system, especially if it will
reduce the economic growth potential of different
transportation enterprises. Consequently, the overall
urban transportation system suffers. Freight terminals
that can serve both rail and motor transport interests are
not constructed. Rail lines are not converted to mass
transit use. Surface access to airports is often congested
and inconvenient. Major highways and transit lines
parallel one another, but offer little opportunity for
intermodal transfer. Transportation systems, then, are
often duplicative and at cross purposes with one another.
The pitch and form of competition among private
transportation providers has precluded their cooperation
in building and maintaining a more flexible and inter-
changeable metropolitan transportation system.

Private Sector Transportation Responsibilities
in Passenger Movement

The private sector, as noted in Chapter I, plays a
major part in the provision of urban transportation
services. However, it increasingly faces severe economic
difficulties that have produced more public intervention
into private transportation operations. This has altered
the balance between private and public activity in
various passenger and freight movement services. What
follows is a brief discussion of some of the more
prominent economic difficulties facing private transport-
ation providers and the changing balance in public and
private transportation responsibilities.

Buses. Private mass transit was established in the
1840’s and 1850’s when horse drawn omnibuses first
made their appearance. As transit technology improved,
private enterprise flourished due to the large fiscal
investment required for such things as trackage, equip-
ment, horses, and stables.Local mass transit continued to
require substantial capital investment with the advent of
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the electric street railway. Increased use of these railway
systems maintained the profitability of private ventures.

The 50 year period 1890-1940 witnessed considerable
technical skill in managing and administering mass
transit investments. However, the situation changed
rapidly by the end of World War Il with the advent of
the motor bus. Transit systems became more labor
intensive as operating costs outstripped investment
requirements. Transit technology became standardized
and more effort was required to handle the labor
management problems of local transit operations.

The changing technology of mass transit coincided
with the increase in automobile use. This combination
produced higher operating costs and declining rev-
enues —a cost-revenue squeeze — for private transit
companies. By 1971, the annual gap between operating
revenue and operating expenses for urban bus transit
systems across the nation had grown to a level of over
$300-million. The percentage of firms that did not cover
total costs rose from 22 percent in 1960 to 54 percent in
1969.795 Thus, there are only marginal prospects for
continued or expanded private investment in mass
transit bus operations. 106

Commuter Railroads. 1970 data show that rail com-
muter service was generally a money losing operation,
The aggregate deficit for 14 of the 16 commuter rail
operations in the U.S. amounted to over $35-million,107
Commuter railroad patronage from 1960 to 1970 for
railroads serving the five major cities198 with important
levels of service stabilized at a level of 248-million pas-
sengers. There were variations in the patterns for each of
the cities, with New York dropping from 142 to
126-million passengers by 1965 and stabilizing at that
level, while patronage increased by 17-million in Phila-
delphia and Chicago.

Most such railroad operations incur operating deficits
which are then subsidized from state and local sources.
Only two of the 16 commuter railroads in the nation
operated at a net profit in 1970. The inability of the
commuter lines to generate substantial operating profits
means that their continued existence as private systems
is doubtful.

Railroads have long exerted great pressure on the ICC
to discontinue both intercity and commuter passenger
services because of the mounting losses that they were
suffering. By 1970, half of the nation’s passenger trains
were subject to discontinuation proceedings before the
ICC. In response to this situation, the Congress enacted
the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970. That created the
National Rail Passenger Corporation (better known as
AMTRAK), an independent-for-profit body, to manage



Table I11-35

RATES OF ECONOMIC RETURN AND CAPITAL INVESTMENT TRENDS,
SELECTED INTERCITY TRANSPORTATION MODES

Transportation Increase In Net  Increase In Net Average Rate
Mode: Fixed Capital Investment In Of Return To To Stockholders:
Stock: Equipment And Stockholders: 1960-1969
1960-1969 Facilities: 1960-1969 Highest Lowest
(1969 Dollars) 1960-1968
Intercity
Rail 2% 3.9% 3.27% 4.97% 1.79%
Truck 165.1 107.4 11.33 15.72 4.93
Bus -12.3 46.3 13.31 18.72 10.95
Airlines 637.1 211.1 7.14 20.99 -4.63
Water
Transport 9.3 -2.6 9.74 13.40 5.73
Oil Pipelines 14.8 47.7 16.36 17.66 15.55

SOURCES: U.S. Department of Transportation, 1972 National Transportation Report {Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1972), pp. 22, 77; Transport Association of America, Facts and Trends, 71-72 (Wash-
ington, D.C.: Transport Association of America, 1972}, p. 26.

Rate Of Return

most of the nation’s intercity rail passenger routes by
contracting for service with existing railroads. It also
provided for private railroad participation and subsidies
for unaviodable passenger losses.

AMTRAK was exempted from Interstate Commerce
Commission (ICC) regulations on fares and service, but it
was required to serve any route that a state, regional, or
focal agency requested, provided the agency agreed to
pay at least two-thirds of the losses incurred.99 Several
states have negotiated commuter subsidies with
AMTRAK under this section of the law. Several of these
subsidized operations are being carried out in the State
of illinois where trains carry passengers from satellite
areas to Chicago, and the state has appropriated
$1-million to cover the cost. However, AMTRAK can
not legally subsidize shorter distance intraurban com-
muter service, since it is authorized only to provide
intercity railroad passenger service defined as all rail
passenger service except commuter and other short haul
service in metropolitan and suburban areas.

The Taxicab. The taxicab transports over 28 percent
of all public transit passengers.’19 More revenue is
generated by taxicab operations than by the combined
total of all other mass transit operations. As smal}
private bus companies in smaller communities curtail or
abandon service, the taxicab is often the only form of
public transit available. Taxicabs are used mostly by
white collar workers and housewives, Housewives ac-
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count for a significant percentage of cab travel,
representing over 30 percent of the trips in the central
business areas and almost 55 percent in other areas. The
cab is an important transit provider and the only
competitor to the automobile in providing non-
scheduled, “personalized” transportation.

The taxicab industry is dominated by small fleets
(two or more taxicabs under one ownership) and
owner-operators, there are about 7,200 fleet operations
operating in about 3,300 communities in the United
States. The current taxicab population is 162,000
vehicles, of which approximately half are in major
metropolitan areas. At any one given time, the industry
employs about 150,000 taxicab drivers, although over
the course of one year approximately 600,000 indivi-
duals will have driven a taxicab. This high rate of
turnover makes it very difficult to improve worker
productivity, 111

While the taxicab can best compete with the auto-
mobile in offering personalized transport, the industry is
suffering from many of the same ills that affect urban
mass transit. Some studies have shown that only about
50 percent of cab mileage involves carrying fares. This
falls short of the 60 percent paid mile operating ratio
needed for a profitable operation. All these conditions
have combined to reduce the economic growth potential
of the cab industry.

One observer identified the immediate problems
facing the taxicab industry as:



1) the inability to increase the productivity of the
taxicab driver;

2) the inability to control the increased cost of
doing business; and

3) the inability to increase revenues sufficiently to
offset these higher costs.?12

Consequently, the industry faces increasing difficulties
in maintaining former profit levels, since its average fares
have increased only 284 percent between
1965-1970 — an increase that is about 25 percent lower
than that for the overall public transit industry. '3

Another serious economic difficulty facing the taxi-
cab industry is the cost imposed upon the industry by all
three levels of government in the form of taxes and
regulation. Federal and state governments affect cab
operations by tax levies on sales, licenses, vehicles, and
gasoline, At the same time, most local transit author-
ities are generally exempt from such taxes.

The regulation of taxicab operations is usually a
responsibility of local government. Fleets or owner-
operators may negotiate directly with the local
government or may conduct negotiations through an
association. Matters for negotiation typically include:
(1) rates or fares, (2) the number of taxicabs,
(3) insurance requirements, (4) licensing of drivers, and
(5) mode of operation.114

Thus, uneven regulations in adjoining localities, and
increased technological requirements are making taxicab
fleets of ten cabs or less economically unfeasible,
especially in smaller communities. 15 Fleets of 100 or
more vehicles are becoming more prevalent since they
can be managed more efficiently.? 16

The status of the taxicab industry in urban transpor-
tation is not yet clearly defined. The cab can be used to
provide personalized transit and is an attractive transit
alternative to the automobile. Whether the industry can
expand into such operations may depend on dereg-
ulating the industry, provision of public subsidies, or
both.

Airlines. U.S. scheduled airlines carried over
202-million passengers in 1973, and they now account
for more than 75 percent of the total intercity passenger
miles traveled by public conveyance.'17 More than 525
airports serve scheduled airline passengers in the United
States.’18 The growth and development of these air-
ports is supported by a Federal grant program financed
through an Airport-Airways Trust Fund created by the
Congress in 1970,

The increased demand for air transportation has
markedly increased the construction of airports. The
number of civil airports on record with the FAA, as of
November 1972 included 10,873 airports, 1,054 heli-
ports, and 465 sea plane bases. It is estimated that an
additional 1,050 airports may be constructed by 1982.

Increased airline use is reflected in burgeoning re-
quests for Federal airport aid in large metropolitan
centers. Projects involving STOL 119 aircraft have been
advocated to increase the use of smaller general aviation
airports, thereby relieving the pressure on the large
congested ones, 120

Continuing airport congestion problems still occur in
metropolitan areas as a result of (a) the lack of
adequately empowered multijurisdictional bodies to
decide upon types of airports and their location, (b)
environmental regulations concerning airport noise and
ecological impact,'2? (c) airport access problems and
compatible land use, and (d) opposition of local interests
to the development of new major airports.

A recent study done for the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) emphasizes the need to coordi-
nate aviation with other forms of transportation and
with the pattern of urban settlement and activity.122 It
suggests that commuter airports will be required for
more efficient air travel in an urban region, especially
when existing ground transport is being used to capacity
and would be too costly in economic and social terms to
expand.123

The establishment of intown airports might be
accomplished in a relatively short time and could ease
urban congestion.124 These facilities might be located at
transportation interchanges, thereby providing more
intermodal service in an urban area, especially with the
development of metropolitan rapid transit, exclusive bus
rights-of-way and other devices for improving metropol-
itan transportation. Other studies indicate that such
airport facilities would greatly diminish the need for
many of the planned new major jet ports.125

Airport site selection and reduced airport congestion
are two of the most pressing economic concerns for
airlines. The development of land banking and airport
zoning programs is regarded by public and private
officials alike as essential to the economic health of the
industry.126 Congestion pricing techniques and revision
of branch line subsidiaries are other proposed policies
that might increase airline efficiency and reduce the
demand for airport construction and improvement.127

Urban Goods Movement

Metropolitan transportation problems also affect



urban goods movement. The urban freight industry is
highly fragmented, involving many participants, with
approximately 70 percent of all truck fleets consisting of
only one vehicle and with approximately 8.75-million
trucks being commercial for-hire conveyances. The
industry handles mostly private, unregulated transport
and there are few if any data on load factors, com-
modities transported, miles of operation, or frequency
of service. However, there is little evidence that tech-
nology is sufficiently developed to bring about greater
productivity in the industry. The fragemnted character
of the urban goods system, in turn, means that:128

1. The existing urban goods movement system is
inefficient, resulting in high operating costs and
contributes to problems associated with traffic
congestion, noise, air pollution, and ineffective
land use.

2. The major benefits from improvements in this
area would accrue to the private automobile user,

3. Significant improvements that can be made in
the near future include increased consolidations of
operations for the pick up and delivery of freight,
temporary restrictions on the physical movement
of vehicles during certain hours, restrictions or
prohibitions upon curb side parking for loading
and discharging vehicles, relocating terminals to
the urban fringes as a means of reducing the
number of large over-the-road-trucks in urban
areas, and the multipurpose use of facilities in
order to combine passenger-freight movement
systems,

Urban transportation planning has neglected the
problems of urban freight transport. A 1970 report of
the Highway Research Board (HRB) urged that goods
movement be a central component of comprehensive
transportation policies or programs.'22 More specifically,
it called for improvements in the intramodal and
intermodal transfer of goods, reorganization of the
freight transportation industry, coordinated Federal,
state, and local regulations about urban goods move-
ment, and greater financial and technical assistance for
that segment of the trucking industry involved in urban
goods movement. Other studies confirm the inefficiency
of urban freight transportation systems and propose
similar improvements, 130

Trucks and Urban Transportation. There are about
19-million trucks serving the commercial needs of this
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nation. Large over-the-road trucks are the most conspic-
uous and constitute the bulk of the intercity commercial
traffic. However, the vast majority, some 70 percent,
weigh 100,000 pounds or less, and operate primarily
within urban areas.

Trucks, per 1,000 population, are more prevalent in
small than large cities. Light truck usage declines
proportionally in large metropolitan areas where other
modes of travel are available.'3 " However, truck trips in
urban areas are heavily concentrated. The percentage of
trucks in the typical urban traffic stream averages about
10-20 percent. Moreover, the truck is used more
frequently during the day than the average automobile
and adds significantly to urban traffic congestion.

Railroads. Another key component of the urban
goods movement system s the railroad. Railroads
presently account for 39 percent of all freight-ton
mileage in the country.?32 Every large metropolitanarea
and a number of smaller ones have freight terminals at
focal points of the urban goods distribution system.

Railroads, however, have long been declining indus-
tries. Their share of intercity freight movement has been
decreasing, the slack being taken up by truck and
pipeline transport. Intercity passenger movement has
been lost to both the airlines and the private automobile.
On both fronts, railroads have not been a growing part
of the urban transportation system.

The loss of market predominance in intercity freight
and passenger travel has reduced investor interest in the
railroads. Capital investment in rail facilities increased by
only about 23 percent between 1947-1968 while it
expanded by 326 percent in all other transportation
sectors.133 The plummeting reduction in capital invest-
ment, in turn, has led to depressed rates of economic
return in the railroad industry, with average profit
margins decreasing from 5.30 percent in 1929 to 2.95
percent in 1972134

The declining profitability of the railroads has been
aggravated by regulations hindering competition against
water carriers and truck transport?35 and by a lack of new
capital for technological improvements, even though
such money was readily available in other transportation
sectors, especially aviation.138 The economic decline of
the railroads has been accompanied by management
problems, labor disputes, and the inability to attract new
capital funds for system modernization. All of these
difficulties have led to the bankruptcy of several large
northeastern railroads, most notabiy the Penn Central. 137

The bankruptcy of the Penn Central Railroad and
other northeastern companies prompted the passage of
the Regional Rail Reorganization Act (87 Stat. 985),



whereby these bankrupt railroads will be reorganized
into the Consolidated Rail Corporation, a line with more
than 26,000 miles in track and an annual freight
capacity of 2.5-billion freight car miles. The rail corpor-
ation will be able to consolidate routes and thereby
reduce operating costs. The act provides about
$1.5-billion in loan guarantees and also provides for
Federal loans to state and local transportation author-
ities that wish to subsidize rail lines that would
otherwise be abandoned.138 This large scale public inter-
vention into rail operations in the Northeast may be a
harbinger of expanded Federal assistance to other
railroad organizations which need new capital for mod-
ernization.139

Private railroads face an increasingly difficult eco-
nomic situation and may be subject to further public
takeover. Much like public mass transit operations, they
have had to compete against one another and with
automotive transport as well. Their reorganizations have
been hampered by antitrust laws; ICC regulations have
sometimes hindered railroad efficiency; and the econo-
mic structure of the industry has lead to ineffiecient
management and lack of system modernization. Unless
these impediments to increased economic efficiency are
ameliorated, increased public assistance for railroads will
be necessary to keep them in operation.

Waterways. Water transport accounts for more than
16 percent of the nation’s freight movement. Such
transportation is geared to flexible, low cost delivery of
basic raw materials, fuel, and other bulk commaodities,
both semifinished and finished. One-hundred-thirty-one
of the 150 American cities having a population of over
100,000 or more are located on commercial navigation
channels, and 38 of the 50 states with almost 95 percent
of the population have commercial transportation ser-
vices provided by vessels operating on rivers, canals,
bays, sounds, or lakes.

The growth and expansion of inland waterways
transportation has resulted in the construction of many
new and modern terminals for the handling of barge
freight and the exchange of freight between water
carriers and other modes of transportaion.149 The
growth of barge transportation has spurred interest in
publicly owned terminals as states, counties,
municipalities, and port districts recognize the economic
advantages of adequate terminal facilities. 41

Waterway terminals have railroad and highway con-
nections which permit interchange of freight among
different modes. Consequently, commercial barge traffic
is interconnected with rail, air, and highway transport.
The pattern is not one of smooth cooperation, however,
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since there is considerable competition between the
barge system and the railroads, reflected in competitive
rate structures'42 and efforts to gain regulatory
advantages in the Congress and elsewhere.

Water transport may increase in importance due to its
low energy usage. According to the American Waterways
Operators, water transportation requires less energy per
ton mile than any other method of freight distribution.
Water freight requires 500 British Thermal Units (BTU’s)
of energy for every ton mile of freight moved. Rail
freight requires 750 BTU'’s per ton mile, pipelines 1,950
BTU’s per ton mile, trucks 2,400 BTU’s per ton mile,
and air cargos 6,300 BTU’s per ton mile'43 in many
metropolitan areas, therefore, more efficient urban
goods movement may well hinge on improved barge
transport.

Private Sector
Transportation Organizations

The significance of the private sector involvement in
transportation is reflected by the number of associations
that represent different transportation modes. The Ency-
clopedia of Associations reveals some 205 such associ-
ations in the transportation field.'44 These
organizations range from those which cover the entire
transportaion field, to those which cover all aspects of
one particular mode, and those which cover only one
segment of one particular mode.

Transportation associations can exercise considerable
influence in Federal, state, and local legislative and
administrative processes. They often have considerable
technical expertise and are relied on for basic data on
private sector transportation acitvities. But, they have
given little formal attention to the specific problems of
urban transportation. Most of their data gathering is on a
national or state basis only, not a metropolitan basis.
Four of the most important national transportation
associations are described briefly below.

The Transporation Association of America, repre-
senting  industrial, agricultural, financial, and
transportation interests, is the only national organization
devoted exclusively to transportation concerns affecting
all forms of transport. It coordinates the work of many
other national organizations, providing close cooperation
on lobbying for many legislative objectives. Its basic
publication, Facts and Trends, provides statictical data
about transportation.

The Association of American Railroads (AAR), estab-



lished as an umbrella organization consolidating a
number of smaller more specialized groups, represents
railroads accounting for 96 percent of the mileage and
the business of all railroads in North America. Its
lobbying and legislative efforts are considerable. The
American Sound Transportation Review Organization
(ASTRO), a study group of the AAR, prepared an
indepth study, The American Railroad Industry: A
Prospectus, which received unanimous railroad backing.
This report indicates some awareness of metropolitan
transportation problems although its primary focus is
still on national railroad problems. Its major recom-
mendation is that the railroads be allowed to price their
product more competitively, and be freed from restrict-
ive ICC regulation.145

The American Trucking Associations, Inc., estab-
lished in 1933, deals with state and Federal legislation
affecting trucking competition. This organization
focuses on issues of interstate traffic regulation. Data
contained in its fact book, American Trucking Trends,
are collected on a state basis and most of the data are
then presented on a nationwide basis and broken down
by product or commodity. Although the great majority
of truck trips are intrametropolitan, relatively little
information is provided by the ATA about metropolitan
transportation problems that affect the trucking in-
dustry.

The Air Transport Association (ATA), headquartered
in Washingotn, D.C., represents virtually all scheduled
airlines in the United States. It serves as an information
and research center designed to formulate and execute
the industrywide planning necessary to achieve and
maintain a profitable air transport system. ATA imple-
ments industrywide cooperation by serving as a focal
point for various conferences and committees, by acting
as the airlines’ main spokesman in appearances before
Congressional committees and regulatory agencies, and
by producing data to assess trends in the industry.

Because private associations have given little attention
to the special transportation problems of metropolitan
areas, they may have missed opportunities to develop
innovative solutions to private sector urban transport-
ation problems. For example, mass transit and trucking
interests might benefit from use of exclusively ‘ desig-
nated highways for bus and freight traffic. Private
associations could probably benefit their members by
focusing more clearly on support for metropolitan
transportation policies that emphasize private sector
participation and coordination of public-private trans-
portation requirements.
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The private sector faces an arduous task in main-
taining its role as urban transportation providers.
Changing patterns of passenger and freight movement,
severe economic competition among transportation
modes, regulatory imbalances, and uneven public sub-
sidies have combined to make it difficualt for private
concerns to continue to provide efficient and econom-
ical services. At the same time, public sentiment may
well favor greater private sector involvement in the
urban transportation system. Attainment of that goal,
however, will require changes in a number of financing,
regulatory, and service policies.

o Private sector passengers and freight movements
are important determinants of the character of
urban transportation systems. Sustaining private
enterprise in the transportation sector may
improve the economic efficiency of such systems
and reduce taxpayer burdens for transport sub-
sidies.

e The private sector still provides the bulk of both
passenger and freight transportation services, but
there have been decided shifts in the dominance of
different private service providers. Passenger move-
ment has shifted over time from the raifroad and
mass transit systems to the airlines and the private
automobile. Freight movement has shifted largely
from the railroads to trucks, with airlines and
water transport making marginal gains. Overall
transport revenues have increased substantially in
air and truck transport, and declined proportion-
ately in the railroad sector. Capital investments
have followed the same pattern.

o Increasingly, transportation operations are pas-
sing from private to public hands. Eighty-four
percent of all mass transit passengers are carried on
publicly owned systems. Airlines receive consider-
able public funds for airport construction and
subsidies for providing service to smaller urban and
non-metropolitan areas. Most intercity rail passen-
ger travel is under the control of AMTRAK, a
national service corporation. The recently enacted
Northeast railroad reorganization means that a
considerable portion of the country’s freight trans-
port will operate under the control of a Federally
created corporation.

e The weak or limited growth potential of water
freight transport and the taxicab industry means
that these private sectors may not be able to gain a



greater share of the passenger or freight traffic
being carried by publicly owned or subsidized
transit, rail, or aid carriers.

* The economic difficulties of private trans-
portation providers in some measure, can be traced
to either the economic structure of the industry or
the types of public controls that are placed on an
industry’s operations. Railroads and private mass
transit have been especially hindered by inflexible
and outmoded operating regulations, and their
economic vulnerability  has been heightened by
the tremendous public investments in interurban
highway systems, The weakened economic base of
rail and transit operations has, in turn, led to
massive local acquisition of transit operations and
large scale Federal involvement in the control of
rail operations.

e Each part of the private transportation sector
faces unique economic problems that may have to
be solved through public intervention. Air trans-
port needs public assistance for the development
of land use policies that will provide future sites
for the construction of major new airports. Private
transit and taxicab systems might improve their
economic base if allowed to bid for the operations
of publicly owned transit systems or if protected
from competition with tax financed and Federally
aided systems. Railroads would most certainly
benefit from being able to discontinue unprofit-
able lines and sell underused terminal facilities in
large cities to other transport modes. Truck
transport would benefit from the easing of econom-
ic regulations  that now prevent more efficient
intercity transport.

¢ At the same time, economic performance of the
private transportation sector might be improved
by greater efforts to deconcentrate the industry
and to encourage subcontracting the operations of
large carriers (e.g., the use of air taxis). However,
the considerable fiscal requirements for research
and development in certain transport sectors may
be considerably beyond the reach of many seg-
ments of private enterprise. This may result in the
need for greater public support of research and
development covering the technology of passenger
and freight transport,

e Any increase in the economic health of different
parts of the private transportation sector depends
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on improving the interrelatedness of transpor-
tation systems. Encouragement of highway
development will necessarily mean less freight and
passenger transport on alternative modes. Sim-
ilarly, the development of more stringent
environmental and land use controls may lead to a
curtailment of highway related travel, and may
increase the use of rapid transit, rail, and water
transport. The balance of modes and degree of
private sector involvement in each of these modes
may depend on larger policy questions relating to
environmental quality, fuel conservation, urban
growth, and economic stability. Answers to those
larger questions will play a significant part in
deciding on the relative importance of different
modes and the extent and type of private involve-
ment in each mode,

e Private transportation organizations have given
little attention to their impact on metropolitan
transportation systems. Primarily concerned with
retaining or expanding their share of passenger and
freight movement, they have had little concern
with the impact of this competition on the
construction and operation of metropolitan trans-
portation systems. Consequently, there has been
minimal intermodal cooperation in building inte-
grated transportation systems. Freight terminals
are not always equally accessible to air, rail, and
motor transport destinations. Highway and mass
transit facilities are not always interconnected.
Intercity air and rail transportation is often need-
lessly duplicated and over extended. Freight and
passenger transport might benefit from integration
(companies having transportation holdings in air,
water, and motor transport, for example) which
could provide more efficient transportation sys-
tems.

GOVERNMENT FINANCING
OF TRANSPORTATION

Urban transportation responsibilities are markedly
affected by the fiscal and regulatory policies of all three
levels of government. Federal and state grants-in-aid;
local tax and debt restrictions; special district financing
practices; and Federal, state, and local regulatory
directives all condition various dimensions of the trans-
portation process. The presence or lack of grants-in-aid
influences state and local transportation budget policy.
State and local tax and debt restrictions can lead to the
creation of special purpose transportation units which,



in turn, often face considerable restrictions in financing
their assigned transportation responsibilities, What
follows is a descriptive overview of some of the more
pertinent intergovernmental fiscal policies that affect
public and private responsibilities in the transportation
sector.

Fiscal Allocations Among Federal,

State, and Local Government

All three levels of government have important ex-
penditure responsibilities for transportation. Basically,
the Federal government has a major financial assistance
role in highway programs, and substantial direct involve-
ment in airports and water transport. State governments

provide directly a predominant portion of all highway
expenditures, while local governments have virtually
exclusive responsibilities for mass transit and total
responsibility for parking. Of the three levels of govern-
ment, the states concentrate most on a single mode.
Ninety-eight percent of their overall direct transpor-
tation expenditures are for highway purposes while less
than 2 percent of the Federal government’s direct
outlays are used for this local purpose (see Table /1/-36).

Intergovernmental aid, both Federal and state, is
highly concentrated on highways. Over 95 percent of all
Federal transportation aid and 98 percent of all state
transportation aid was spent for this purpose in 1971.
However for the states, their direct highway expend-
itures are composed of Federal or local
intergovernmental transfers. On the other hand, only 23

Type Of Fund Flow
Total

Federal Direct Expenditures 4,062
Federal-State Intergovernmental

Expenditures 4,848
Local-State Intergovernmental

Expenditures 158
State Direct Expenditures 12,613
Federal-Local Intergovernmental

Expenditures 237
State-Local Intergovernmental

Expenditures 2,557
Local-Local Intergovernmental

Expenditures 107
Local Direct Expenditures 9,225
Total Direct Expenditures 25,900
Percent Federal 15.6%
Percent State 48.7%
Percent Local 35.7%
Total Intergovernmental

Expenditures 7.907
Federal-Local Intergovernmental

Expenditures As Percent Of

State Direct Expenditures 29.7%
Federal-State Intergovernmental

Expenditures As Percent Of

Local Direct Expenditures 29.3%

Office, 1972), and unpublished census data, 1971.

TRANSPORTATION EXPENDITURES BY LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT:

Table 111-36
1971
Expenditures ($000,000 By Transportation Mode)
Highways Mass Airports Water Parking
Transit Transport
301 — 2,115 1,646 -
4,814 —_ 34 — —
158 - - - -
12,304 — 148 161 —
47 154 36 - -
2,507 — 42 8 —
94 — 11 2 —
5,792 2,018 913 343 159
18,397 2,018 3,176 2,150 159
1.6% 0.0% 66.6% 76.6% 0.0%
66.7% 0.0% 4.7% 7.5% 0.0%
31.7% 100.0% 28.7% 15.9% 100.0%
7,620 154 123 10 —
40.4% — 22.9% 0.0% —
42.6% 7.6% 8.5% 2.3% 0.0%

SOURCES: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Governmental Finances 1970-71 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
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Table 111-37

RELATIVE HIGHWAY EXPENDITURES, BY STATE AND LEVEL OF

State

U.S. Totals

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia

Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina

South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: 1971

Percent Of Total Transportation Expenditures! Made
For Highway Purposes: 1971

State County Municipal Special
District
97.6 92.4 64.4 6.9
96.3 99.7 81.7 0.0
78.4 100.0 61.8 NA
99.9 99.3 64.1 NA
99.9 99.9 72.5 100.0
99.8 94.2 56.7 2.3
100.0 96.0 66.4 45.5
97.9 NA 90.4 100.0
100.0 18.8 64.1 100.0
99.5 40.2 75.6 0.0
94.7 95.3 51.7 8.4
48.2 100.0 94.2 NA
100.0 98.2 77.5 97.7
99.1 99.6 79.3 1
98.9 98.6 83.9 NA
100.0 100.0 85.8 100.0
100.0 99.7 91.2 0.0
99.5 73.8 76.7 100.0
99.4 96.8 80.7 0.0
98.8 87.6 86.7 NA
93.8 99.8 92.0 100.0
84.0 99.1 95.7 .1
97.7 91.0 71.9 0.0
98.9 99.9 81.0 0.0
93.9 99.2 80.1 0.0
99.9 99.5 53.2 29.3
99.7 84.5 77.6 NA
99.5 99.9 94.6 0.0
100.0 54.5 85.2 100.0
99.9 NA 95.3 100.0
97.8 96.7 95.6 19.8
99.8 96.9 78.3 NA
96.4 95.2 31.3 18.5
98.1 .6 91.7 0.0
99.6 100.0 79.4 0.0
99.6 98.6 75.3 0.0
99.9 100.0 44.4 NA
99.9 99.8 89.4 9
99.0 56.0 86.8 4.3
94.3 NA 98.5 100.0
93.2 93.8 92,2 12.3
98.5 99.7 78.8 NA
99.6 99.6 73.2 1
99.9 98.9 68.2 .5
98.2 98.9 73.3 NA
99.3 NA 98.0 100.0
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State

State
Virginia 98.0
Washington 99.9
West Virginia 99.8
Wisconsin 98.4
Wyoming 99.3

NA = Not Available.

Table 111-37 (Cont.)

Percent Of Total Transportation Expenditures' Made

'Total includes direct and intergovernmental expenditures. Expenditure totals include Federal aid also.

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, unpublished data, 1971.

For Highway Purposes: 1971

County Municipal Special
District
95.9 82.0 94.4
97.2 76.6 0.0
2.9 83.6 0.0
94.3 94.3 NA
98.2 91.5 NA

percent of direct state airport expenditures are financed
from Federal or state aid, as opposed to not more than 9
percent of expenditures in each of the other modes.

States then place heavy emphasis on highway expend-
itures. Only three states — Alaska, Hawaii, and
Massachusetts — spend less than 90 percent of their
transportation funds for highway programs. Similarly,

counties generally earmark 90 percent of their transport-
ation expenditures for highways, except in seven states
{Delaware, Florida, Kentucky, Maine, Montana, Nevada,
and Pennsylvania). But, in marked contrast, municipal-
ities spend about 35 percent of their transportation
monies for non-highway responsibilities while special
districts except in 12 states have predominantly non-
highway expenditure responsibilities (see Table 11/-37).

{14 States)

SOURCE: ACIR tabulation (see Table I11-38).

Figure 111-7
PATTERNS OF TRANSPORTATION EXPENDITURE ASSIGNMENT: 1971

Predominately State-County State-Municipal
State
Alaska 1daho Arizona
Kentucky Mississippi Connecticut
North Carolina Montana Hawaii
South Carolina Nevada Maine
West Virginia Oregon Missouri
Wyoming South Dakota New Hampshire
New Jersey
{6 States) (6 States) New Mexico
Ohio
Rhode Island
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia

State-Municipal- State-Municipal-
Special District  County-Special
District

State-County-
Municipal

California
Tennessee
Washington

Alabama
Arkansas
Colorado
Florida
Georgia
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Louisiana
Maryland
Michigan
Minnesota
Nebraska
North Dakota
QOklahoma
Wisconsin

Delaware
I1llinois
Massachusettis
Pennsylvania
New York {3 States)

(5 States)

(16 States)
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Table 111-38

TOTAL TRANSPORTATION EXPENDITURE RESPONSIBILITIES, BY

State

U.S. Totals®

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia

Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Towa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina

South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont

Total Per Capita
Transportation
Expenditure*

$133.54

108.61
426.22
115.78

78.68
124.32

114.09
99.03
124.06
96.93
85.84

193.79
150.05
127.18

94.58
160.46

126.58
114.37
112.21
128.95
116.95

121.83
100.46
142.13
132.20

98.31

190.86
138.95
177.39
122.68

97.85

121.61
149.56

77.81
196.62
103.75

116.37
152.17
119.80
51.58
73.69

174.44
124.09

94.18
112.29
200.46

State
Level

69.0%

73.2
86.9
74.8
69.2
53.0

70.6
75.1
75.6
66.1
64.4

82.1
73.5
60.4
70.8
62.6

60.1
91.1
75.0
71.4
76.2

49.5
58.5
54.3
71.4
70.2

81.3
60.7
70.2
73.2
67.3

82.4
35.2
86.0
67.3
63.8

67.4
69.8
69.0
70.6
88.2

68.2
59.2
62.3
83.3
80.5

Percent Of Total Expenditures Made At
Municipal

County
Level

10.4%
16.1

8.5
14.5
114

14.9
0.0

22.3
17.6

5.6
12.4

8.1
15.4
22.2

19.6
4.4
10.5

123

20.2
19.6
19.5

8.9

11.8
19.2
21.9
0.0
8.4

5.2
6.2
12.0
17.3
12,5

17.0
16.7
3.7
0.0
6.5

19.2
11.1
12.1
6.5
0.0

LEVEL OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT: 1971

Level

16.6%

10.6
12.3
16.7
16.2
23.8

14.5
24.8
10.7
11.2
17.6

12.3

8.3
19.3
13.8
15.2

20.0

4.5
13.3
28.0
11.5

22.6
21.2
21.5

9.1
20.2

6.9
18.0
7.9
25.8
16.8

12.4
50.1
12.0
15.0
23.3

15.6
7.0
14.7
29.4
4.5

12.6
11.8
21.6
10.2
19.5

Special
District
Level

4.0%

.1
0.0
0.0

a1

11.8
0.0
a1
12.9
4

4

0.0
5.8
12.2
0.0
0.0

0.3
0.0
1.2
0.0
0.0

27.0

4.6
0.0

0.0
2.1
0.0
1.0
7.5

0.0
8.5
1.6

0.0
6.5
12.6
0.0

0.0
17.9
4.0
0.0
0.0
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Table 111-38

State Total Per Capita
Transportation State
Expenditure* Level
Virginia 98.62 84.1
Washington 177.72 56.1
West Virginia 181.09 96.1
Wisconsin 126.35 44.9
Wyoming 243.88 89.5

aUnweighted mean.

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, unpublished data, 1971.

*Total includes direct and intergovernmental expenditure; expenditure totals also include Federal aid.

{Cont.)

Percent Of Total Expenditures Made At

County Municipal Special

Level Level District
Level
2.2 11.8 1.9
13.1 14.1 16.7
.6 3.0 .3
27.5 27.6 0.0
5.7 4.8 0.0

State-Local Service Allocations

Not unexpectedly, states differ in their overall
allocation of transportation financing responsibilities
between the state and local levels. Figure 11/-7 indicates
six relatively distinct patterns of state-local fiscal alloca-
tions for the transportation function in the 50 states (see
also Table 111-38). Six largely rural states rely on one
dominant service provider — the state — to provide the
bulk of transportation services.145 Twenty other states
rely on a combination of states and counties or states
and municipalities. Another 16 make use of all three
types of general purpose governmental units — states,
counties, and municipalities — to carry out the transpor-
tation function. Five heavily urbanized states have state,
municipal, and special district governments carrying out
transportation programs, while three states, California,
Tennessee, and Washington, allocate significant trans-
portation responsibilities among all four types of state
and local governmental jurisdictions.

While it is difficult to generalize what determines
these patterns of service allocation, the degree of
urbanization and diversity of modes seem to have
bearing. Transportation responsibilities in the more
urbanized states tend to be allocated to three or more
jurisdictional levels. And six of the eight states granting
special districts significant transportation responsibilities
are heavily urbanized. At the other end of the spectrum,
the 12 states that rely on either states or states and
counties to do the job are sparsely populated, rural
jurisdictions.

In terms of good trends, states have tended to
centralize highway expenditure responsibilities for pro-
viding airports; and special districts have undertaken
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major responsibilities for providing mass transit. The
relative allocations of service responsibilities among state
and local governments in the water transport function
have remained relatively stable (see Tables //1-39 to
111-42).

Fourteen states increased their overall highway ex-
penditure responsibilities between 1957 and 1971,
generally reducing the county and municipal role in the
function. Counties rarely increased their expenditures,
while municipalities in several states — notably
Connecticut where counties were abolished — expanded
their fiscal responsibilities. Special districts played a
minor role in the highway function in both 1957 and
1971 (see Table 1/1-39).

In providing airports (see Table 1//-40), states, coun-
ties, and municipalities increased their relative service
responsibilities in various parts of the nation from 1957
to 1971. Counties in Kentucky, Montana, Nevada, South
Carolina, and West Virginia assumed major roles as did
state governments in Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
New Jersey, South Dakota, Utah, Vermont, and
Wyoming. Municipalities in lllinois, New Mexico, and
Oregon expanded their airport duties largely at the
expense of counties or special districts. Special districts
assumed or expanded their airport responsibilities in
Nebraska, South Carolina, Texas, and Washington,
largely at the expense of counties and municipalities.
Service allocations remained stable in about 21 states.
Airports were the exclusive responsibility of a single
jurisdictional level in ten cases in 1957 but in only four
by 1971.

Several states increased their water transport duties
during these same years (see Table //1-417), and five of
them, Indiana, Maryland, Michigan, Mississippi, and
Washington, assumed almost full control of the function.
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Table 111-39

HIGHWAY EXPENDITURES, BY LEVEL OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT:
1957 AND 1971

State

U.S. Totals

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia

Hawaii
Idaho
1llinois
Indiana
lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey

Total
Highway
Finances:

1971
(000’s)

$20,548,779

360,026
102,157
200,958
146,063
1,946,998

246,175
293,089

66,104
568,181
347,748

86,762
107,967
1,185,764
482,752
447,780

279,872
365,462
394,222
123,347
441,422

435,763
820,860
500,701
275,590
429,029

130,243
202,969
79,906
92,281
853,744

Percent
State

72.0

74.1
89.0
79.6
72.5
68.4

74.7
76.6
79.1
79.1
70.2

69.7
74.9
71.9
72.4
64.0

61.4
93.1
78.1
74.0
75.8

64.9
62.9
59.2
71.6
76.3

84.1
62.5
79.0
741
71.9

Percent Percent Percent
County Municipal Special
District
12.0 15.5 5
16.9 8.0 —
1.0 10.0 —_
9.0 11.4 —
15.2 12.2 .1
13.9 174 3
15.1 10.2 —
—_ 23.3 1
2 7.2 13.5
10.7 10.2 —_
19.3 10.5 -
9.8 20.5 —
12.5 6.5 6.1
8.7 18.4 —
15.7 11.9 —
22.7 13.3 -
19.9 18.7 —_
3.3 3.6 —_—
10.6 11.3 —
.8 25.4 —
13.0 11.2 —
1.3 33.8 —
20.4 16.7 —_
218 19.2 —
20.7 7.7 —
9.6 11.6 2.5
104 5.5 —_
19.8 17.7 —
13.4 7.8 —
—_ 248 1.1
8.9 17.6 1.6

Total
Highway
Finances:

1957

(000's)

$7,800,451

137,867
NA
54,153
60,862
654,441

89,542
242,630
22,735
204,341
121,435

NA
38,656
417,072
167,959
181,954

170,770
102,974
154,302

53,128
165,113

291,299
364,668
176,918

84,156
146,825

53,148
73,301
23,327
41,929
217,993

Percent
State

62.5

57.6

NA
70.1
70.0
66.5

58.3
88.4
93.6
75.7
57.0

NA
62.3
45.2
62.4
53.4

66.1
85.3
74.1
68.2
71.3

71.9
54.0
54.2
49.5
68.6

69.5
54.6
82.8
74.3
56.0

Percent
County

15.4

27.8

NA
20.3
20.9
16.5

22,7

11.0
26.7

NA
16.8
14.8
23.0
34.8

17.2
74
10.7
1.0
15.1

23.2
21.0
400

9.0

17.5
28.9
8.7

9.9

Percent
Municipal

20.8

14.6
NA
9.6
9.0
18.7

19.0
11.6

6.2
13.3
16.2

NA
11.0
40.0
14.6
11.3

18.7

7.1
15.2
30.7
13.6

27.6
22.8
24.8
10.5
19.9

13.0
16.5

8.5
249
21.2

Percent
Special
District
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State

New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina

South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

NA=Not Applicable.

Total
Highway
Finances:

1971

(0o00’s)

121,565
1,570,413
381,478
118,243
1,045,043

278,059
304,429
1,190,810
47,318
179,266

112,445
389,410
960,612
118,151

90,960

400,560
488,655
312,422
542,995

82,010

Percent
State

84.9
59.4
88.5
69.7
68.0

73.5
75.2
81.6
69.7
88.7

69.7
75.0
70.0
85.4
80.8

95.6
70.3
97.4
45.9
89.9

Table 111-39 (Cont.)

Percent
County

5.2
10.4

18.0
13.2

18.9
18.0
2.5

6.6

19.9
14.1
13.5

6.7

16.1

27.0
5.6

Percent
Municipal Special Highway

9.9
27.5
11.5
12.3
18.8

7.6
6.7
15.3
30.3
4.6

104
10.9
16.5

7.9
19.2

4.4
13.6
2.6
27.1
4.5

SOURCES: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Governments: 1957,
Vol. III, No. 5, Compendium of Government Finances (Washington, D.C.:

Percent Total

District  Finances:
1957
(000’s)

— 53,905
2.7 652,711
— 150,876
- 47,085
— 422,352

— 121,124
A 100,911
.6 371,848

— 31,318
1 59,684

— 54,498
- 118,205
—_ 405,066
- 34,523
- 27,328

— 181,674
— 155,957
— 59,016
— 209,530
- 29,342

Percent
State

86.7
46.4
86.5
53.3
57.6

67.2
57.6
65.1
73.6
78.5

66.9
57.8
64.5
70.6
60.2

79.3
60.2
91.5
30.2
82.4

Percent
County

5.6
11.1

26.8
17.3

25.2
31.3
3.5

15.0

20.3
25.9
19.7
13.4

1.7
22.9
1
34.8
8.8

Percent
Municipal

7.7
36.3
13.5
19.9
25.1

7.6
10.8
31.1
26.4

6.5

12.8
16.3
15.8
16.0
39.7

9.1
16.9
8.4
35.0
8.8

Percent
Special
District

U.S. Government Printing Office, 1959). U.S. Bureau of the Census, un-

published data, 1971.
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Table 111-40

AIRPORT EXPENDITURES, BY LEVEL OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT:
1957 AND 1971

State

U.S. Totals

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia

Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey

Total
Airport
Finances:
1871*
(000’s)

$1,063,157

7,001
23,676
13,062

5,582

130,454

13,056
5,012
431
85,091
35,818

51,781
2,148
51,082
8,371
4,697

3,624
5,263
11,345
2,667
1,630

38,321
29,489
29,620

5,129
41,788

4,336
6,156
9,819

721
4,178

Percent
State

13.9

4.4
98.7

Percent
County

17.5
2.1
1.0

12:7

11.7

100.0

91.2
9.2

11.7
12.8

4.8
81.9
12.2

3.8
7.6

52.6
9.4
57.9

91.4

46.5

Percent
Municipal

43.4

86.3

1.3
97.8
99.6
86.3

88.3
28.8

7.7
90.8

88.3
84.9
87.2
100.0

74.9
15.8
84.1
87.0
92.4

5.2
17.5
13.9
90.6
97.0

38.4
25.7

8.6
95.1
53.5

Percent
Special
District

25.2

Total
Airport
Finances:
1957*
(000’s)

$231,754

2,175
NA
3,970
683
17,348

2,662
1,592
323
12,445
2,496

NA
474
7,494
3,047
1,759

2,800
212
6,247
852
1,408

3,035
7,677
4,036
1,060
8,695

724
1,116
731
241
274

Percent

State

Percent
County

13.2

3.5
NA
7.0

9.1
7.1
100.0

91.8
114

Percent
Municipal

45.9

90.1
NA

93.0
100.0

90.2

92.9
8.4

7.5
88.6

NA
91.7
66.0
93.9

100.0

88.6
92.5
77.1
97.5
100.0

53.2
19.7
22.2
100.0
100.0

71.6
73.5
54.4
100.0
100.0

Percent
Special
District

38.2
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State

New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina

South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

*Direct expenditures (intergovernmental aid is included in expenditures
of governments receiving aid).

NA=Not Applicable.

Total Percent
Airport State
Finances:
1971*
(000’s)
1,803 —_
167,670 5.6
10,993 —
4,393 7.9
23,122 -
20,822 -
1,274 8.4
37,870 4.6
1,579 100.0
2,909 20.8
3,045 8.7
12,092 —
73,314 -
3,737 9.7
638 77.0
6,317 9.0
42,831 —
2,751 —
14,308 28.9
361 19.4

Table 111-40 (Cont.)

Percent Percent Percent Total
County  Municipal Special Airport
District Finances:

1957*
(000’s)

11.3 88.7 — 1,176
4.3 1.1 89.0 78,821
15.5 24.5 60.0 852
— 80.2 11.9 570
8.2 89.9 1.9 8,017
- 100.0 - 3,201
9.4 80.2 2.0 3,652
57.7 33.5 4.2 7,236
—_ — —_ 757
26.7 8.3 44.2 533
9 90.4 — 382
1.7 30.6 67.7 1,302
1.9 70.2 27.9 19,664
2.2 88.1 — 1,096
— 23.0 _ 223
5.6 77.7 7.7 730
5.2 3.1 91.7 3,516
52.5 11.2 36.3 2,385
59.0 12.1 — 1,480
23.0 57.6 — 585

Percent
State

Percent
Gounty

79.8
1.6
10.2
7.5

1.2
38.3

8.8

.6
2.5
5.4
3.9

29.7
24.9
45.6
12.7

Percent
Municipal

20.2
2.5
63.6
100.0
92.5

100.0
12.0
60.2

69.4

88.7
97.5
94.6
96.1
100.0

80.7
16.9
13.1
21.9
87.3

Percent
Special
District

SOURCES: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Governments: 1957,

Vol. III, No. 5, Compendium of Government Finances (Washingten, D.C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1959). U.S. Bureau of the Census, un-

published data, 1971.
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State

U.S. Totals

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia

Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey

Table I11-41

WATER TRANSPORT EXPENDITURES, BY LEVEL OF STATE AND LOCAL
GOVERNMENT: 1957 AND 1971

Total
Water
Transport:
1971*
(000’s)

$505,126

9,654
7,189
7

627
91,248

1
1,994
7,244

13,912

13,172
151
4,283
2,723
93

23
22,784
2,182
21,487

16,483
4,131
14,162
13,127
74

8

34
20,451

Per-
cent
Total

100.0%

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0

100.0
100.0

Per- Per- Per- Total
cent cent cent Water
State Municipal Special Transport:
District 1957
{000’s)
32.0% 31.1% 36.9% $187,066
100.0 —_ — 7,898
22.5 77.5 —_ NA
—_ 100.0 —_ —
—_ 100.0 - —
— 71.1 28.9 32,337
100.0 — — 57
— 100.0 - 536
28.1 47.7 24.2 3,508
95.9 7 3.4 1,833
100.0 — — NA
—_ 7 99.3 —
80.5 3.6 15.9 11,346
100.0 -— —_ —
—_ 100.0 —_ 78
— 100.0 -— 26
80.6 - 19.4 15,587
10.9 89.1 — 203
99.1 .9 — 3,198
99.6 4 —_ 13,032
98.5 1.5 — 412
.1 99.9 — 1,681
97.8 1.6 7 441
— 86.5 12.5 19
—_ 100.0 _ -_
100.0 — 3
44.2 1.1 54.8 1,722

Per-
cent
Total

100.0%

100.0
NA

100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

NA

100.0

100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0

Per-
cent
State

Per-
cent

County

Per-
cent

Municipal

25.4%

NA

64.9

12.3
100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

Per-
cent

Special
District

44.8%
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State

New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina

South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

NA=Not Applicable.

*Total direct expenditure (intergovernmental
tures of government receiving aid).

Total
Water
Transport:
1971*
(000’s)

2
88,393
6,536

4,440
87

10,462
577
10,968

225
26,556

3,971
63,280

943

Per-
cent
Total

100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

Per-
cent
State

14.7
100.0

10.8

7.4
71.2
100.0

Table 111-41 (Cont.)

Per-
cent

Municipal

100.0
50.3

8.2
100.0

92.6
28.8

100.0
16.1

80.2

100.0
100.0

aid is included in expendi-

Per-
cent
Special
District

Total
Water
Transport:
1957
{000’s)

43,636
681
557
7,612
2,569

407
2,142

637
20,161

607
11,983
218
1,884

Per-
cent
Total

100.0
100.0

100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

Per-
cent
State

14.8
100.0

51.3

Per-
cent
County

Per-
cent
Municipal

Per-
cent
Special
District

SOURCES: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Governments:
1957, Vol. 11, No. 5, Compendium of Government Finances {Washington,

unpublished data, 1971.

D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1959). U.S. Bureau of the Census,
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State

1U.S. Totals

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia

Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey

Table 111-42

MASS TRANSIT EXPENDITURE RESPONSIBILITIES, BY LEVEL OF LOCAL
GOVERNMENT: 1957 AND 1971

Total Percent Percent Percent Percent Total Percent Percent
Transit Total County Municipal Special Transit Total Municipal
Expenditure: District Expenditure:
1971* 1957*
(000's) (000’s)
$2,017,770 100.0% 7.1% 53.1% 46.2% $652,350 100.0% 74.7%
769 100.0 — 100.0 —_ 13,362 100.0 100.0
- 100.0 - - — NA NA NA
- 100.0 -— — - 605 100.0 100.0
182 100.0 — 100.0 - — 100.0 —_
328,023 100.0 -— 19.7 80.3 25,606 100.0 —
603 100.0 —_ 100.0 — 100.0 -
_ 100.0 — — —_ — 100.0 -
- 100.0 — - —_ — 100.0 -
16,100 100.0 82.4 17.6 —_ 1,933 100.0 —
2,174 100.0 -_ 48.3 51.7 - 100.0 —
— 100.0 — — — NA NA NA
- 100.0 — - _ — 100.0 —
119,123 100.0 -— 3 99.7 111,237 100.0 _
269 100.0 —_ 100.0 _ 136 100.0 100.0
960 100.0 - 100.0 —_ —-_ 100.0 —_
769 100.0 -_ 100.0 —_ — 100.0 —_—
158 100.0 —_ 100.0 —_ —_ 100.0 _
995 100.0 - 100.0 —_ 587 100.0 100.0
1 100.0 — 100.0 - - 100.0 -
28 100.0 - 100.0 — —_— 100.0 _
183,974 100.0 —_ .3 99.7 54,008 100.0 —
37,656 100.0 — 100.0 —_ 30,888 100.0 100.0
1,336 100.0 —_ 100.0 —_ - 100.0 -
— 100.0 -— — —_ —_ 100.0 -
23,593 100.0 - 4.7 95.3 584 100.0 100.0
8 100.0 — 100.0 — —_ 100.0 -
3 100.0 - 100.0 - — 100.0 —
— 100.0 — — — —_ 100.0 —
— 100.0 — — —_ - 100.0 —
30,017 100.0 — — 100.0 — 100.0 —

Percent
Special
District
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State

New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota

‘Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina

South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Washington, D.C.

NA=Not Applicable.

Total
Transit

Expenditure:

1971*
{000’s)

1,403
911,650

36,273

675
313
161,582

35
7,166
17,469

191
17,036

1,581

65,255

Percent
Total

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

Table 111-42 (Cont.)

Percent Percent Percent Total Percent Percent Percent

County Municipal Special Transit Total Municipal Special

District Expenditure: District

1957*
(000’s)

_ 100.0 _ —_ 100.0 - —_
.1 95.9 4.0 384,655 100.0 100.0 -
_ - —_ — 100.0 —_ —_
_ - - —_ 100.0 -— -
—_ 100.0 - 32,424 100.0 100.0 —_
- 100.0 - — 100.0 - -
_ 100.0 — —_ 100.0 — —_
— — 100.0 - 100.0 — -
_ - - — 100.0 — —
- — - —_ 100.0 - —_
100.0 — _— —_ 100.0 —_ -
_ 100.0 - _ 100.0 —_ —_
-_ 100.0 -_ 134 100.0 100.0 —_
—_ — —_— _ 100.0 - —_
—_ —_ - - 100.0 - —
—_ 100.0 - 199 100.0 100.0 —
_ 100.0 — 9,354 100.0 100.0 —
- _ -_ - 100.0 — —
-— 100.0 - _ 100.0 — —
- - - - 100.0 - —_
- - 100.0 —_ _ - —

*Total direct expenditure (intergovernmental aid is included
tures of the government receiving the aid).

SOURCES: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Governments:
1957, Vol. 111, No. 5, Compendium of Government Finances {Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1959), Table 46. U.S. Bureau of
the Census, unpublished data, 1971.

in expendi-
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Function

Total Federal Qutlays
Total Civilian Outlays*
Total Transportation Outlays

Highways

Water Transport

Air

Transit

Transportation As Percent Of

Total Civilian Outlays
1972
1957

Percent Distribution Of
Transportation Qutlays
By Type Of Obligation

1972
1957

Direct

104,446
19,205
2,657

192
894
1,508
63

13.8%
17.0

32.3
26.2

Table 111-43

FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION EXPENDITURES BY TYPE OF OBLIGATION:

1957-1972
Direct Expenditures As Percent Percent
Percent Of Total Change In Change In
Type of Expenditure, 1972 (Millions) Expenditures: Direct Total
Transfer Grant- Subsidy TOTAL 1957 1972 Expenditures: Expenditures
Payment In-Aid 1957-72 1957-1972
96,366 37,677 6,084 244,576 62.1% 42.7% 111.5% 207.5%
72,036 36,779 6,341 134,394 12.5 14.3 526.9 450.5
4 5,185 469 8,225 26.2 32.3 409.9 314.9
—_ 4,663 129 4,984 4.5 3.9 225.4 279.2
4 1 183 1,082 64.6 82.6 251.9 175.3
— 157 67 1,732 75.6 87.1 493.7 529.8
— 364 — 427 NC 14.8 NC NC
— 14.1% 7.4% 6.1%
— 32.5 5.6 8.1
- 63.0 4.8 100.0
— 64.8 9.0 100.0

*Total outlays minus those for national defense, space exploration, inter-

national relations, and general government.

NC = Not Computed.

SOURCES: U.S. Department of Commerce, Survey of Current Business

(July, 1973), (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Qffice, 1973),
Table 3.10. U.S. Department of Commerce, Survey of Current Business,
39, 7 {July, 1959), (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1959), Table I11-8.




In contrast, municipalities in Maine and New York
assumed greater fiscal responsibility at the expense of
either state or special district units. Special districts
increased their water transport services in California,
New Jersey, and Ohio, but became relatively less
prominent providers in Florida, Hlinois, Mississippi, and
Washington.

Finally, in the mass transit function (see Table
111-42)}, special districts considerably increased their
share of service duties between 1957 and 1971 in
California, Georgia, Missouri, New Jersey, Pennsylvania,
and the District of Columbia. However, municipalities
were exclusive public transit providers in 22 states by
1971, as compared to ten states in 1957, In two states,
Florida and South Dakota, county government handied
the bulk of the mass transit services. In only three states,
California, Florida, and Georgia, is mass transit respon-
sibility vested in more than one single level of
government below the state — either municipal, special
district, or county.

The Federal Role
in Transportation Finances

The Federal government plays both a direct and
indirect role in transportation finances. It has significant
direct expenditure responsibilities in the airport and
water transport functions and administers 40 separate
assistance programs for state, local, and private trans-
portation providers. Direct Federal responsibilities are
predominant in the water transport function, while a
mix of direct and intergovernmental fiscal responsi-
bilities occurs in the airport functions. A predominately
intergovernmental fiscal approach is most prevalent in
the highways and mass transit functions.

Federal involvement in the transportation function
has become increasingly more broad gauged since the
passage of the 7956 Federal Aid Highway Act. Mass
transit aid programs have been established. The National
Rail Passenger Corporation has been created. Several
transportation safety grant programs have been under-
taken and the formula allotments for highway and
airport aid were revised considerably during the 1960’s
and 1970s. Thus, Federal transportation finances have
been in a state of considerable flux during the last 15 to
20 years.

Direct Federai Transportation Expenditures. The
bulk of direct Federal transportation responsibilities
occur in the water transport and airport functions.
Direct water transportation responsibilities are lodged in

203

the civil division of the Corps of Engineers which
undertakes a variety of navigation and port development
activities in the coastal and major river areas. Direct
airport expenditures are made for the operation of a
national air traffic management program at over 370
major civil airports, a variety of aircraft safety programs
and the maintenance and operation of two Federally
owned airports in the Washington, D.C., metropolitan
area.

Direct transportation expenditures made up over 30
percent of total Federal transportation outlays in 1972,
Such expenditures grew more prominent in both the
airport and water transport functions by 1972, in-
creasing at a considerably greater rate than outlays for
grants-in-aid, transfer payments, or subsidies. While
transportation grants-in-aid declined from 32.5 to 14.1
percent of all Federal grants-in-aid between 1957 and
1972, proportionate direct transportation expenditures
declined by only 3.2 percent, still comprising nearly 14
percent of all direct Federal civil expenditure respons-
ibilities in 1972, The growth of the Federal
transportation finances then occurred in the expansion
of direct expenditure responsibilities and increased
subsidies for highways and airports. Though transporta-
tion grants tripled during the period studied, they still
maintained a lower relative growth than direct expen-
ditures (see Table 11/-43).

Federal Transportation Grants — 1973. There were
about 40 distinct Federal transportation assistance
programs as of 1973. Twenty-five of the 40 were -
centered in the Department of Transportation and
accounted for the bulk of the money in the transpor-
tation assistance system. However, the Corps of
Engineers and the Departments of Commerce and
Interior maintained 15 separate transportation programs
dealing with water transport, surplus property disposal,
weather forecasting, and highway construction in certain
jurisdiction (i.e., the Appalachian region and Indian
lands). '

Transporation grants are much like those of the
system at large. Different transportation functions,
however, rely on different types of grant mechanisms.
The bulk of transportation assistance programs are of
the cash grant or services-in-kind variety. Only 5 percent
involve loans, loan guarantees, and insured loans (see
Table 111-44). In terms of eligible applicants, transporta-
tion aids also differ somewhat from the grant system as
a whole, since they are more frequently directed to
special purpose units and private enterprise than to state
or general purpose governments. This difference, of
course, is attributable to the fact that transit, airport,



and water transport assistance is frequently directed to
non-governmental recipients or special purpose juris-
dictions which play a significant role in the provision of
these non-highway transportation services. Federal trans-
portation aid programs, then, often confirm the
jurisdictional pattern of service provision at lower levels
(see Table 111-44).

The bulk of transportation dollar assistance is dis-
bursed through formulas which provide automatic
allotments to state and local recipients. Moreover, these
formula grants are supported by Federal trust funds
which virtually assure their permanence. The trust fund
features of the highway and airport assistance programs
have meant that lower levels of government could more
readily count on transportation aid than on other
non-transportation grant programs which often have
experienced considerable authorizations-appropriations
gaps. 147

More recent Federal assistance programs have been of
a categorical grant nature. Of the 18 grant programs
enacted since 1960, 11 have been project grant author-
izations with Federal matching ratios ranging from 50 to
100 percent. These later grant programs vest consider-
ably more disbursement authority with Federal program
administrators than the earlier or amended grants in the
highway or airport functions.

Federal Transportation Aid
Revisions’: 1945-1973

Federal transportation aid programs have undergone
considerable change in the post war period. Beginning
with a few relatively simple categorical aids for high-
ways, the transportation aid system is now a
multifaceted one, financed with at least 40 separate aid
programs for a wide variety of transportation purposes.

Table 111-44
TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS, BY TYPE OF GRANT
AND RECIPIENT ELIGIBILITY: 1972-73
Total Number All Grant Programs Transportation Grant
1,051 Programs
40

Type Of Assistance

Program
Cash Grant (%) 580 (55.2%) 23 (57.5%)
In-Kind 94 (8.9) 3 (7.5)
Services 259 (24.6) 12 (24.8)
Loans-Loan Guarantees 104 (9.9) 1(2.5)*
Insurance 14 (1.3) 1 (2.5)**
Type of Recipient
Exclusive To State Or

Local Government 444 (42.2) 14 (35.0)
To Any Type Of Governmental

Unit 209 {19.9) 9 (22.5)
To Any Governmental Unit,

Non-Governmental Entity, Or

Individual 398 (37.9} 17 (42.5)
*Urban mass transit capital improvement loans.
**Aviation war risks insurance.
SOURCES: The Tax Foundation, Federal Grants: The Need for Reform {(New York: The Tax Foundation, 1973}, Tables
7, 8, A.3; Executive Office of The President, 1973 Catalog of Domestic Federal Assistance (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1973).

204



The main features of grant-in-aid changes which
occurred between 1945 and 1973 include: (1) insti-
tution of two major trust funds, earmarking monies for
highway and airport aid, (2) recurring shifts in the
earmarking of these trust funds to meet changing
highway and airport needs, (3) the revision of transpor-
tation formula grant allotments in highway, airport, and
mass transit programs, (4) the establishment of a variety
of categorical grants for research and development,
planning support, training, transportation safety, and
other ancillary transportation programs.

Highway Developments. In 1974, the Federal govern-
ment instituted a 50 percent matching formula grant
program for the financing of secondary and urban road
systems to supplement the primary system set up
earlier.48 Interstate highways were made eligible for 50
percent funding by the Federal Aid Highway Act of
71952. The 1954 Highway Aid Act revised the formula
allotment to better reflect population concentrations,
and the matching ratio for interstate projects was raised
from 50 to 60 percent.

The 1956 Federal Aid Highway Act marked a
revolutionary change in Federal highway financing. It
established the Highway Trust Fund to finance Federal
contributions to the ABC and interstate system and
raised the Federal matching share of interstate construc-
tion to 90 percent. It also apportioned interstate Federal
trust fund money to the states according to their relative
proportion of Federal aid highway construction costs.
By this act, the Federal government assured the avail-
ability of considerable Federal aid to be matched by a
refatively small state contribution. The fiscal impact was
two fold. States could be assured of receiving highway
aid allotments every year, and they would have relatively
small outlays for the financing of the interstate system.

Only minor modifications were made to the highway
aid program between 1956 and 1964. Fiscal author-
izations for different types of Federal aid highways were
increased, particularly in the ABC component of the
system. An additional .5 percent of Federal support was
guaranteed to state highway departments that regulated
outdoor advertising on the interstate highway system.
Earmarked taxes for the Highway Trust Fund were
increased, and public lands highway funds could be used
for ancillary facilities.

Highway beautification and safety acts were passed in
1966 and these authorized several categorical and
formula grant programs. The categoricals provided for a
standard 75 percent matching and part of the highway
beautification program was made eligible for financing
from the Federal trust fund. The highway safety formula
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grant was based largely on relative state population and
mandated a 40 percent pass-through to local govern-
ments.

The highway aid program underwent major changes
in the 1968, 1970, and 1973 Congressional sessions. The
1968 act established two more allocations within the
trust fund, one providing for earmarking of
$400-million for an urban traffic management program
(the TOPICS program) and another authorizing es-
tablishment of a revolving fund for right-of-way
acquisition. The 1970 act continued in the same vein
with a $200-million authorization for a Federal aid
urban system program, and the authorization of fi-
nancing of exclusive bus lanes and fringe parking lots
from the trust fund. it also raised the Federal matching
share from 50 to 70 percent for non-interstate highways,
established a catagorical bridge replacement program,
and extended the TOPICS program to smaller urban
areas,

The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1973 made further
extensive revisions in the highway aid program. It
increased Federal aid authorizaitons for the non-
interstate portions of the Federally aided highway system,
expanded the road mileage eligible for Federal urban
system aid, and provided for state earmarking of urban
system funds to larger metropolitan areas (200,000
population or more) and their central cities. For the first
time, cities are permitted also to apply directly to the
Federal government for highway aid to complete inter-
state roads within their boundaries, The act, also for the
first time, permitted Highway Trust Funds to be used
for mass transit purposes such as the construction of rail
transit facilities or the purchase of buses. It also raised
the overall funding authorizations for mass transit to
$6.1-billion. Local officials were given say in the use of
highway funds for mass transit purposes. The act permits
the use of highway trust funds for the construction of
bus lanes, fringe parking facilities, and traffic control
devices on all Federally aided systems. It earmarked .5
percent of available Federal highway aid for distribution
to metropolitan planning agencies for carrying out
Section 134 transportation plans.”4?  Finally, the act
institutes several new categorical grant programs of
minor fiscal importance, some financed from earmarking
of the Federal trust fund.

Mass Transit Aid Developments. The Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 established a two part grant
program for mass transit financing. Two programs
provided for the disbursement of capital grants and loans
to eligible public agencies, with such grants to be funded
on a one-third local matching basis. An accompanying



mass transit research and development grant program
was authorized with a variable matching ratio provision.
Another research and development grant program for
work on the high speed ground transportation projects
was enacted in 1965. The year 1966 witnessed the
creation of three separate project grant programs de-
signed to stimulate research and training activities by
transit companies and universities and to increase sup-
port of mass transportation planning. These grant
programs were directed, as before, at publicly controlled
mass transit agencies.

UMTA amendments in 1968 and 1970 permitted
private contributions to meet the non-Federal share of
UMTA grants. The 1970 act also stipulated funding
limitations — no more than 12.5 percent to be spent in
any one state — while simultaneously earmarking 15
percent of UMTA authorizations to be spent at the
discretion of the Secretary of Transportation. Discre-
tionary categorical grant programs also were established
to help meet the transportation needs of the handi-
capped and elderly. The same year, the AMTRAK
authorization provided that regional transportation agen-
cies could take over AMTRAK trains within a given
region. This presaged similar provisions in the Regional
Rail Reorganization Act of 1973.

The 71973 Highway Aid Act, in addition to providing
for eventual earmarking of Federal aid highway funds
for transit purposes, amended the Urban Mass Tran<port-
ation Act of 1964 by raising the Federal share of capital
grants to 80 percent, and by expanding the recipient
eligibility for aided transportation projects geared to the
handicapped and the elderly.

While funds for major mass transit capital projects
will continue to be distributed to cities on a categorical
basis, the MNational Mass Transportation Act of 1974
(NMTA) further amends the 1964 act in several ways.
For the first time, funds are provided for operating as
well as capital mass transit expenditures. A formula
distribution program based on population and popul-
ation density allows Federal matching funds of up to 80
percent for capital purposes and up to 50 percent for
operating purposes. NMTA also provides a state role in
the distribution of these funds: governors will distribute
funds to cities of less than 200,000 population. Larger
urban areas will receive their formula funds directly.
Additional sums of money will be made available
exclusively for non-urbanized areas.

Airport Aid Developments. Federal airport aid com-
menced with the Federal Airport Act of 1946, That bill
established a formula grant with 75 percent being
apportioned to states on a population-area basis and the
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remaining amount being disbursed on a discretionary
basis. As with the highway act, different matching
ratios (25 to 75 percent) were authorized for different
aspects of airport construction. Between 1949 and 1959,
numerous amendments changed the discretionary pro-
portions of allotted aid, modified the matching ratios
for different components of airport construction, and
defined the eligible costs to be aided under the program.
Legislation in 1961 and 1964 continued in the same
vein, earmarking monies for general aviation airport
construction, increasing the Federal share for naviga-
tional aids, and requiring airport zoning as a
precondition for receipt of Federal airport aid.

The 7970 Airport and Airway Development Act
resulted in airport aid being financed from an Airport
Trust Fund. This program, now similar to that of the
Highway Trust Fund, established aids for both airport
construction (including major and general aviation air-
ports) and airport planning. It revised the formufa
allotment to expand secretarial discretion and take fuller
account of increasing and shifting air traffic volumes;
continued the different matching ratios for airport
construction and the installation of navigational aids;
and required more extensive local governmental inputs
into the planning, design, and location of major airports.

Water Transport. Water transport assistance programs
generally involve the provision of specialized services by
the civil division of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
Navigational and port development projects are per-
formed by the corps upon request of state and local
instrumentalities. The corps provides such assistance free
of charge up to a specified dollar limit, and the local
governments provide necessary ancillary  assis-
tance — generally securing rights-of-way for corps work.,
Aside from these programs, the only other major water
transport assistance program is the Water Boating Safety
Act of 1971 which is a variable matching formula grant
providing designated state agencies and non-profit or-
ganizations with fiscal support for boating safety efforts.

Evaluation of Grant-in-Aid Trends. As seen above,
Federal transportation aid programs have become in-
creasingly diversified during the post World War 1l
period. Categorical grant authorizations have prolif-
erated; formula grants have been introduced and
modified; Federal matching ratios have increased steadily
to higher levels; grant recipient eligibility has broadened;
pass-through provisions to local governments have been
introduced; functional earmarking of trust fund allot-
ments has proceeded apace; and Federal planning,
management, and administrative requirements for re-
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Table 111-45

TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANCE LEGISLATIVE CHANGES, BY TYPE OF
LEGISLATIVE ACTION: 1944-1973

Type Of Federal Aid Change

Institution Of Categorical Or
Formula Grant Programs(s)

Revision Of Formula For Aid
Allotments

Revision Of Matching Ratios

Change Of Jurisdictional Eligibility
Under Grant Program(s)

Trust Fund Creation

Earmarking Of Monies Financed
From Trust Fund

Pass-Through Provisions Adopted
In Grant Program(s)

Funding Bonus Or Penaity For
Meeting Federal Program
Requirement(s)

Federal Planning Requirement(s)
Adopted As Contingency
For Federal Aid

Expanded Functional Expenditure
Options In Aid Program(s)

1944 1951- 1956- 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970

50 55 60
HA H H
A H H A
A H H
H
H H
H
T H
A A A

H=Highway, A=Airports, T=Transit, R=Railroads, WT=Water Transport.

SOURCE: Various issues of the Congressional Quarterly.

T

HT HT
H
H
H
H

H,T

T.A

HA
H,T

HA

HA

1971 1972 1973

WT

H.R

HT
H, T




ceipt of transportation aid have been instituted. All
these developments have resulted in a complex and
increasingly interlocking transportation system (see
Table 111-45). Future developments probably will
increase the flexibility of transportation aid systems,
broaden Federal fiscal involvements in non-highway
transportation ventures, and expand local and regional
participation in transportation intergovernmental fiscal
systems, 180

The growing complexity of Federal transportation aid
programs, however, has not resolved all issues within the
transportation assistance system. Disputes continue over
the balance between capital and operating aid for
different transportation modes; the allocation of aids
among rural, suburban, and urban areas; the transfer of
Federal aid among different transportation modes; the
relative role of state, regional, and local mechanisms in
the receipt or disbursement of Federal aid; and the
nature and extent of Federal planning and administrative
requirements associated with Federal aid.

The Recipients of Federal Aid

Federal transportation aid has been increasingly
channeled to metropolitan areas in the last 15 years {see

Table 111-46). Over 60 percent of all transportation
grants-in-aid is expected to be spent in metropolitan
areas in fiscal year 1975. This is a marked increase over
1961 when less than 50 percent of all transportation
assistance was spent is such areas. More specifically, the
bulk of airport and virtually all mass transit aid is
disbursed to metropolitan areas. The redirection of
airport aid to metropolitan areas has been considerable,
and it is estimated that over 80 percent of all airport aid
will be spent in metropolitan areas in 1975.

Though the metropolitan share of Federal transport-
ation aid has been increasing, it is still less than the
proportion of non-transportation assistance to these
areas. Thus, while 57 percent of all transportation aids
were expended in metropolitan areas during 1969, 70.1
percent of all non-transportation grants-in-aid were so
expended, a proportion nearly 20 percent greater than
that of transportation assistance programs. At the same
time non-highway transportation aids were more urban
directed than non-transportation grants. Moreover, the
recent Federal aid highway amendments, providing for
increased authorizations for urban system highway and
mass transit aids, raise the prospect of continued
emphasis on disbursing additional Federal transportation
aid in urban areas. Future debate then will shift to the

Federal Intergovernmental

Table I11-46

METROPOLITAN CONCENTRATIONS OF FEDERAL AID OUTLAYS:
1961-1975

Total Outlays By Year

Percent Expended In Metro-

Aid Flow (Millions) politan Areas By Year
1961 1964 1969 1975 1961 1964 1969 1975 Percent
(Esti- (Esti- Increase
mated) mated) 81-75
Highways 2,909 3,973 4,030 4,740 48.1% 49.0% 55.2% 56.4% +8.3%
Airports N.A. 65 87 290 N.A. 55.3 95.4 80.0 +24.7
Mass Transit - — 146 589 - - 100.0 99.4 -8
Total Transportation* 2,909 4,038 4,263 5,619 49.2 49.1 57.0 62.2 +13.0
Total Non-Transportation** 4,374 6,276 16,550 46,113 56.0 57.4 70.1 70.3 +14.1
Total Federal Grant
Outlays 7,283 10,314 20,813 51,732 53.4 54.1 67.4 69.4 +16.0
Percent Grants Expended
For Transportation 39.9% 39.2% 20.5% 10.9%
Ratios Of Non-
Transportation Aid To
Transportation Aid 150 155 388 821 114 117 123 113 108

SOURCE: Executive Office of the President, Office of Management and Budget, Special Analysis: Budget of the
United States Government (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1974), Tables N-7, N-9. The 1961,
1964, 1967, and 1974 editions were used in this tabulation.
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Table 111-47

REVENUE SHARING FUNDS SPENT FOR TRANSPORTATION, BY TYPE

Jurisdiction

States

Counties
250,000+
25,000-249,999
0-24,999

Cities

250,000+
25,000-249,999
0-24,999

Townships
250,000+
25,000-249,999
0-24,999

Indian Tribes

AND SIZE OF JURISDICTION: 1972-1973

Operating Percent Capital Percent
Funds For Public Funds For Public
Expended Transpor- Expended Transpor-
(Millions) tation (Millions) tation
$959.1 4.7% 10.1 15.9%
286.8 21.2 367.9 27.3
143.4 8.9 104.1 11.0
93.1 27.7 166.8 28.1
49.0 45.9 97.4 43.1
546.3 10.1 431.2 21.6
277.9 7.1 75.2 20.6
171.7 9.5 161.6 21.0
97.5 20.0 194.9 22.2
82.9 77.9 29.2 37.5
1 3.3 —_ 0.0
25.3 4.3 14.4 25.0
54.0 37.7 63.0 40.6
1.0 10.0 7 14.2

Total
Funds

Expended
(Millions)

1,022.5

654.7
247.5
259.9
146.4

977.5
353.1
333.3
292.4

160.8
.1
39.7
117.0
1.7

Percent
For Public
Transpor-

tation

5.4%

25.0

9.8
28.0
44.1

15.0
10.0
15.1
21.5

32.0

3.0
11.9
39.3

11.8

SOURCE: Office of Revenue Sharing, General Revenue Sharing—The First Actual Use Reports (Washington, D.C.:
Department of the Treasury, 1974}, Tables 3 and 8.
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Table I111-48

FEDERAL SUBSIDIES, BY FISCAL TYPE AND FUNCTION: 1970

Function Type Of Federal Subsidy
Benefit-In- Cash Tax Subsidy Credit TOTAL
Kind Subsidy Payment Subsidy
Subsidy
{Millions)

Agriculture — 3,879 880 443 5,202
Food 1,593 — — - 1,593
Medical Care 4,617 973 3,150 — 3,740
Manpower - 1,991 550 — 2,541
Education 409 1,876 785 434 3,604
International Trade 34 106 420 623 1,183
Housing — 195 5,680 2,550 8,425
Natural Resources 712 380 1,970 22 3,034
Transportation — 300 10 362 672
Commerce And Economic

Development 1,518 2,051 59 15,635 19,263
TOTAL 8,883 11,801 13,504 20,069 54,257
Percent Distribution {16.4%) (21.7%) (24.9%) (37.0%) (100.0%)
Percent In Transportation

Category 0.0% 0.8% 0.1% 1.8% 1.2%
Percent Distribution Of

Transportation Subsidies {0.0%) (44.6%) {1.5%) (53.9%) (100.0%)

SOURCE: Joint Economic Committee of the United States Senate, The Economics of Federal Subsidy Programs
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972), pp. 87, 99, 105, 113, 125, 140, 152, 167, 179, 187.
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relative city and surburban allocations of Federal trans-
portation aid, particularly those which will pass through
state highway departments in the form of cash grants to
or state transportation expenditures in urban areas.

The increasing urban orientation of Federal transpor-
tation aid, however, may be at least partially offset by
the use of general revenue sharing funds for transport-
ation purposes within non-metropolitan and smaller
local jurisdictions. Table /1147 indicates that smaller
counties, cities, and townships, many of which are
located in non-metropolitan areas, often spend 20 to 45
percent of their revenue sharing monies for transpor-
tation purposes. This is a rate that often exceeds that of
larger, more metropolitan jurisdictions — sometimes by
as much as ten-to-one. Unconditional revenue sharing,
then, may be permitting local governments in these areas
to meet transportation needs that would otherwise go
unmet, as Federal aid and state highway expenditures
become more concentrated in metropolitan areas.

Federal Transportation Subsidies

About 10 percent of all Federal outlays for transpor-
tation are in the form of subsidies to private or public
producers of transportation services.'3 These subsidies
are designed to lower the price, or increase the output of
transportation services,orboth. 52 Nearly half of all such
subsidies are made to airlines, shipping, or railroad
companies in the form of cash or tax credit assistance.
The other half are grants-in-aid that reduce the market
cost of mass transit and airport services (see Table
11148). The fiscal subsidies that occur as a result of
regulation policies, however, dwarf these recorded sub-
sidies.153 At the same time, regulatory subsidies often
raise rather than lower the price of transportation
services.

Thus, Federal subsidies, on balance, probably have a
mixed impact on urban transportation practices. Federal
airport and mass transit subsidies probably lower the
price of these services in urban areas, while the higher
prices caused by regulations that restrain transportation
competition may raise the price of certain urban
transportation services, particularly those associated
with goods movement. Only the CAB subsidy to support
local airline service seems to benefit rural areas pre-
dominantly.?54 Some fiscal subsidies — such as those to
the maritime industry and selected ones to the airlines
industry — seek to promote broad national economic
policies rather than to improve transportation services
within urban or rural areas. As Federal airport and
transit subsidies increase, and as more Federal highway
money goes to support toll roads in urban areas, the
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fiscal impact of these subsidies on urban transportation
practices will become clear.

State Transportation Finance Policies

State Transportation Revenues and Expenditures.
State governments generally finance their transportation
responsibilities from a combination of transportation re-
lated taxes, intergovernmental aid, and charges for
transportation services. Very little reliance, therefore,
has to be placed on general state appropriations for
transportation expenditures. As of 1971, only ten states
had to meet transportation expenditures from revenue
sources other than ‘“‘earmarked’’ motor fuel or motor
vehicle taxes, intergovernmental aid, or transportation
service charges. On a nationwide basis, state governments
raised nearly $1-billion more in revenue from these
transportation revenue sources than they expended for
all their direct and indirect (i.e., generally inter-
governmental aid) transportation expenditures. This con-
trasts with the 1957 situation when 22 states met
transportation expenditures from general appropriations
(see Table 111-49).

Between 1957 and 1971, intergovernmental aid,
mainly from the Federal government’s Highway Trust
Fund, became a major source of state transportation
funding, accounting for an average of 30.5 percent of
state transportation revenues in 1971 and over 40
percent in 16 mainly rural and sparsely populated states.
Revenues from motor fuel and motor vehicle taxes were
more important in larger and more urban states, and
state revenues from transportation user charges are
significant only in those states which have important air
or water transport responsibilities or an extensive toll
highway network (i.e., Alaska, Connecticut, Delaware,
Hawaii, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Jersey,
and New York).

State Transportation Aid Programs, State highway aid
has not been increasing as rapidly as non-transportation
aid. This trend has reduced overall transportation aid
from 15 percent of all state aid expenditures in 1957, to
less than 8 percent in 1971. The decline even has
occurred in states where non-highway transportation aid
increased significantly over the 15 year period.

More specifically,only five states increased the propor-
tion of state aid going to transportation, while two states
(Alaska and Hawaii) terminated their transportation aid
programs by 1971, Only ten states had transportation
aid programs amounting to 15 percent or more of total
state aid in 1971, compared to 22 states in 1957,
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Table 111-49

STATE REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES FOR TRANSPORTATION: 1957 AND 1972

State
Transportation
Expenditures—
State
Transportation
Revenues
1957
(Millions)
U.S. Totals $483.9
Alabama (51.3)
Alaska (1.2)
Arizona 36.7
Arkansas (6.6)
California (44.1)
Colorado (53.6)
Connecticut 146.5
Delaware (.46)
Florida (4.48)
Georgia (12.2)
Hawaii 18.3
Idaho (.10)
Illinois 59.6
Indiana 21.8
Iowa 15.4
Kansas 43.7
Kentucky 11.1
Louisiana 40.2
Maine —
Maryland (3.1)
Massachusetts 146.1
Michigan 285.4
Minnesota (4.9)
Mississippi (1.7)
Missouri {5.9)
Montana (3.6)
Nebraska (3.9)
Nevada {.23)

New Hampshire —
New Jersey 11.4

State
Transportation
Expenditures—

State
Transportation

Revenues
1872
{Millions)

${982.1)

(6.2)
54.3
(11.8)
(16.0)
{160.1)

(7.3)
(62.4)
(6.8)
(329.8)
{199.8)

32.4
{9.1)
(58.7)
(43.6)
(57.7)

(27.3)

143.1
37.1
(8.1)
35.1

(85.6)
(104.3)
14.8
23.9
(25.9)

(5.3)
(16.5)
(6.7)
(4.5)
(180.2)

Percent State Transportation Revenues

From Own From Inter- From User
Sources(a) government  Charges(c)
Aid(b)

1972
63.1% 30.5% 6.4%
58.3 38.1 3.6
19.4 61.6 19.0
58.8 41.0 2
68.8 30.6 .6
68.7 27.5 3.8
54.5 44.4 1.1
62.0 22.3 11.7
62.2 27.4 10.4
79.0 15.3 5.7
77.2 20.4 1.9
23.2 45.3 31.5
54.9 44.4 .7
64.3 28.5 7.2
68.4 25.6 6.0
74.6 24.3 1.1
61.8 29.2 9.0
58.5 33.9 7.6
52.8 40.1 7.1
57.4 30.5 12.1
63.8 23.5 12.7
57.4 20.8 21.8
65.8 32.7 1.5
64.1 34.0 1.9
65.2 31.9 2.9
61.4 37.2 1.4
38.2 60.9 .9
72.3 27.3 4
49.1 50.3 .6
60.2 31.8 8.0
58.3 20.7 21.0

Percent State Transportation Revenues

From Own From Inter- From User
Sources(a) governmental Charges(c)
Aid (b)

1957

75.7% 19.5% 4.8%
40.4 57.4 2.2
83.3 8.6 8.1
69.6 30.2 2
80.6 18.7 7
78.2 17.4 4.6
69.6 294 1.0
81.8 6.3 11.9
50.9 14.2 34.9
84.9 11.4 3.7
84.1 14.0 1.9
34.6 65.1 3
68.8 30.5 7
80.6 19.2 2
82.2 12.9 4.9
81.9 17.7 4
66.5 30.2 3.3
82.1 15.3 2.6
70.1 21.0 8.9
67.6 21.6 10.8
73.9 16.1 10.0
88.7 11.2 1
79.7 18.7 1.6
73.4 25.8 .8
73.4 24.4 2.2
68.8 31.2 0.0
52.8 47.2 0.0
65.4 33.9 .7
53.9 45.5 .6
76.2 16.8 7.0
70.7 8.1 21.2
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Table 111-49 {Cont.)

State State Percent State Transportation Revenues Percent State Transportation Revenues
Transportation Transportation From Own From Inter-  From User From Own From Inter- From User
Expenditures— Expenditures— Sources(a) governmental Charges(c) Sources(a) governmental Charges(c)
State State Aid(b) Aid(b)
Transportation Transportation 1972 1957
Revenues Revenues
1957 1872
(Millions) (Millions)
New Mexico (1.5 {15.9) 52,2 47.5 3 60.0 39.4 6
New York 13.0 (100.0) 63.0 24.3 12.7 75.8 14.2 10.0
North Caralina (31.6) (73.4) 72.1 26.8 1.1 70.1 29.5 4
North Dakota .41 (2.3) 51.4 47.3 1.3 64.8 34.3 9
Ohio 47.1 {57.0) 67.6 27.2 5.4 77.7 17.0 5.3
Oklahoma 4.4 (59.3) 66.5 26.6 6.9 78.6 18.8 2.6
QOregon {.57) (3.3) 55.6 43.4 1.0 73.4 25.3 1.4
Pennsylvania 5.3 43.2 66.7 24.3 9.0 88.0 12.0 0.0
Rhode Island 1.6 (29.4) 66.7 27.5 5.8 69.6 24.4 6.0
South Carolina (11.1) 34 67.9 27.1 5.0 81.8 14.4 38
South Dakota 4.7 3.6 54.4 45.5 A 51.4 47.1 1.5
Tennessee (11.3) (34.1) 66.1 33.9 0.0 85.7 14.2 .1
Texas (33.8) {25.5} 67.6 30.7 1.7 75.1 24.8 1
Utah (2.8) (14.0) 44.0 55.7 3 68.3 30.1 1.8
Vermont 3.3 1.5 54.4 45.4 1.2 73.0 26.9 1
Virginia 31.6 (22.9) 60.4 31.7 7.9 76.3 16.6 7.1
Washington 25.0 {(8.0) 59.0 33.1 7.9 76.1 14.8 9.1
West Virginia 4.6 104.4 35.0 61.4 3.6 83.8 8.7 7.5
Wisconsin (10.2) {37.1) 76.1 23.6 3 78.4 214 2
Wyoming 1.2 7.1 46.4 53.1 .5 53.4 46.5 .1
Legend: {c) Receipts from current charges for highways, airports, and water trans-

{ ) Indicates that state transportation revenues exceed state transpor-
tation expenditures.

(a) Receipts from motor fuel taxes, motor vehicle license taxes, and motor
vehicle operator license taxes.

(b) Receipts from Federal aid for highways and airperts and from local
funds for state highway work.

port.

SOURCES: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Compendium of State Government
Finances in 1957 {Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1958}, Tables 6, 7, 8, 10, and 13. U.S. Bureau of the Census, State Govern-
ment Finances in 1972 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Of-
fice, 1973), Tables 7 and 9.
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Table 111-50

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF STATE INTERGOVERNMENTAL AID SYSTEMS:
1957 AND 1971

Percent Increase 1957-71

Total Total State State Aid As Percent Of Transportation Aid
State State Highway Non-highway State Expenditures As Percent Of Total Aid

Expenditures Aid Aid Aid 1957 1971 1957 1971
U.S. Totals 319.5% 334.9% 125.4% 423.0% 34.5 36.6 15.3 7.8
Alabama a 263.0 206.3 101.1 — 35.3 29.8 22.3 14.6
Alaska a 1,376.0 985.2 — — 23.4 17.2 7.7 —
Arizona b 392.3 529.2 350.0 — 30.6 39.1 11.4 8.1
Arkansas a 261.0 325.6 161.3 — 25.6 30.2 19.1 11.8
California 355.8 343.0 200.7 347.4 48.4 47.1 9.3 6.3
Colorado b 288.4 195.0 97.1 — 43.7 33.2 14.7 9.8
Connecticut 255.9 818.7 1,175.4 29,075.0 9.3 23.9 3.0 4.5
Delaware b 331.6 504.5 1,025.6 — 18.5 25.9 1.1 2.1
Florida b 365.0 565.8 62.9 - 26.5 379 9.9 2.4
Georgia a 269.1 276.1 24.7 - 29.5 30.1 16.9 5.7
Hawaii b 465.1 -10.7 —* — 14.9 2.4 20.8 —
Idaho b 283.5 309.1 88.1 — 241 25.7 38.6 17.7
[linois 417.9 518.4 160.4 -59.1 28.3 33.7 36.7 15.1
Indiana 259.5 294.1 169.7 189.4 34.0 37.3 26.6 18.2
lowa b 221.4 285.4 128.4 — 29.6 35.5 36.4 21.6
Kansas b 167.3 260.8 148.5 — 29.7 40.1 15.0 10.3
Kentucky 402.1 480.8 53.5 176.4 20.0 23.1 5.5 1.6
Louisiana 182.6 213.0 126.9 81.7 29.9 33.1 6.1 4.4
Maine 299.7 458.7 4.2 686.5 12.6 17.7 30.9 6.4
Maryland a 385.2 489.1 219.6 — 34.5 41.9 22.6 12.4
Massachusetts 260.4 117.5 265.3 269.5 33.9 20.5 3.3 5.6
Michigan a 231.7 206.3 110.5 — 40.6 37.5 23.3 16.0
Minnesota 364.6 492.6 361.3 492.8 39.8 50.8 10.2 8.0
Mississippi b 328.1 297.7 73.7 —_ 36.6 34.0 25.2 11.0
Missouri b 262.8 305.3 844.5 — 22.1 24.7 3.8 8.8
Montana a 243.6 312.0 — - 14.0 16.8 — 2
Nebraska 288.4 398.7 84.7 -15.2 26.6 34.1 35.6 13.0
Nevada b 308.5 588.9 397.8 - 22,5 37.9 15.6 11.3
New Hampshire a 284.7 1,085.8 88.8 — 5.7 17.7 8.8 1.2

New Jersey 475.8 688.1 45.5 328.2 27.2 37.3 12.5 2.4
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Table 111-50 {Cont.)

Percent Increase 1957-71

Total Total State State Aid As Percent Of Transportation Aid
State State Highway  Non-highway State Expenditures  As Percent Of Total Aid

Expenditures Aid Aid Aid 1957 1971 1957 1971
New Mexico a 235.0 292.7 283.9 — 31.2 36.6 6.4 6.4
New York 439.0 536.3 198.0 2,388.4 47.6 56.2 5.3 2.7
North Carolina a 307.2 859.7 91.3 - 18.0 42.5 6.9 1.4
North Dakota a 215.7 321.7 172.2 — 19.0 25.4 27.1 17.4
Ohio a 219.7 161.1 94.6 — 39.1 319 38.7 21.6
Oklahoma a 195.6 206.0 81.0 — 241 25.0 34.8 20.7
Oregon a 272.1 248.9 136.1 — 26.2 24.5 34.0 23.1
Pennsylvania 331.2 236.5 26.4 466.8 35.6 27.8 14.6 5.9
Rhode Island b 365.0 511.8 163.3 — 16.3 21.5 .9 4
South Carolina a 273.6 227.7 87.5 — 37.7 33.1 6.8 3.9
South Dakota 214.4 418.1 136.8 1,715.1 9.4 15.5 16.6 9.5
Tennessee 314.7 226.1 110.3 1,376.2 37.7 29.6 23.8 15.6
Texas a 303.9 311.0 68.4 — 29.7 30.3 3.9 7
Utah 398.9 389.3 92.0 279.7 25.7 25.2 111 4.9
Vermont a 439.9 412.3 30.5 _ 17.5 16.6 43.3 10.8
Virginia a 337.7 438.8 178.3 — 26.7 329 6.6 4.5
Washington a 296.8 240.2 241.2 — 35.0 30.0 14.5 14.5
West Virginia 311.9 209.0 — 33.9 28.7 21.5 1.6 3
Wisconsin b 384.1 297.9 84.3 — 56.3 46.3 23.1 10.7
Wyoming 215.7 126.9 236.7 -8.4 31.8 22.9 11.7 15.0
{a) No non-highway transportation aid programs in either 1957 or 1971. SOURCES: U.S. Bureau of the Census, State Government Finances—1971
(b) No non-highway transportation aid programs in both 1957 and 1971. {Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973}, Table 9. U.S.
*Counties still receive a share of state levied motor vehicle registration Bureau of the Census, Compendium of State Government Finances in 1957
funds. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Gevernment Printing Office, 1958), Tables 13 and

15.




Table I11-51

STATE TRANSPORTATION INTERGOVERNMENTAL AID PROGRAMS:

U.S. Totals

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia

Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

* New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina

-y
~
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State Aid Program, By Type: 1971
Highway Transit{b)

19

Mo M XX

>

X(a)

Air

1971

35

>

oo XM > HR K Xk KX o o o K

WK

Water
Transport
Highways

8 16.9

22.9

0.0

X 16.6
21.9

23.7

17.8
6.5
3.9
4.9

12.3

0.0
18.2
26.9
33.6
30.6

19.9
1.2

4.9
28.4

10.3

46.1

X 25.4
18.3

7.3

0.0
X 17.8
15.3

4.7

13.0

X 15.4
3.5

17.1

29.6

28.9

24.2

X 7.8
1.2

7.6

Percent Of Total State Expenditures
For Intergovernmental Aid, By

Function: 1971

Air

21.9

NA
NA
NA
100.0
72.7

NA
24.6
NA
NA
100.0

NA
NA
21.7
100.0
NA

NA
92.6
NA
70.4
100.0

1.8

91.1
NA
NA

44.4
50.7

NA
100.0

100.0
56.4
100.0
NA
100.0

100.0
53.7
78.3
NA
.2

Water
Transport

4.5

0.0
0.0
NA
NA
NA

NA
0.0
NA
0.0
0.0

0.0
NA
0.0
0.0
NA

NA
0.0
3.8
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
86.7
NA
NA

NA
NA
NA
0.0
0.0

NA
3.2
0.0

NA
0.0

NA
NA
58.7
0.0
0.0
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Table I111-51 (Cont.)

State Aid Program, By Type: 1971 Percent Of Total State Expenditures
Highway Transit(b) Air Water For Intergovernmental Aid, By
Transport Function: 1871
Highways Air Water
Transport

South Dakota X X 4.1 78.3 NA
Tennessee X X X 21.3 100.0 NA
Texas X X 1.1 100.0 NA
Utah X X 5.2 79.8 NA
Vermont X X 7.4 NA NA
Virginia X X X X 1.4 68.6 87.0
Washington X X X X 25.7 100.0 100.0
West Virginia X 0.0 100.0 NA
Wisconsin X X 42.3 NA NA
Wyoming X X 9.1 85.6 NA

NA=Not applicable.
(a} Diversion of highway funds permitted by three-fifths vote of the legislature.
(b) This data is for 1973.

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, unpublished data, 1971; Highway Users Federation, Public Financial Support
for Transit: Compilation of State Laws (Washington, D.C.: Highway Users Federation, 1973).

217




Table 111-52

STATE CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS AGAINST MOTOR FUEL TAX
DIVERSION: 1972

State Constitutional Adopted Record Of Vote Ratio
Citation In Favor Against
Alabama Amend. XCIII 11-4-52 215,029 105,821 2-1
Arizona Art. IX, Sec. 14 11-4-52 128,094 48,409 2 2/3-1
California Art. XXVI, Sec. 1-4 11-8-38 1,505,043 766,063 2-1
Colorade Art. X, Sec. 18 11-6-34 160,482 132,944 11/5-1
Georgia Art. VII, Sec. IX 11-4-52 330,327 205,668 13/5-1
Idaho Art. VII, Sec. 17 11-5-40 108,358 41,145 2 2/3-1
lTowa Art. VII, Sec. 8 11-3-42 433,917 56,472 7 2/3-1
Kansas Art. 11, Secs. 5 & 10 11-6-28 444,806 136,719 3 1/4-1
Kentucky Sec. 230 11-6-45 160,533 42,458 3 4/5-1
Louisiana Art. VI, Sec. 23 4-17-56 143,024 62,614 2 3/10-1
Maine Art. IX, Sec. 19 9-11-44 139,805 33,172 4 1/4-1
Massachusetts Art. LXXVIII 11-2-48 1,329,232 274,351 4 4/5-1
Michigan Art. 9, Sec. 9 6-20-63 (New constitution adopted)
Minnesota Art. 1X, Sec. 5 11-6-28 520,769 197,455 2 1/2-1
Missouri Art. IV, Sec. 30 11-6-28 670,299 503,861 11/3-1
Montana Art. XII, Sec. 1(b} 11-6-56 160,543 47,615 3 2/5-1
Nevada Art. IX, Sec. 5 11-5-40 16,543 4,609 3 3/5-1
New Hampshire Part Second, Art. 6a 11-8-38 96,631 23,851 4-1
North Dakota Art. 56, Sec. 1 6-25-40 91,149 49,331 1 4/5-1
Ohio Art. XII, Sec. 5a 11-4-47 1,037,650 669,718 11/2-1
QOregon Art. IX, Sec. 3 11-3-42 125,994 86,324 12/5-1
Pennsylvania Art. VIII, Sec. 11 11-6-45 644,613 99,975 6 1/2-1
South Dakota Art. XI, Sec. 8 11-5-40 141,792 108,256 11/3-1
Texas Art. VIII, Sec. 7-a 11-5-46 231,834 58,555 4-1
Utah Art. XIII, Sec. 13 11-6-62 201,000 60,000 31/2-1
Washington Art. II, Sec. 40 11-7-44 358,581 160,898 2 1/4-1
West Virginia Art. VI, Sec. 52 11-3-42 218,652 38,196 51/2-1
Wyoming Art. XV, Sec. 16 11-2-54 70,520 26,949 2 3/5-1

SOURCE: American Petroleum Institute, Tax Compendium {Washington, D.C.: American Petroleum Institute, 1972).
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Clearly, non-transportation concerns were making a
greater claim on the state aid dollar during the later
period, although actual dollar amounts for transpor-
tation were maintained or increased in most states (see
Table 111-50).

At the same time, however, many states were
developing new transportation aid programs. As of 1971,
a majority of states had aid programs in both highways
and airports, while 23 states had aid programs for either
transit or water transport or both. Moreover, when states
instituted aid programs, they often accounted for a
considerable proportion of the state transportation
dollar. State highway aid averaged about 17 percent of
total state highway expenditures nationally, and over 25
percent of state highway expenditures in ten cases. State
aid accounted for over 20 percent of total state airport
expenditures nationally, and for over 70 percent of state
airport expenditures in 21 cases. In four of the eight
water transport aid programs, state aid expenditures
accounted for more than 50 percent of all state
expenditures for this purpose (see Table 1/1-51).

State Fuel Tax Revenues. Numerous legal provisions
affect the use of gasoline tax revenues which are a major
source of state transportation revenue, Twenty-eight
states have constitutional provisions that prohibit the
diversion of revenues from fuel taxes for non-highway
purposes (see Table 111-52). Most of these constitutional
prohibitions were passed in the 1940’s and 1950’s by
wide margins.

Fifteen states now permit diversion of motor fuel
taxes for non-highway transportation purposes, and
eight permit them, in whole or in part, to be diverted to
the state general fund. At the same time, 33 states have
earmarked some or all of the motor fuel tax for specific
non-highway transportation purposes, primarily for air-
port, water transport, or boating functions (see Table
111-53).

State motor fuel taxes also are an important feature
in local transportation finances. Counties, or munici-
palities, or both are entitled to share in the fuel tax in all
states, except Hawaii.'®% Counties are the exclusive
recipient in five states and municipalities in nine. Local
governments generally receive a constant proportion of
the motor fuel tax, although in some states they are
allotted a fixed amount of the tax (i.e., 1 cent for
municipalities in North Carolina) or receive their allot-
ments through legislative appropriation. The formulae
for allotting fuel tax revenues among local governments
are quite varied, though allocations usually take into
account a locality’s relative population, road mileage, or
fuel tax collection. Counties frequently are allocated
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fuel taxes on a different basis than municipalities. While
municipalities generally receive their allotments on the
basis of their relative population, counties usually get
them on the basis of road mileage or property val-
uations. Local entitlement to the fuel tax is extensive in
Michigan, lllinois, and Nebraska and minimal in Ken-
tucky, North Carolina, and Utah (see Table 111-53).

Between 1959 and 1973, state governments made
considerable changes in their administration of the fuel
tax (see Table 111-54). In brief:

¢ 46 states raised motor fuel rates or instituted
special taxes on aviation fuel or liquefied natural
gas.

e 34 states either increased or reduced the ear-
marking of the motor fuel tax. In all but two cases
additional earmarking has occurred, usually for
aviation, boating, or other non-highway purposes.
Thirteen states, as of 1973, permitted diversion of
their motor fuel taxes for mass transit purposes.
Eight states permitted their tax to be diverted
for general purposes, while one state, New York,
earmarked part for highway purposes when pre-
viously all had gone into the general fund.

o 23 states changed the formula allotments for
sharing the motor fuel tax, generally moving to
greater reliance on population and mileage based
formulae and away from equal distributions of
monies to local jurisdictions. Ten states permitted
municipalities to share in this tax where previously
counties had been the sole recipient.

« 21 states changed the share of the motor fuel tax
allotted for local governments, with 13 increasing
the statutory share to local units and eight
enlarging the state share of the tax. Nineteen states
changed the requirements for expending fuel tax
allocations with 13 specifying special functions for
which money could or should be spent and six
states easing restrictions on functional mandating.

State Revenue Sharing. State use of revenue sharing
funds for transportation purposes has been limited. As
of August 1973, only ten states indicated that they
specifically intended to use their revenue-sharing funds
for transportation purposes. Only three states — Ar-
kansas, Louisiana, and West Virginia — indicated that
they would use more than half of their revenue sharing
for transportation. Arkansas and Louisiana planned to
spend their monies for highways, while West Virginia



0ce

Table 111-53
LEGAL DISPOSITION OF STATE MOTOR FUEL TAXES: 1973

Amount Functions Local Method Bases Statutory Diversion Diversion
Of Fuel Tax Governments Of Local For Local For Non- For
Tax Earmarked Receiving Allotment Local Share Of Highway  General
1) For Allotment (4) Allotment Fuel Tax (7) Purposes
@) (3) (5) (6) (8)
Alabama * 7¢ HA,B CM P EP NA N N
Alaska a 8 HAWT M P C 60% N N
Arizona * 7 H,A.B CM P c.p 39 N N
Arkansas 7.5,8.5 H,TR CM P A.CPE 30 N N
California * 7.6 HWT,A TR CM APFA E.FA,RM,AMV 3.39¢ N N
Colorado * 7 H,SP CM P MV.RM 35 N N
Connecticut 10 H,MV,SP M,T AP RM,P NA Y Y
Delaware 8 H,MV,SP M AP RM,P NA Y Y
Florida 8 H CM p APC 1.4¢ Y Y
Georgia * 7.5 H C AP M NA N Y(a)
Hawaii 5 H,AWT - — — — Y N
Idaho * 8.5 H,A,B,P CM,SD p P.MV.RM 38 N N
Illinois 7.5 H,B,T C.M,SD P P,C.RM 65% of 6.5¢ Y N
Indiana 8 H,SP.0 CM,T P P.E.RMMV 47.1% of 6¢,45% Y N
of 2¢
lIowa 7.8 H,A,B CM P P,A 44.1% of 6.5¢ N N
Kansas * 8 H CcM P RM,EMV 35+% N N
Kentucky * 9 H M NA NA .5¢ N N
Louisiana * 8 HWT C.SD FA FA 1.5¢ N N
Maine * 9 B,H,SP M, T AP NA NA N N
Maryland 9 B,F,A,T.H CM P RM,MV 35% of 7¢ Y N
Massachusetts * 7.5 H,B,SP M, T AP M,PV NA N N
Michigan * 7 WT,H.A CcM P CM,EP 54% Y N
Minnesota * 7 AP.H C.M P E.MV,RM,AD,P 34.5 N N
Mississippi 8,10,8 AH CcM APFAP P 21% of 4¢ N N
Missouri * 7 H C.M FA RM,PV.P 1.4¢ N N
Montana 7.9 H,AP CM AP RMAP NA Y N
Nebraska 8.5,5.5 H CM P P.MV,RM,Misc. 46.7% N N
Nevada * 6.6 H,B,A,O CM FA A,P.RM,P,PV 1¢,2¢ N N
New Hampshire * 9 SP,H,A,B M AP PV.RM,P NA N N
New Jersey 8 NA NA NA NA NA Y Y




1Z¢

Table I11-53 {Cont.}

Amount  Functions Local Method Bases Statutory Diversion Diversion
Of Fuel Tax Governments Of Local For Local Local For Non- For

Tax Earmarked Receiving Allotment Allotment Share Of Highway General

(1) For (3) (4) (5) Fuel Tax (7) Purposes
(2) (6) (8)
New Mexico 7 B,AH CM P C 2¢ Y(b) N
New York 7.9 P,H,T C,T AP RM,C NA Y Y
North Carolina 9 SP.H M FA P,RM 1¢ N N
North Dakota 7 H,A,SP CM P MV,P 37% N N
Ohio 7 WT,H CMT P E.MV 25% N N
Oklahoma 6.5 H C,M P,FA P,A,RM 27% of 4¢, 11% N N

of 2¢

Oregon 7 SP,HA CcM P MV.P 32% N N
Pennsylvania 8 H,MV,TR,A,B CM,T PFA M,P,Misc 20% of 5.5¢,1/2¢ N N
Rhode Island 8 H,SP M, T AP RM NA Y Y
South Carolina 8 H.B C FA A,P.RM 2-1/3¢ N N
South Dakota 7,7.6 HA C P MV.PV.M 12.5% N N
Tennessee . H CM FA E.AP 3¢ Y Y
Texas 5,6.5 S,H.B,A C AP A,P.RM NA N N
Utah 7 H,AD,SP,B,A CM FA APO ic N N
Vermont 9 H,A,SP M, T AP RM NA N N
Virginia 9 H,MV,A,0 CM(c) AP RM.A.C NA Y N
Washington 9 B.O,AWT,A,D CM P,FA P,EMV,RM 43% of 6.9, .5¢ N N
West Virginia 8.5 H C P RM 28% N N
Wisconsin 7 H,AD CM AP,PFA C.RM,0 1¢ N N
Wyoming 7 H,SP.A CM P,FA APPV.C 25% of 4¢,1¢ N N

(a) Applies only to aviation fuel tax.

(b) Applies locaily.

(c) Only two counties share in the allotment.

*States having constitutional prohibitions against fuel tax diversion,
1972.

CODE:

Column (1) different rates sometimes apply to gasoline, diesel fuel, pro-
pane, kerosene, and other fuels.

Column (2) H=highways, A=airports, B=boating, WT=water transport,
TR=tax refunds, SP=state police, MV=motor vehicles, T=transit, TR=traffic
control, AD=advertising, S=schools, O=other, P=parks.

Column (3) C=counties, M=municipalities, T=townships, SD=special dis-
tricts.

Column (4) P=proportion, AP=appropriation, FA=fixed amount.

Column (5} E=equal amounts, P=population, C=tax collections, RM=road
mileage, MV=motor vehicle registrations, A=area, PV=property values,
O=other, FA=fixed amounts.

Columns (7) and (8) Y=yes, N=no.

NA-=Not applicable.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Transportation, Highway Statistics, 1971

{Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973}, Table MF-106,
pp. 12-29.




Table 111-54

CHANGES IN DISPOSITION OF STATE MOTOR FUEL TAXES:

Number Of States
Experiencing
Change

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware (b)
Florida
Georgia

Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Jowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey (b)

New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island (b)
South Carolina

Change Change

In In
State Earmark-
Tax Rate ing
46 34
+ +
NA NA
+ +
+ -
+ +
+ +
+ 0
.
+ +
+ NA
NA NA
+ +
+ +
+ +
+ +
+ -
+ +
+ +
+ NA
+ +
+ +
+ +
+ +
+ +
+ 0
+ +
+ +
+ +
+ 0
"
+ +
+ +
+ 0
+ +
+ +
[1] +
+ 0
+ +
+
+ +

1959 TO 1973

Change Change
In In
Formula  Jurisdic-

Allotments tional
Sharing
Fuel Tax
23 10
X +
NA NA
X +
X 0
0 0
0 +
0 0
X +
NA NA
NA NA
X 0
0 0
X 0
X 0
X 0
X +
0 0
NA 0
X 0
0 0]
0 0
0 0
X 0
X +
NA +
X 0
0 0
X 0
NA +
X +
X 0
X +
] 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
X 0

Change

OF

Share
Alloted
Local

21

NA

+ +

[ =]

NA
NA

+ 1O+

+ (c)
NA

NA

+

o + O

Change Change
OF Diversion
Expenditure For Non-
Require- Highway
ments Purposes
19 21
+ +B
NA NA
+ +B
- 0
- +AB
0 0
0 0
+ +(a)
NA NA
NA NA
+ +B,P
+ +T
+ 0
+ +,AB
- 0
- 0
+ 0
NA ]
+ +B,AT
NA +B
0 0
+ +P
+ +B
0 0
0 +P
0 0
0 0
0 0
+ +,A,B
0 0
0 0
0 +A
0 +B
0 0
+ 0
0 +A,B
+ +B

Change
Diversion
To General
Fund

NA

+ O OO0

Zz Zz
©OOO00 D000 OCOOO00 0000, 40
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Table 111-54 (Cont.)

Change Change Change Change Change Change Change Change

State InEarmark- In In of of Diversion Diversion
Tax Rate ing Formula  Jurisdic- Share Expenditure For Non- To General
Allotments  tional Alloted Require- Highway Fund
Sharing Local ments Purposes
Fuel Tax
South Dakota + + X 0 0 0 +B 0
Tennessee + 0 0 0 0 0 0 +
Texas 0 + 0 0 0 0 +,AB,S 0
Utah + + 0 0 0 0 0 0
Vermont (e) +
Virginia (e) +
Washington + + X 0 0 + +AB 0
West Virginia + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wisconsin + + X 0 - 0 +AD 0
Wyoming + + X 0 + 0 0 0
Legend:

(a) Cities may use their share of the gas tax for transportation purposes in county.

(b) Fuel Taxes go into state general fund.

(c) May levy an additional local option fuel tax.

(d) May be used for municipal and county general purposes.

(e} Money is initially earmarked but then spent through appropriations process.

Code:

+=increase, -=decrease, O=no change, X=change, NA=not applicable or not available, A=airports, B=boating, AD=adver-
tising, S=schools, T=transit.

SOURCES: U.S. Department of Commerce, Highway Statistics, 1957 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1959), Table G-106; U.S. Department of Transportation, Highway Statistics, 1971 (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1973), Table MF-1086, pp. 12-29. Data from both sources effective on publication date.
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Table 111-55

CONSTITUTIONAL LIMITATIONS ON STATE BORROWING: 1971

No Debt Type Of Referendum Exceptions To Debt Limits
Limitations Debt For Debt Referendum Debt Other
Limitation Creation Refunding Purposes
U.S. Totals 5 39 13 12 15 10
(Number of States)
Alabama A X X
Alaska X X
Arizona A
Arkansas X X
California A X
Colerado A X
Connecticut PSR(a)
Delaware LEM
Florida PSR X X
Georgia A
Hawaii LEM,PSR X
Idaho A
Iilinois PSR,LEM X(b)
Indiana X
Iowa A X
Kansas A X
Kentucky A X X
Louisiana LEM
Maine PSR-A X X
Maryland X-M X
Massachusetts LEM X
Michigan PSR X
Minnesota LEM
Mississippi PSR
Missouri A X X
Montana A X
Nebraska A
Nevada PAV
New Hampshire X-M
New Jersey PSR X
New Mexico A-PAV X X
New York X X X
North Carolina POD X X X
North Dakota A X
Ohio A X
Oklahoma A X X
Oregon A X
Pennsylvania X(c) X X
Rhode Island A X X
South Carolina X(¢c)
South Dakota A,PAV,LEM X
Tennessee X-M
Texas A X
Utah PAV
Vermont X-M
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Table 111-55 (Cont.)

No Debt Type Of Referendum Exceptions To Debt Limits
Limitations Debt For Debt Referendum Debt Other
Limitation Creation Refunding Purposes
Virginia PSR X
Washington A X(c)
West Virginia X
Wisconsin PAV
Wyoming PAV X

{a) statutory limitation, (b) alternative methods of exceeding debt limits, (c} specified conditions where referenda
requirements may be waived.

CODE: X-M = approval by legislative majority, A = absolute dollar debt limit, PSR = debt limit as proportion of state
revenue or appropriations, LEM = debt creation requires extraordinary legislative majority, PAV = debt limits as pro-
portion of statewide assessed value, POD = debt limit as proportion of outstanding state debt.

SOURCE: ACIR, Significant Features of Fiscal Federalism (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1974},
Table 95.
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planned to earmark its revenues for bridge replacement.
Only one state, Missouri, planned to use any of its
revenue sharing funds for mass transit purposes. Ohio
initially earmarked some of its revenue sharing funds for
bus fare subsidies, but the proposal was eventually
dropped from the governor’s budget. Early experience
with revenue sharing does not indicate that trans-
portation has been a top priority item for most state
governments, 156

State Borrowing. As of 1971, only five state govern-
ments faced no debt restrictions. The other 45 either
had a specified constitutional limitation on borrowing or
had to incur debt through a statewide referendum.
Several states permitted exceptions to these restrictions
by authorizing additional state debt for specified pur-
poses (i.e., generally for tax anticipation purposes); two
states, Colorado and Oregon, permit state highway debt
to be incurred outside of constitutional limitations. Five
states — Indiana, Maryland, New Hampshire, Tennessee,
and Vermont — have the most lenient restrictions on the
issuance of state debt: Alabama, Arizona, California,
Georgia, 1daho, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, Texas,
and Washington have the strictest limitations — lim-
itations on the absolute dollar amount of debt a state
can incur and accompanying requirements for statewide
referenda on the bond issue (see Table /11-55).

The State Impact on Local Transportation Finances.
State governments differ markedly in their financial
impacts on local transportation finances. Some assume a
major direct role in the whole gamut of transportation
finances (i.e., Maryland, Connecticut, Pennsylvania, and
Massachusetts). Others maintain a high degree of fiscal
responsibility for highways but are only minimally
involved in other transportation programs (Texas and
Ohio).

In general, states containing the nation’s larger
metropolitan areas divide themselves into fairly distinct
groupings. Some maintain both aid programs and direct
expenditure responsibilities in three or more transpor-
tation functions. These include some of the most heavily
urbanized states — New York, Pennsylvania, Connec-
ticut, llinois, and Massachusetts. Others either adopt
extensive aid programs (Florida and New Jersey) or
directly assume various urban transportation responsi-
bilities (Hawaii, Maryland, and Rhode Island, for
example). The remaining group of less urbanized states
have aid or expenditure responsibilities that are generally
limited to one or two of the four transportation
functions — generally highways and airports or highways
and water transport (see Figure 11/-8 and Table 111-56).
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Aside from these regional variations there are juris-
dictional patterns as well. Municipalities have the
broadest range of fiscal responsibilities, often performing
airport and highway functions, invariably providing
parking services, and occasionally undertaking water
transport and mass transit duties. Counties are usually
confined to financing the highway function though
several also are responsible for airport services, and a few
provide mass transit. Local special districts have a
minimal role in the highway function except in a few
interstate metropolitan areas. However, they play a
major role in the financing of non-highway services,
particularly water transport and mass transit. Where they
exist, these districts are often monopoly providers of
non-highway services (see Figure 11/-9).

Because of the varied local assignment patterns, the
burden of financing metropolitan transportation services
may involve a few, or many local governments. In some
areas, a municipality with sufficient extraterritorial
powers might be in the best position to finance areawide
transportation services. In other SMSAs, joint
city-county agreements or county assumption of services
might be sufficient. In still others,a combination of
unifunctional authorities or one multifunctional special
district might be logical candidates for major regional
transportation financing and servicing.

The local financing of urban transportation services in
larger metropolitan areas is a complex task and may
involve a considerable reassignment of local fiscal re-
sponsibilities. In smaller SMSAs, local transportation
assignments might remain unchanged but financing
arrangements might be altered by intergovernmental
service contracts or joint provision of services by an
area’s cities, counties, and special districts. Yet, it is clear
that most metropolitan areas do not now have a single
logical institutional candidate for financing the full set
of areawide transportation services. New institutional or
procedural arrangements may be necessary for the
funding of regional transportation services in many
metropolitan areas.

Local Revenue Profiles. Local governments depend
on a variety of funding sources to meet their transpor-
tation needs. While the bulk of local financing occurs via
the property tax, municipal and county governments in
some states have considerable non-property taxing
powers. Local sales and income taxes are significant
revenue sources for many municipalities. The local sales
tax is authorized in 24 states and the local income tax in
ten. Ten states have granted the local sales taxing power
to more than 100 constituent local jurisdictions. Selec-
tive sales and license taxes also are not uncommon



Figure II1-8

STATES CONTAINING THE 72 LARGEST METROPOLITAN AREAS
CATEGORIZED BY THEIR FISCAL INFLUENCE ON
THE VARIOUS TRANSPORTATION FUNCTIONS: 1971

States With Extensive Aid And Expenditure Influence*

New York
Pennsylvania
Virginia
Connecticut
Illinois
Massachusetts
Minnesota

States With Extensive Aid* And Limited Expenditure Influence**

Washington
California
Florida
Georgia
Indiana
Louisiana
New Jersey
Tennessee
Utah

States With Extensive Expenditure* And Limited Aid Influence**

Hawaii
Maryland
Rhode Island
Alabama

States With Limited Aid And Expenditure Influence**

Arizona
Delaware
Kentucky
Missouri
Nebraska
North Carolina
Ohio
Oklahoma
Texas
Wisconsin
Kansas

*Aid or direct expenditure responsibilities in three or four of the four transportation functions.
**Aid or direct expenditure responaibilities in one or two of the four transportation functions.

SOURCE: See Table 111-18.
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Table 111-56

ASSIGNMENT OF LOCAL FISCAL RESPONSIBILITIES FOR TRANSPORTATION,
72 LARGEST SMSAs: 1970

Metropolitan Area

Birmingham
Mobile
Phoenix
Anaheim
Fresno

Los Angeles
Sacramento
San Bernardino
San Diego
San Francisco
San Jose
Denver
Hartford
Wilmington

Washington, D.C.

Jacksonville
Miami
Tampa
Atlanta
Honolulu
Chicago
Gary
Indianapolis
Wichita
Louisville
New Orleans
Baltimore
Boston
Springfield
Detroit

Flint

Grand Rapids
Minneapolis
Kansas City

Local Governmental Share of Metropolitan Transportation Expenditure

Airports Highways Parking
Munic- County Special Munic- County Special Munic- County Special
ipal District  ipal District  ipal District
99% 1% 0% 46% 54% 0% 100% 0% 0%
99 1 0 48 52 4] 100 [
100 0 0 61 39 0 100 0 0
35 65 0 68 32 0 100 0 0
100 0 0 42 58 0 100 0 0
96 4 ] 69 31 0 100 0 0
0 100 0 36 64 0 100 0 0
80 20 0 48 52 0 100 0 ]
60 40 [ 40 40 0 100 0 0
100 0 0 70 24 6 100 0 0
90 10 0 65 35 0 100 0 0
92 8 0 70 30 0 100 0 0
Not Applicable 100 0 0 100 0 0
0 100 0 30 11 9 100 0 0
100 0 ] 71 29 0 100 0 0
100 o 0 100 0 0 100 0 0
0 100 0 51 49 0 100 0 0
1 99 0 68 32 0 100 0 0
87 13 44 56 0 Not Applicable
Not Applicable 100 0 0 100 0 0
98 2 0 70 31 0 100 0 0
80 20 0 69 31 0 100 0 0
100 0 0 77 23 0 100 0 0
100 0 0 74 26 0 100 0 0
[} 100 0 70 30 0 100 0 0
100 0 0 28 72 0 100 0 0
100 0 0 60 40 0 100 0 0
100 0 0 99 1 0 100 0 o]
100 0 0 99 1 0 100 0 0
11 89 0 30 70 0 100 0 0
100 0 0 40 60 0 100 0 0
4 96 0 60 40 0 100 0 0
0 0 100 70 30 0 100 0 0
99 1 0 79 21 0 100 0 0

Water Transport
Munic- County Special
ipal District

Not Applicable
do
do
do
do
100% 0% 0%
0 0 100
Not Applicable
0 0 100
100 0 0
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable

100 0 0
100 [ 0
100 0 0

Not Applicabie
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
0 0 100
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable

100 0 0
Not Applicable

100 0 o

100 0 0

Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
100 0 0
Not Applicable

Mass Transit
Munic- County Special

ipal District

Not Applicable

do

do

do

do

9% 0% 91%

100 0 0
100 0 0
100 0 0
19 0 81

Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable

0 0 100
Not Applicable
6 94 0

100 0 0

Not Applicable
Not Applicable
0 0 100
Not Applicable
Not Applicable

100 0 0
Not Applicable
100 0 ]

Not Applicable

0 0 100
Not Applicable
100 0 0
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
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Metropolitan Area

St. Louis
Omaha
Jersey City
Newark
Paterson
Albany
Buffalo
New York
Rochester
Syracuse
Greensboro
Akron
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Columbus
Dayton
Toledo
Youngstown
Oklahoma City
Tulsa
Portland
Allentown
Harrisburg
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh
Providence
Knoxville
Memphis
Nashville
Dallas

Fort Worth
Houston
San Antonio
Salt Lake
Norfolk
Richmond
Seattle
Milwaukee

Table 111-56 (Cont.)

Airports Highways

Parking

Munic- County Special Munic- County Special Munic- County Special

ipal District  ipal District  ipal
94 0 6 56 44 0 100
1 0 99 72 28 0 100
Not Applicable 71 29 0 100
100 0 0 77 23 0 72
Not Applicable 75 25 0 100
0 100 0 14 86 0 100
100 0 0 55 39 6 100
1] 1 99 78 10 12 100
0 100 0 69 31 0 100
100 0 0 55 45 0 100
3 97 0 100 0 0 100
91 9 0 70 30 0 100
97 3 0 66 34 0 100
83 17 0 72 28 0 100
99 1 0 70 30 0 100
100 0 0 64 36 0 100
98 2 0 62 38 0 100
99 1 0 67 33 0 100
100 1 0 52 48 0 100
100 0 0 43 57 0 100
100 0 0 58 42 0 100
29 0 71 85 15 0 100
Not Applicable 94 6 0 100
100 0 0 78 11 11 83
98 2 0 78 21 1 0
Not Applicable 100 0 0 100
100 0 0 67 33 0 100
93 7 0 59 44 0 100
100 0 0 90 10 0 100
100 0 0 66 34 0 Not Ap
10 0 90 87 13 0 100
100 0 0 67 33 0 100
100 0 0 80 20 0 100
100 0 0 58 42 0 100
100 0 0 17 0 83 100
65 35 0 72 28 0 100
3 7 90 67 33 0 100
1 99 0 66 34 0 100

SOURCE: Unpublished U.S. Bureau of the Census data for the 72 largest

metropolitan areas, 1970.
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Water Transport

Munic- County Special Munic- County Special
ipal District

ipal District
89 0 11
100 0 0
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
100 0 0
0 0 100
100 0 0
30 0 70
Not Applicable
100 0 0

Not Applicable
Not Applicable
100 0 0
100 0 0
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
0 0 100
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
100 0 0
31 0 69
Not Applicable
Not Applicable

100 0 0
100 0 0
100 0 0

Not Applicable
100 0

Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable

0

0 0 100
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
100 0 0
100 0 0
15 0 85
100 0 0

Mass Transit

0 0 100
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable

100 0 0
97 0 3
100 0 0

Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
100 0 0
100 4 0
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
100 0 0
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
16 0 84
0 0 100
Not Applicable
Not Applicable

100 0 0
Not Applicable
100 0 0

Not Applicable
Not Applicable
100 0 0
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
100 0 0
Not Applicable
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Multifunctional Municipal-
Unifunctional County

Birmingham
Mobile
Phoenix
Fresno
Indianapolis
Wichita

New Orleans
Baltimore***

Springfield, Mass.

Flint

Kansas City
Syracuse
Greensboro
Dayton
Oklahoma City
Tulsa
Knoxville
Dallas

San Antonio
Salt Lake City

*Tweo or more local transportation special districts.

Figure I11-9

GROUPING OF 72 LARGEST SMSAs BY TYPE OF LOCAL ASSIGNMENT OF
FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR TRANSPORTATION: 1970

Multifunctional Municipal- Multifunctional Municipal- Multifunctional Municipal- Other
Multifunctional County Unifunctional County- Multifunctional County-
Special District(s) Special District(s)

Anaheim Washington, D.C. Los Angeles Hartford
San Bernardino San Francisco* Sacramento Jacksonville
San Jose Chicago* San Diego Honolulu
Denver*** Boston Albany Jersey City
Tampa-St. Petersburg St. Louis** Toledo Harrisburg
Atlanta Minneapolis*** Pittsburgh* Providence
Gary-Hammond Omaha Seattle**/***
Louisville Newark
Detroit*** Patterson
Grand Rapids Buffalo
Rochester New York City**
Akron Portland***
Cincinnati Allentown
Cleveland Philadelphia*
Columbus Fort Worth
Youngstown Houston
Memphis Norfolk
Richmond
Milwaukee
Miami

parking, water transport, mass transit) transportation functions.

**At least one multifunctional transportation special district which is

locally created.

***Significant change in service assignment since 1970.

SOURCE: Unpublished 1970 U.S. Bureau of the Census data on local
government finances in the 72 largest metropolitan areas {see Table 111-20).

Multifunctional means having two or more of the five (airports, highways,




sources of funding for many localities.’7 At the same
time, only ten states allow local units to independently
levy gasoline or severance taxes and most states usually
permit their local governments to tap only one or two
major non-property revenue sources (see Table /11-57).

Many local governments rely on user charges and
special assessments for the financing of various transpor-
tation projects. Thus, 12 percent of 379 surveyed cities
over 25,000 population in 1970 imposed airport service
charges; over a third of these same cities also imposed
parking charges as well. Over two-thirds of these
surveyed cities had special assessment programs for the
financing of streets, curbs, gutters, and sidewalks and 40
percent had similar programs for street lighting and
storm drainage. 58 Local governments, then, generally
have a variety of non-tax devices for meeting their
transportation needs,

Transportation service charges exhibit considerable
variation among cities and transportation functions. In
the nation’s 48 largest cities, for example, service or user
charges cover about 50 percent of various non-highway
expenditures. Parking charges alone yielded 25 percent
more revenue than current parking expenditures in these
jurisdictions. But, only 13 percent of all highway
expenditures were financed through highway charges
and these c'iarges were confined largely to certain cities
in interstate SMSAs — New York, St. Louis, and Kansas
City being the prime examples. In the other non-
highway functions, user charges varied considerably.
Cleveland, Jacksonville, Long Beach, and San Jose
charged more than enough to cover their airport
expenditures in 1973. Atlanta, Cincinnati, Kansas City,
and Oklahoma City, on the other hand, had to fund a
substantial amount of their airport expenditures from
alternative revenue sources. Wide differences also oc-
curred in the wa.er transport function. Less variation
occurred in parking while mass transit charges often
were not sufficient to cover operating expenses (see

Table 111-58).
Several local pricing patterns emerge in the 48 largest

cities. Few cities price highway services, but, high
parking charge ratios (i.e., charges-expenditures ratio)
may partially compensate for the lack of local highway
charges. While airport and water transport charges show
considerable variation, cities that levy sufficient charges
to cover these non-highway costs generally rely on user
charges for the financing of a wide variety of local
services. Jurisdictions with inexpensive charges, however,
generally exhibit little reliance on charges in other
functions. 159

Local Use of Revenue Sharing Funds. General
revenue sharing has provided considerable fiscal support
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for local transportation finances. A recent survey of 250
local jurisdictions found that 15 percent of all local
revenue sharing funds were spent for transportation
purposes.’©0 These Federal monies were especially im-
portant in meeting highway capital costs in cities and
townships and in defraying transportation operating
expenditures in counties, particularly in the mass transit
function. Moreover, cities and counties spent one-fourth
to one-half of transportation earmarked revenue sharing
funds for non-highway purposes. This may indicate a
local desire for increased non-highway aid, or the relative
scarcity of Federal funds for non-highway purposes in
many local areas, or both,

Revenue sharing has been an especially significant aid
for smaller units of government. Cities and counties
below 50,000 population spent from 18 to as much as
57 percent of their operationally earmarked revenue
sharing funds for transportation. Thirty percent of the
local revenue sharing funds allocated for construction
purposes was for transportation purposes in these
smaller jurisdictions.

The heavy transportation emphasis in revenue sharing
within these smaller jurisdictions resulted in considerable
budgetary relief for these communities. Thus, revenue
sharing accounted for 12 percent of all transportation
expenditures in cities and counties under 50,000 pop-
ulation, but less than 5 percent in cities and counties
with more than 1,000,000 populations. Other pressing
functional concerns in larger local jurisdictions evidently
make it less likely that revenue sharing will have a
substantial impact on local transportation finances.
Revenue sharing then is becoming a vital means of
financing the capital transportation expenses of smaller
cities and counties. In larger jurisdictions, revenue
sharing is likely to be applied to operating transportation
programs, but is unlikely to provide a major impact on
overall local transportation finances (see Tables /1/-59
and 111-60).

Fiscal Limitations on Local Finances. Local tax and
debt limitations can restrict a local government’s ability
to finance transportation projects. Property tax restric-
tions placed on county and municipal governments range
from very strict in Kentucky to no limitations in 11
states (in Kentucky there are constitutionally defined
limits, very few exceptions to tax rate limits, and no
provisions for voter override). However, most states
either permit functional exceptions, whereby tax levies
for certain municipal services may be made outside of
tax rate limits, or voter overrides of tax rate limits, or
both. Thus, even fairly stringent tax limits often are
offset. States also differ in their treatment of municipal



Table 111-57

NUMBERS OF LOCAL JURISDICTIONS LEVYING
SELECTED NON-PROPERTY TAXES: 1972 AND 1973

Sales Tax: 1973 Income Tax: 1973 Gasoline Tax: 1972  Severance Tax: 1972

Jurisdic- Range Jurisdic- Range Jurisdic- Range Jurisdic- Range
tions Levy- of Rates tions Levy- of Rates tions Levy- of Rates tions Levy- of Rates
ing Tax (Percent) ing Tax (Percent] ing Tax (1¢ galj ing Tax  (1¢ BBL,
{Number) (Number) (Number) (Number) Of Per-
cent)
U.S. Totals 4,458 .5-3 4,257 1.5-3.3 295 1-5¢ 55 1-5¢ BBL,
Alabama (a} (d) 211 1.5-3 5 1-2 266 1-2¢ 1-7% Val.
Alaska (a) 83 1-3
Arizona 36 1-2
Arkansas 1 1
California (a) 438 1 17 1-5%BBL
Colorado 101  1.5-3
Connecticut
Delaware 1  1.25
Florida 5 5-1¢
Georgia 2 2
Hawaii (d) 4 3-5¢
Idaho
Illinois (a) 1,345  1.5-1
Indiana (b) 34 .5-1
Iowa
Kansas 3 5
Kentucky (e} (b) 42 .5-2.5 36 1%
Louisiana (a) 155 .5-2
Maine
Maryland (e) (b) 21 (c) 1 7%
Massachusetts
Michigan 16 1-2
Minnesota 1 1
Mississippi (d) 3 2-3¢
Missouri 83 .5-1 2 1
Montana
Nebraska 2 1
Nevada (a) (d) 10 5 16 1-2¢
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York (a) 65 1-3 1 35 1 1¢
North Carolina (a) 88 3
North Dakota
Ohio (a) 28 .5 350 1-2
Oklahoma 300 1-2
Oregon
Pennsylvania (b) 3,785 1-3.3

Rhode Island
South Carolina
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South Dakota
Tennessee (a) (e)
Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginia (a)
Washington (a)
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Total States

Table 111-57 (Cont.)

Sales Tax: 1973 Income Tax: 1973 Gasoline Tax: 1972 Severance Tax: 1972
Jurisdic- Range Jurisdic- Range Jurisdic- Range Jurisdic- Range
tions Levy of Rates tions Levy- of Rates tions Levy- of Rates tions Levy- of Rates

ing Tax (Percent) ing Tax (Percent) ing Tax (1¢ gal) ing Tax  (1¢ BBL,

{(Number) (Number) {Number) (Number) Of Per-
cent)
13 1-2
129 .5-1 1 5¢BBL
757 1
134 1
297 .5
24 States 10 States 6 States 3 States

Legend: (a) counties can levy sales tax, (b) counties can levy income tax, {c) 50 percent of state rate, (d) counties can
levy gasoline tax, (e} counties can levy severance tax.

SOURCES: ACIR, Significant Features of Fiscal Federalism (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1974), Tables 136-150; American Petroleum Institute, Tax Compendium Digests (Washington, D.C.. American
Petroleum Institute, 1972), Tables TC-9 and TC-11.
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Table 111-58
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICE

CHARGES, 48 LARGEST CITIES: 1972

City Percent Of Service Financed Through Charges Fee Intensity
Highways Airports Water Transit Parking Mass Transit Index®
Atlanta 0% 47% — - — .65
Baltimore 3 — 118% 83% — .21
Birmingham — 94 — —_ — .64
Boston 10 - — 196 — 17
Buffalo 2 — — 175 - .22
Chicago 7 99 — 144 — 31
Cincinnati 1 41 — 198 —_ .92
Cleveland 13 123 1,154 76 110 1.24
Columbus 6 116 — 415 — .83
Dallas 4 79 — — 110 .66
Denver 3 81 — 856 — .55
Detroit 2 99 — 180 82 .61
El Paso 3 79 - — — .76
Fort Worth 6 6 — 299 — .72
Honolulu 2 - _ 416 — .19
Houston -— 111 — 3,326 — .35
Indianapolis — 75 — 154 — .17
Jacksonville 1 150 150 198 — 3.75
Kansas City 13 29 — 73 - 42
Long Beach - 175 95 100 — —
Los Angeles 11 85 104 26 — 1.13
Louisville — — 487 325 — .91
Memphis 12 — 18 4,727 101 3.15
Miami 1 — — 105 — .40
Milwaukee 2 — 111 189 — .39
Minneapolis 12 — 61 438 - 42
Nashville - 105 — 286 — .95
Newark 2 — — — — 11
New Orleans 3 102 — 1,040 — .52
New York 49 — 17 120 — .34
Norfolk 7 15 90 13 74 47
Oakland 1 42 42 121 — .30
Oklahoma City 1 23 — 15 90 91
Omaha 1 - 95 133 — .19
Philadelphia 1 80 49 136 — .21
Phoenix - 63 — 395 — .68
Pittsburgh — — - 50 — .21
Portland 5 — — 690 — .60
St. Louis 14 75 — 97 — .28
St. Paul 11 - 894 199 — .35
San Antonio -— 115 — 958 — —
San Diego 1 116 -— 725 117 .68
San Francisco 1 66 96 271 75 .52
San Jose 7 138 — 222 55 .21
Seattle 2 — — 361 — 2.34
Toledo 19 91 — 609 68 .85
Tulsa — 78 — - — 1.40
Washington, D.C. — — - 279 — 12
TOTAL 13 65 52 129 75 —

*Selma Mushkin, ed.; Public Prices for Public Products (Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, 1972), pp. 12-17.

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, City Government Finances in 1971-72 {Washington, D.C., U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1973) Tables 7 and 9.

234




Table 111-59

GENERAL REVENUE SHARING ALLOCATIONS FOR
TRANSPORTATION, BY FUNCTION AND JURISDICTIONAL LEVEL: 1973

Revenue Sharing As A Percent

Of Selected Transportation
Expenditures

Total Mass Transit
Operating
Construction

Total Highways
Operating
Construction

Total Airports
Operating
Construction

Total Water Transport
Operating
Construction

Total Transportation
Operating
Construction

Percent Revenue Sharing For
Transportation
Total Expenditures
Operating Expenditures
Construction Expenditures

Percent Transportation
Revenue Sharing For
Non-Highways
Totul Expenditures
Operating Expenditures
Construction Expenditures

Jurisdictional Type

Cities Counties
(N=124) {N=1186)
8.0% 31.1%
8.7 38.4
3.0 7.5
8.2 -
4.9 2.3
11.8 4.4
—_ 1.4
-_— 5.3
6.3 3.4
6.7 3.7
5.6 3.3
17.2 7.2
15.2 9.8
25.5 5.8
55.2 26.9
78.9 46.7
7.2 2.1

Townships
{N=10)

0.0%
0.0
0.0

1.3
33.3

16.7
13.3
33.3

13.3
5.0
20.0

Total
(N=250)

8.4%
9.0
3.2

3.7
8.6

1.3
N.R.

1.9

5.7
6.1
5.1

14.1
14.2
15.1

50.0
74.6
6.0

SOURCE: U.S. General Accounting Office, Revenue-Sharing: Its Use By and Impact on Local Governments (Washing-
ton, D.C.: U.S. General Accounting Office, 1974), Tables 4, 6, 7 and 8.
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and county tax limitations. Restrictions are more flex-
ible for counties in California, Colorado, Kansas,
Florida, Georgia, and New York, while being more
lenient for municipalities in Delaware, lllinois, and lowa
(see Table 111-61).

State imposed debt restrictions on counties and
municipalities are more restrictive than tax limitations.
Only four states — Alaska, Arkansas, Nebraska, and
Tennessee — do not place any debt limitations on their
local governments. Another seven lack limitations on
either counties or municipalities, but not for both. Most
state imposed debt restrictions are constitutionally
defined, permit few exceptions to the debt limit, and
often have no provisions for voter override (see Table
111-62).

The general fiscal pattern that emerges from these tax
and debt limitations is noted in Figure 1{/-10. At one
end of the spectrum are states where both tax and debt
limitations are very strict and where there is little
non-property taxation by local governments. At the
other end are states with either lenient or no restrictions
on local tax and debt practices, and considerable
non-property tax usage by local governments. The
remaining states make considerable tradeoffs in their
tax and debt limitations, making one or the other fairly
restrictive, but not both. Overall, debt restrictions are
usually more stringent than tax limitations which are

commonly offsetting in nature (i.e., either there are few
limitations but no local reliance on non-property taxes,
or there are significant tax restrictions but extensive
local non-property taxes, or there are significant tax
restrictions but extensive local non-property tax authori-
zations).

States that follow a strict tax and debt limitation
policy are New Mexico, Texas, West Virginia, and
Wyoming while states following lenient tax and debt
policies include Alaska, California, Pennsylvania,
Tennessee, and Virginia. In sum, most states follow a
policy of balancing local debt and tax restrictions with
non-property tax authorizations.

Special District Finances. Special districts are impor-
tant transportation units in several larger metropolitan
areas, notably Boston, New York, St. Louis, Los
Angeles, San Francisco, Pittsburgh, Philadelphia, and
Seattle. Moreover, state turnpike authorities, a form of
state sponsored special district, frequently serve many of
the nation’s larger metropolitan areas. Special districts,
particularly in the non-highway functions, are often
monopoly providers of various urban transportation
services. Consequently, their fiscal policies often have a
pronounced impact on metropolitan transportation fi-
nances.

These jurisdictions depend largely on service charges

Jurisdiction
Population Class

Cities (N=124)
Under 50,000
50-499,999
500,000-1,000,000
1,000,000+

Counties (N=116)
Under 50,000
50-499,000
500,000-1,000,000
1,000,000+

Townships (N=10)

Table 111-60

THE FISCAL IMPACT OF GENERAL REVENUE SHARING ON
LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FINANCES: 1973

Total Transportation

Revenue Sharing Funds Total Operating  Capital
{millions) Transportation Expenditures
2.40 12.0% 2.2% 31.0%
34.30 8.3 7.9 8.5
46.30 7.8 6.0 9.8
83.60 5.3 7.1 4
2.28 11.7 5.0 42.2
8.80 5.0 29 8.2
9.90 5.1 3.7 7.0
10.70 1.8 3.0 4
12 7.8 1.3 33.3

SOURCE: U.S. General Accounting Office, Revenue-Sharing: Its Use By and Impact on Local Governments (Washing-
ton, D.C.: U.S. General Accounting Office, 1974), Tables 4, 6, 7 and 8.

Revenue Sharing As A Percent Of
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Figure 11I-10

STATES CLASSIFIEDBY LOCALTAX ANDDEBT LIMITATION PRACTICES
Strict Offsetting* Lenient

Tax Limitations
Stringent Debt Limitations

New Mexico (C,M)** Alabama (C,M) Colorado (C)
Texas (C) Arizona (C,M) Illinois (M}
West Virginia (C,M) Illinois (C) Indiana (C})
Wyoming (M) Indiana (M} Louisiana (M}
Iowa (C,M) New York (C)
Louisiana (C) Oklahoma (M)
Maine {M} Utah (M)

Michigan (C)
Missouri (C)
Montana (C)

New Hampshire {C,M)
New York (M}

North Dakota (C)
Oklahoma (C)

Rhode Island (M}
South Carolina (C,M)
Texas (M)
Washington (C,M)
Wisconsin (C,M}
Wyoming (C)

Lenient Debt Limitations

Arkansas (C,M) Colorado (M) Alaska (C,M)
Delaware (C) Hawaii (C,M) California (C,M)
Florida (M) Idaho (C,M) Delaware (M}
Georgia (M) Kansas (C} Florida (C)
Kentucky (C) Maine (C) Georgia (C)
Nebraska (C) Maryland (M} Kansas (M)
Nevada (M) Massachusetts (C,M) Kentucky (M)
Michigan (M) Maryland (C)
Minnesota (C,M) Missouri (M)
Mississippi (C,M) Nebraska (M)
Montana (M) North Carolina (C)
Nevada (C) Pennsylvania (C,M)
North Carolina (M) Tennessee (C,M}
North Dakota (M) Virginia (C,M)
New Jersey (C.M)
Ohio (C.M)

South Dakota (C,M)
Vermont (C,M)

*Local governments have either lenient tax limitations or considerable non-property taxing powers, but not both.
**C = County, M = Municipal.

SOURCE: Tables 111-60 and 111-61; columns total to more than 50 states due to different treatment of counties and
municipalities.
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Table I11-61
LOCAL PROPERTY TAX RESTRICTIONS, BY STATE: 1973

States Legal Base Of Mill Rate (Taxes Exclusion Of Provisions For
Property Tax Per $1,000 Of Valuation)  Specific Types Of Local Override
Limitation Limitation Levies From Tax Of Tax
Rate Limit Rate Limit

County Municipal County Municipal County Municipal County  Municipal

Alabama C-s Cc 5 5 N N Y Y
Alaska (f) S S 30 30 N N N N
Arizona S S 20 (a) F F Y Y
Arkansas C-S C-S 5 5 S S N N
California S S N 10 ) S Y Y
Colorado S S 5-12 5(b) F N Y Y
Connecticut No Limitations {(NL)

Delaware S NL 5 NL N NL Y NL
Florida C-S C-8 10 10 S N Y Y
Georgia S S(c) 5 5 S N Y Y
Hawaii No Limitations (NL}

Idaho S S 13 30 M M N N
Illinois C S 1-2 2.5(¢) M M Y Y
Indiana (f) S S 12.5-20 12.5 F F Y(d} Y(d)
Iowa S S 3-4.5 30 M M N N
Kansas S S 3.5-6.5 1.3-13 M M Y Y
Kentucky C Cc 5 7.5-15 F F N N
Louisiana C C 4 7-10 S S Y Y
‘Maine No Limitations {NL)

Maryland No Limitations (NL)

Massachusetts No Limitations (NL)

Michigan (f) C-S(c) C-S(c) 15-20 15-20 F ) Y Y
Minnesota S S 5-15 40(c) S F N N
Mississippi S S 6-12 15 F F Y N
Missouri C-S C-S 3.5-5 10 S S Y Y
Montana S S 22-24 24 M M Y Y
Nebraska C-s S 5-12 25-30 N(c) N Y Y
Nevada (f) C-S C-8 50 30 N N N N
New Hampshire No Limitations {(NL)

New Jersey No Limitations (NL)

New Mexico (f} 1C-S C-8 5 5 F F Y Y
New York C C 15-20 20 N N Y N
North Carolina C S 2 15 M S Y N
North Dakota S S 20 31-33 M M Y Y
Ohio (f) c-S C-S 10 10(c) F F Y Y
Oklahoma (f) C C 15 15 S S Y Y
Oregon (f) C-S C-S (a) (a) S S Y Y
Pennsylvania S S 15-25 25 F F N N
Rhode Island No Limitations (NL)

South Carolina NL S NL 40-50(a) NL N NL N
South Dakota S S 5-10 15 F N Y Y
Tennessee No Limitations (NL)

Texas Cc C-8 8 8-25(c) F N Y(b) N
Utah S S 16-18 35 S S N N
Vermont No Limitations (NL)
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Table 111-61 (Cont.)

States Legal Base Of Mill Rate (Taxes Exclusion Of
Property Tax Per $1,000 Of Valuation) Specific Types Of
Limitation Limitation Levies From Tax
Rate Limit

County Municipal County Municipal County Municipal

Virginia No Limitations (NL)

Washington (f) S S 9 7.5 N N
West Virginia {f) S S 1.4-5.7 1.25-5 N N
Wisconsin S S 10 35 F F
Wyoming C-S Cc 8-12 8 S N

Provisions For
Local Override
Of Tax
Rate Limit

County  Municipal

< Z <=
Z2Z <<

Code: C=Constitutional, ST=Statutory, N=No or None, F=Few, S=Several, M=Many, Y=Yes, NL=No Limitations

(a) Limitations apply to annual percent increase in local taxes.

{b) State department of local affairs may approve additional increase.

(c) More lenient limits for “home rule” jurisdictions.

(d) By application to state board of tax commissioners.

(e) No tax limit for cities over 5,000 population.

{f) Overall tax limit applies to cumulative taxes levied by all local jurisdictions.

SOURCE: ACIR, Significant Features of Fiscal Federalism (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1974},

Table 129.
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Table 111-62

LOCAL DEBT RESTRICTIONS, BY STATE: 1971

Provision For

States Legal Base Of Rate Of Debt Limit Exclusion Of Voter Or Other
Debt Limitation (As Percent Of Assessed Or Special Types Of Override Of
Market Value Of Property) Debt From Limits Limit
County Municipal County Municipal County Municipal County Municipal
Alabama (a) C-S C-S 3.5-5 20 N Y N N
Alaska No Limitations
Arizona Cc C 4 4 N N Y Y
Arkansas No Limitations
California (a) S S 5 15(b) Y N N N
Colorado S NL .6-1.2 NL N N N N
Connecticut NA S NA (c) NA Y NA N
Delaware (a) S NL 3-12 NL N NL N NL
Florida (a) NL S NL 10(b) NL N NL N
Georgia (a) Cc C 7 7 N N Y Y
Hawaii C-s NL 15 NL N NL N NL
Idaho S S (c) 15 N N Y Y
Illinois Cc-s C-8 5 5 N N N N
Indiana (a) C C 2 2 N N N N
lowa C C 5 5 N N N N
Kansas S S 1 8-20 Y N N N
Kentucky C C 2 3-10 Y N Y Y
Louisiana (a) C C 10 10 N N N N
Maine (a) NL C NL 7.5 NL N NL N
Maryland (a) S NL 15(b) NL Y NL N NL
Massachusetts NL S NL (d) 5 NL{d) Y N L (d) Y
Michigan Cc S 10 10(b) N Y N N
Minnesota S S(e) 20 20(e) N Nfe) N N(e}
Mississippi {a) S S 10 10 Y Y N N
Missouri C-S C-S 5 5 N Y Y Y
Montana C C-S 5 5 N Y N Y
Nebraska No Limitations
Nevada (a) S S 10 10 N N N N
New Hampshire (a) S ) 2 1.75 N N N N
New Jersey S S 2 3.5 N N Y Y
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Table 111-62 (Cont.)

Provision For

Legal Base Of Rate Of Debt Limit Exclusion Of Voter Or Other
Debt Limitation (As Percent Of Assessed Or Special Types Of Override Of
Market Value Of Property) Debt From Limits Limit
States County Municipal County Municipal County Municipal County Municipal

New Mexico (a) C C 4 4 N N N N
New York C C 7-10 7-10 N N N N
North Carolina(a) C-S C-S 5-13 8 N N Y Y
North Dakota C C 5 5 N Y N Y
Ohio (a) S S 3-6 10 N N N N
Oklahoma (a) C C 5 5 N N N N
Oregon S S 2 3 N N N N
Pennsylvania(a) S S 15 15 N N Y Y
Rhode Island(a) NA S NA 3 NA N NA N
South Carolina(a) C C 8 8 N N N N
South Dakota C C 5 5 Y Y Y Y
Tennessee No Limitations
Texas Covered in Property Tax Limitations
Utah C C 2 4 N Y N N
Vermont (a) NL S NL 10 NL N NL N
Virginia (a) NL C-S NL 18 NL N NL N
Washington (a) C C 5 5 N Y N N
West Virginia(a) C-8 C-S 5 5 N N N N
Wisconsin C-S C-S 5 5 N N N N
Wyoming C-8 C 2 2 N Y N N
Code: C = Constitutional, S = Statutory, NL = No Limitations,N = No, Y = Yes, (d) Requires State legislation approval.
NA = Not applicable. (e} Does not apply to Minneapolis-St. Paul.
(a) Debt limit applies against assessed rather than market value of
property. SOURCE: ACIR, Significant Features of Fiscal Federalism (Washington,
{b) No or more lenient limits on home rule jurisdictions. D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1974), Table 93.

{c) Limit is on rate of debt increase.
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Table 111-63

SELECTED FISCAL FEATURES, TRANSPORTATION SPECIAL DISTRICTS
IN 72 LARGEST SMSAs: 1970

Out- Rev- Percent District
Percent Of Revenue Sources From standing  enue of Type**
Taxes Inter- Fed- State All Revenues Long Term Debt Hold-
govern- eral And Other  Expendi- Debt Ratio ings in
mental Aid Local Sources tures (000) Sinking
Aid Aid (000) Funds

Alameda/Contra Costa Transit District 0.243 0.009 0.009 0.0 0.748 -2,500.000 11,000 0.989 0.0 4
Southern California Rapid Transit District 0.0 0.028 0.022 0.006 0.972 +665.000 31,385 0.512 0.414 4
Bolinas Harbor District 0.750 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.250 -10.000 0 o090 0.0 3
Sacramento-Yolo Port District 0.203 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.797 -7.000 15,630 0.292 0.141 3
San Diego Port Authority 0.013 0.003 0.003 0.0 0.984 -359.000 43,405 0.739 0.090 3
Golden Gate Building Highway District 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.000 +3,328.000 8,810 3.969 0.284 2
Bay Area Rapid Transit District 0.372 0.204 0.162 0.042 0.424 -69,667.000 853,780 0.236 0.0 4
Delaware River Bay Authority 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.000 +188.000 103,000 0.163 0.536 2
Washington M.A.T.A. 0.0 0.987 0.204 0.783 0.013 +60,035.000 NA 0.0 0.0 L]
Chicago Regional Port District 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.000 +413.000 20,849 0.134 0.030 3
Tri-City Regional Port District 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.665 0.335 +7.000 685 0.137 0.989 3
Massachusetts Bay Transit Authority 0.0 0.492 0.193 0.300 0.508 +527.000 231,864 0.439 0.001 4
Minneapolis-St. Paul Airport Commission 0.020 0.151 0.0 0.160. 0.829 -6,468.000 81,625 0.381 0.303 1
Bi-State Development District 0.0 0.088 0.041 0.047 0.912 +1,303.000 31,291 0.060 2.014 6
Omaha Airport Authority 0.0 0.255 0.174 0.081 0.745 -2,551.000 8,042 0.198 0.022 1
Delaware River Port Authority 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.000 -18,659.000 110,937 0.552 0.146 2
Newark Parking Authority 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.000 +120.000 5,100 0.199 0.0 5
Paterson Parking Authority 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.000 +57.000 5,635 0.103 0.137 5
Elizabeth Parking Authority 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.000 +77.000 414 0952 0.312 5
Morristown Parking Authority 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.000 +106.000 1,152 0.370 0.953 5
Albany Port District 0.0 0.173 0.0 0.173 0.827 +16.000 2,476 0.044 0.0 3
New York Port Authority 0.0 0.03¢ 0.008 0.031 0961 -160,279.000 1,101,145 0.407 0.250 6
Niagara Falls Building Commission 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.000 +333.000 18,133 0.210 0.583 2
Toledo-Lucas Port Authority 0.161 0.014 0.014 0.0 0.825 -2,103.000 69,395 0.118 0.741 3
Port of Portland 0.210 0.050 0.050 0.0 0.740 -4,648.000 17,750 0.575 0.0 3
McKeesport Parking Authority 0.0 0.774 0.0 0.774 0.226 -1,359.000 2,845 -0.336 0.184 5
Pittsburgh Parking Authority 0.0 0.318 0.0 0.318 0.682 -1,264.000 23,776 0.044 0.235 5
Turtleneck Borough Parking Authority 0.0 0.947 0.0 0.947 0.053 +12.000 41 2.049 0.583 5
Allegheny County Port Authority 0.0 0.206 0.033 0.173 0.794 -1,648.000 48,167 0.088 0.0 4
Aliquippa Parking Authority 0.0 0.263 0.0 0.263 0.737 +14.000 361 0.133 1.000 5
Beaver County Municipal Authority 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.000 +66.000 473 0.087 0.997 2
Beaver Falls Parking Authority 0.0 0.882 0.0 0.882 0.118 -14.000 273 0.212 0.932 5
Delaware River Junction Toll Building Authority 0.0 0.091 0.0 0.091 0.909 -1,303.000 20,600 0.736 0.167 2
Lansdowne Parking Authority 0.0 0.118 0.0 0.118 0.882 -27.000 84 -0.048 0.0 5
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Table 111-63 (Cont.)

Out- Rev- Percent District
standing enue of Type**
Taxes Inter- Fed- State All Revenues Long Term Debt Hold-

Percent Of Revenue Sources From

govern- eral And Other Expendi- Debt Ratio ings in
mental Aid Local Sources tures (000) Sinking
Aid Aid (000) Funds

Leigh-Northern Airport Authority 0.0 0.572 0.038 0.534 0.428 -143.000 748 -0.183 0.0 1
Philadelphia Parking Authority 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.000 ~67.000 7,178 0.050 0.577 5
Southeast Pennsylvania Transit Authority 0.0 0.108 0.007 0.101 0.892 +9,377.000 55,000 0.674 0.0 4
Denora Parking Authority 0.0 0.649 0.0 0.649 0.351 +33.000 269 0.264 1.000 5
Washington Parking Authority 0.0 0.789 0.0 0.789 0.211 -27.000 1,175 0.407  1.000 5
Greensburg Parking Authority 0.0 1.000 0.0 1.000 0.0 +31.000 1,124 0.019 0.0 5
New Kensington Parking Authority 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.000 -89.000 2,235 0.069 0.877 5
Brazos River Nav. District 0.499 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.501 -483.000 1,335 0.241 0.153 3
Harris County Nav. District 0.076 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.924 -684.000 43,505 0.215 0.778 3
Dallas/Ft. Worth Airport Authority 0.0 0.621 0.621 0.0 0.379 -24,478.000 35,000 0.069 0.285 1
Elizabeth River Tunnel Authority 0.0 0.064 0.0 0.064 0.936 -2,251.000 33,928 0.213 0.672 2
Chesapeake Bay Bridge Authority 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.000 -4,265.000 200,000 0.074 0.0 2
Vancouver Port Authority 0.113 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.887 -126.000 3,887 0.178 0.551 3
Port of Seattle 0.285 0.034 0.030 0.003 0.681 -17,376.000 58,600 0.015 0.109 6
Edmonds Port District 0.113 0.002 0.0 0.002 0.885 -1,089.000 3,645 -0.128 0.877 3
Everett Port District 0.301 0.002 0.0 0.002 0.697 -1,941.000 4,511 -0.164 0.204 3
NA = Not Available.

**1 = Airports, 2 = Highways, 3 = Water Transport, 4 = Transit, 5 = Parking, SOURCE: ACIR tabulation from unpublished Census data.

6 = Multi-Function.




and intergovernmental revenues to finance their trans-
portation expenditures. Only mass transit and water
transport districts depend on independent taxing powers
to any large extent. Federal intergovernmental aid is
important for mass transit and airport districts, while
parking authorities and water transport units generally
receive considerable assistance from state and local
sources, States grant aid to these jurisdictions, while
local governments often reimburse them for performing
services that they would otherwise have had to perform
independently (see Table 111-63).

User charges are the mainstay of special district
finances. Most special districts levy sufficient charges to
more than adequately meet their expenditure needs.
Consequently, metropolitan special districts, transit
agencies being a notable exception, have considerable
fiscal reserves to meet their current operating and debt
service requirements. Indeed, 15 of the 50 transpor-
tation special districts in the 72 largest metropolitan
areas have net revenues and holdings that cover more
than 40 percent of their outstanding debt as of 1970
(see Table 111-63). State turnpike authorities exhibit a
similar picture. Since 1957, these units have more than
adequately covered their debt service requirements from
cumulative current operating surpluses. By 1972, their

annual operating surpluses were $750-million and were
45 percent greater than their debt service requirements
for that year. If one added construction and debt
reserves to this total, state administered turnpike
authorities had more than 4.5 times enough revenue to
meet debt service requirements.18? These levels of debt
coverage ratios have remained fairly constant since 1964
(see Table 111-64). The pricing practices of metropolitan
special districts and state turnpike authorities, then, are
another important, yet often little understood, di-
mension of urban transportation financing problems.162

REGULATORY LIMITS ON
TRANSPORTATION

The regulatory policies of all three levels of govern-
ment affect transportation policies. Inflexibile
regulations can cause economic dislocation of transpor-
tation providers while the lack of regulatory guidelines
in some matters can result in the creation of inefficient
and conflict producing transportation policies.

Regulatory systems affecting transportation are as
diverse and wide ranging as the many modes of
transportation involved, Airplanes, railroads, trucks in
interstate commerce, and interstate pipelines are regu-

Year Operating Surplus
(000)
1972 784,172
1971 1,118,242
1969 808,629
1968 782,046
1967 362,154
1966 1,005,823
1964 654,010
1958 51,662
1957 -332,836

Bureau of Public Roads).

Table 111-64

SELECTED FISCAL CHARACTERISTICS OF
ALL STATE TURNPIKE AUTHORITIES: 1957-1972

Operating Surplus-
Debt Service Ratio*

*Operating surplus divided into debt service (principal and interest) payments.
**Operating surplus plus debt and construction reserves divided into debt service (principal and interest} payments.

SOURCE: Various issues of Highway Statistics (published by the Department of Transportation and formerly by the

Operating Surplus And
Debt And Construction
Reserve-Debt Service

Ratio**

1.449 5.624
1.779 5.045
1.263 3.886
1.490 4.491
.607 2.912
2.051 5.526
1.437 4.257
.204 2.387
-1.110 1.503
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lated primarily by the Federal government — the
Interstate Commerce Commission, the Civil Aeronautics
Board, and the various transportation safety agencies.
Taxis, buses, and rapid rail transit systems are usually
regulated by a variety of state and local bodies. Parking
is regulated locally. This array of regulation limits
common carrier franchises, rates and routes, and urban
mass transit operations.

In addition to the regulations dealing directly with
transportation operations, others indirectly affect the
provision of transportation facilities and services. These
include those affecting environmental controls, relo-
cation, civil rights, and land use.

The various types of regulatory activities affecting
transportation are discussed below.

State and Local Regulation of
Transportation Providers

Private transportation providers are highly regulated
industries. They are regulated to protect the public
safety and to guard against economic competition which
would be wasteful or cause lower quality or higher cost
services. Regulatory powers usually rest with state
and/or local public service commissions whose legal
responsibilities are to protect both the provider and the
purchaser of transportation services, and to see that
service rates are based on reasonable policies.163 Taxis
and transit companies often are regulated by separate
regulatory bodies; parking is still another separate
concern at the local level, while other modes are out of
the hands of state and local bodies altogether.

In the late 19th and early 20th centuries, most urban
transportation companies operated pursuant to a long
term state or local franchise stipulating in detail the
conditions under which a utility could operate, the
quality of service it was to provide, and the rates that it
could charge for its services. Early franchises, however,
provided few constraints on monopolistic practices,
since state and local agencies had little authority or
inclination to enforce the conditions of the franchise.

A major wave of reform in the early 20th century led
to the creation of public service commissions whose
duty was to determine service routes and rates after
considerable investigation and hearings, and to supervise
management and operations on a continuing basis.
Franchises were still granted, but they were no longer of
a detailed and long term character.

Thus, the conventional structure of regulation based
on state and local public service commissions generally
has been unable to resolve many urban transportation
problems. Urban transit provides the most forceful
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example of the difficulties of conventional regula-
tion.784 |t cannot be viewed realistically as a
monopolistic utility, since it is faced with relentless
competition from the private automobile.'65 A
regulatory agency with jurisdiction over transit alone
rarely is capable of controlling, promoting, or even
salvaging transit services under present circumstances. lts
mandate does not involve the power or influence to halt
the steady decline in transit usage caused by the growth
of the automobile. As one report put it, ... when
innovations are presented, regulators are concerned
chiefly to conserve the revenues of existing services; they
lack the power to stimulate investment required for
fundamental improvements.”'68 [ndeed, some argue
that regulatory agencies, either under conventional or
altered circumstances, simply do not have the tools to
deal with the basic economic decline of urban transit

services.167 .
Transportation regulation, particularly that affecting

urban mass transit, has been further complicated by the
question of public ownership. When a private transpor-
tation system faces impending insolvency, the
community which it has been serving is faced with a
choice of accepting curtailed services, losing the trans-
portation system, subsidizing it, or acquiring it under
public ownership. When transit systems deteriorate in
the face of greater automobile usage, state or local
agencies charged with regulatory responsibility fre-
quently provide some form of indirect assistance, often
tax relief. But, when a regulatory body provides this
assistance, it no longer carries out its traditional regu-
latory role which is primarily to control the earnings of
monopolies. Instead, it is promoting and encouraging
services valued, to some degree, by the community.
When public ownership occurs, the distinction between
managerial and regulatory functions in a transportation
operation begins to evaporate, 68

Presently the 151 publicly owned mass transpor-
tation systems account for over 80 percent of all transit
revenues, transit passengers, and mass transportation
employees. This increased public ownership, puts trans-
portation regulation in the hands of the provider's own
governing body rather than in conventional regulatory
bodies which previously provided for an independent
scrutiny of transit management. Consequently, the
political responsiveness of the public transportation
body must be relied upon if the public is not to be
deprived of past regulatory restraints that were some-
times effective in keeping rates reasonable and providing
incentives for public transportation efficiency and
economy.

No matter what the regulatory structure, many regu-
latory mechanisms find it difficult to review their



responsibilities in a broad context. For example, local
agencies rarely consider that taxis or other forms of pri-
vate transportation might be utilized to perform services
for which a bus operation is uneconomical. As a general
rule, the two major passenger modes — the bus and the
automobile — usually have been viewed as separate en-
tities that cannot be combined. The interrelationship
between parking and mass transit regulatory policies
usually has not been recognized. Nevertheless, the avail-
ability of public parking and the rates that are charged
for such services have a marked influence on transit pa-
tronage. But, few state or local regulatory agencies have
the authority to examine the relationship between these
two phenomena, or deal with other intermodal ques-
tions. Consequently, many areas create special purpose
public transportation authorities to consolidate the most
critical metropolitan transportation mode outside the

regulatory process, and let other unconsolidated modes
shift for themselves as best they can.

New mechanisms at both the state and regional level
may be required to coordinate and regulate metropolitan
passenger transportation. New state departments of
transportation and metropolitan transportation instru-
mentalities such as the Metropolitan Transportation
Authority in New York, the Metropolitan Transporta-
tion Commission in San Francisco, and the Metropolitan
Council {and Metropolitan Transit Commission) in
Minneapolis-St. Paul already spearhead most public
transportation planning, and also might be asked to
provide or oversee coordinated regulatory policies for
entire metropolitan areas. With such coordinated
regulatory control over multimodal operations and
facilities, they could devise pricing schemes that might
result in better balanced transportation use in urban
areas.

The present need, therefore, may be to establish
multimodal transportation regulation that will affect
urban transportation of all types — auto, bus, rail, and
taxi — since all are complementary elements in the
overall system.'®® One report, for example, notes
several emerging principles for developing improved
regulatory policies in urban areas. They include:

wthe need for transit regulation to be linked to
broad community planning and policy goals;

ethe requirement for better channels of public
communication about regulatory policies;

esthe development of regulatory policies that will
be sensitive to the transit riders, the taxpayer, the
business community, and other community in-
terests;

e the need for improved funding which would
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promote better coordination among transportation
systems;

ethe need for close coordination among transit
related programs;

» the requirement for periodic review of regulatory
decisions and processes; and

=the development of relevant data and analytical
skills which will provide a rational base for
metropolitan regulatory policies, 170

All these policies may be essential if regulatory activities
are to solve difficult urban transportation problems. If
regulatory policies do not become more sophisticated
and comprehensive, then they may continue to be an
obstacle to more effective metropolitan transportation
planning, financing, and implementation.

Interstate Commerce
Commission Regulations

The Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) is a
Federal agency created by Congress to regulate interstate
surface transportation. Some 24,000 private companies
provide domestic transportation service in the United
States and are subject to [CC regulations. These
companies include railroads, trucking companies, bus
lines, water carriers, oil pipelines, freight forwarders,
transportation brokers, and express agencies. It is the
ICC’s responsibility to insure an adequate and efficient
transportation system under private ownership. The
objective of ICC regulations is to eliminate
discriminatory practices which favor some shippers or
localities at the expense of others,

The ICC is the oldest of independent regulatory
agencies. It regulates, by mode of transport and in
varying degrees, the rates, routes, operating rights,
abandonment, sale, and mergers of surface carriers; it
conducts investigations and awards damages where ap-
plicable; and administers railroad bankruptcy proceed-
ings. It also prescribes a uniform system of financial
accounts and records for carriers subject to the act, and
analyzes issuance of transportation securities.

The ICC was initially established to regulate interstate
transportation in response to monopoly and cartel
conditions in the nation’s railroads. Until 1935, it sought
to regulate these cartels through rate controls. ICC
regulations were designed to promote national and
regional economic development by hastening railroad
consolidation, but since the 1940’s, these regulations



gradually proved counter-productive, and have failed to
bolster the health of the railroad industry.

Legislation enacted since 1935 has changed funda-
mentally the character of regulation from an emphasis
on control of price and service practices, and encourage-
ment of intermodal competition, to the recent concern
with restricting both intramodal and intermodal com-
petition. To accomplish this latter purpose, primary
reliance has been placed on entry controls and minimum
rate regulation to eliminate ‘‘destructuve” com-
petition.'77 As the trucking industry has become less
competitive and motor carriers have adopted dis-
criminating rate structures, restrictions on entry have
reduced the number of competing trucking firms in
many markets. This has increased the size of trucking
firms far beyond that needed for economies of scale, and
encouraged excess capacity, which, in turn, has pro-
duced higher costs and rates for intercity trucking.

These recent regulatory policies have diverted vast
volumes of high value freight over medium and long
distance hauls and billions of dollars of revenue from
low cost railroads to the high cost truckers.’72 As one
report puts it,

...the new regulation that was originally
designed to assist the railroads to continue
their common carrier services. . .has turned
out to provide incentives for rapid expansion
of trucking and barge transport that other-
wise would not have occurred. Moreover, it
has stimulated greater investment in public
highway and waterway facilities. Thus, the
new regulation has gone hand in hand with
promotional policies of government in the
last several decades encouraging overdevelop-
ment of the modes dependent upon publicly
assisted facilities, and underdevelopment of
that part of the railroad network that the
economy highly depends on as the most
efficient mode for medium and long distance
traffic.173

In sum, there is a growing tendency to doubt the
value of ICC regulations in providing a competitive and
appropriate balance among transportation modes. Pre-
sent regulations have encouraged economic concentra-
tion in the rail and motor freight industry. They have
reduced the opportunity for competition within and
between transportation industries. All this has resulted
in higher prices for transportation services and possibly
over-investment in highway and airport facilities. The
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question now is whether this imbalance can be redressed
by new regulatory policies.

Civil Aeronautics Board and
Federal Aviation Administration Regulations

The Civil Aeronautics Board (CAB) bases its legal
authority on the Civil Aeronautics Act of 71938, the
Presidential Reorganization of 1940, and the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958, It presently regulates domestic air
carrier operations — including rates, routes, operating
rights, and mergers. [t also formulates and grants oper-
ating subsidies, and assists in the development of
international air transport. The Federal Aviation Admin-
istration (FAA) is another regulatory agency which is
responsible for the regulation of civil aviation, including
safety and the efficient use of air space shared by both
civil and military aircraft. It has responsibilities for cer-
tifying both pilots and aircraft and is responsible for
establishing and updating a national airport system plan.
This plan identifies locations of future airports and sug-
gests what type of development is desirable at these
locations.’74

Federal air transportation regulations have met with
mixed success. On the positive side, CAB reguiations
have contributed to greater economic competition in the
airline industry. Even though freedom of entry is
restricted, the industry is more competitive than in the
past. One report, for example, indicates that more than
half of all U.S. domestic air passengers now have a
choice of competitive services.’”S Airline safety has
improved as a result of increasingly sophisticated FAA
safety regulations. Aijrcraft fatalities per 100-million
passenger miles have been reduced by over 90 percent
between 1933 and 1965.176

These regulations, however, also have had their
drawbacks. Some observers believe that Federal regu-
lations have retarded the development of aircraft tech-
nology, especially those that prevent increased industry
strength through merger of aircraft producers and
domestic airlines.'?7 Federal regulations also have not
explored the possiblities of using airport pricing to
reduce major airport congestion and to encourage
greater use of reliever airports in metropolitan areas.?78
Lack of airport pricing techniques has also encouraged
the rapidly developing general aviation industry to use
and unnecessarily congest the same busy commercial
airports as the major airlines use, when they could just as
well use separate satellite airports.172

Operating subsidies have proved to be another prob-
lem for the CAB. Several studies have found that local



service subsidies have been used inefficiently by major
airlines. With only a few exceptions, these airlines have
been reluctant to use small passenger planes for service
to smaller urban areas. Rather, they have used the
subsidies to acquire planes that are simply too large to
be economical for local service routes. 89

Finally, CAB regulations have discouraged the devel-
opment of multimodal air transport companies. Such
companies, it is argued by some, could provide more
efficient passenger and freight movement to and from
the nation’s large metropolitan airports. In the same
vein, the CAB has not prodded airlines to develop more
efficient short haul, intercity airline service. Though
short haul trips prove uneconomic for large aircraft, the
CAB has not been able to induce airlines, local govern-
ments, and aircraft producers to use smaller aircraft for
more efficient service over these hauls.181

Promulgating airline regulations that both insure
more efficient air service and provide better coordina-
tion with other transportation modes is a difficult
undertaking. 182 Governments at all levels are vitally
interested in the operations of the airline industry. Yet,
their concerns with air transport operations differ
markedly. The Federal government seeks to promote
and protect the economic health of the airline system
through its regulatory policies; state governments often
promote transportation as a key factor in their economic
development policies; while local governments are most
concerned with the environmental and land use effects
of airport development. Conflicting interests, then,
make it difficult to implement a regulatory system that
will be satisfactory to all. Even within governmental
levels, different agencies have different perspectives on
various air service regulations. Conceivably, the resolu-
tion of regulatory policy conflicts may have to be
pursued, at least in part, through recourse to the
planning process rather than by streamlining present
regulatory policies.

National Transportation
Safety Regulations

A number of governmental organizations have trans-
portation safety responsibilities. Their mandate covers
both urban and national safety problems. The National
Transportation Safety Board promulgates transportation
safety requirements in the marine, railroad, highway,
pipeline, and civil aviation areas. The safety board’s main
mission is ““. . .to determine the cause of transportation
accidents and to make recommendations aimed at
preventing such accidents from happening.’’183 While
housed in the Department of Transportation, it is an
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autonomous agency headed by five members appointed
by the President and confirmed by the Senate.

The safety board gives primary attention to investi-
gating the causes of all U.S. civil aircraft accidents. It
maintains a “Go Team” in Washington made up of air
safety investigators with specialized skills and on contin-
uous alert to investigate any major U.S. air disaster.
Non-fatal investigative work is handled either by the
FAA or the board’s field offices. The board limits its
surface transportation inquiries to catastrophic, tech-
nically unusual, or national interest cases where
industrywide corrective measures can be developed.
Most surface accident investigations are carried out by
the Federal agencies directly involved: the Federal
Railroad Administration, the U.S. Coast Guard, the
Federal Highway Administration, and the Office of
Pipeline Safety.

While the National Transportation Safety Board has
no powers to order correction, its hearings, special
studies, and public releases carry considerable weight by
the force of public opinion. In its 1968 annual report,
for example, the board emphasized the new and com-
plex safety problems posed by the introduction of
supersonic transportation and jumbo jets and the contin-
ued growth of general aviation, all of which have a
pronounced urban impact.

Highway safety regulations were once under the
jurisdiction of the National Highway Safety Bureau and
the Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety, both of which are in
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). However,
with the enactment of the Highway Safety Act of 1970,
the National Highway Safety Bureau became the Nation-
al Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) and
the Federal Highway Administration shared its safety
responsibilities with this new agency, through a new
associate administrator for motor carriers and highway
safety.184

The NHTSA has responsibility for developing safety
standards related to vehicles and drivers, while the
FHWA issues standards regarding highway design, con-
struction and maintenance, traffic engineering services,
identification and surveillance of accident locations, and
pedestrian safety.18% Together, the two administrations
are responsible for a fairly comprehensive highway and
traffic safety program.

Not only does the FHWA issue Federal safety
standards for motor vehicles, but it also conducts
programs concerning automobile defects and recall
campaigns. The FHWA issues standards and certifica-
tions, under the Highway Safety Act, for a wide variety
of Federally assisted state and local highway safety
programs, Matching Federal funds are made available to



assist state and local communities in improving and
expanding certified safety programs.’® Among the
activities that have been jointly engaged in are over
18,000 safety spot improvement projects involving such
matters as new bridges and guardrails (ultimately ex-
pected to cost over $2-billion), out of control car
problems, and projects for upgrading traffic control
devices.

Under the Highway Safety Act, NHTSA possesses
broad rule making authority. By the end of 1972, it had
issued a total of 51 rules and regulations and 379
amendments to existing standards. Considerable litiga-
tion has arisen over its activities in enforcing safety
standards, especially on such matters as passive restraint
devices for new automobiles. Some of this litigation is
intiated by NHTSA itself which has the power to seek
civil penalties through court action.

Civil Rights Regulations Affecting
Urban Transportation

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 provides that
... No person in the United States shall, on ground of
race, color, or national origin, be excluded from
participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be
subjected to discrimination under any program or
activity receiving Federal financial assistance.” Each
Federal agency has the primary responsibility for en-
forcement of this non-discrimination mandate in its
direct or aided programs. This responsibility must be
exercised positively, not merely in response to com-
plaints of discrimination. Regular inspections and re-
views are necessary to insure that aid recipients are
meeting the requirements of Title VI, since it is assumed
that otherwise, there might be perfunctory observance
of the law. Thus, the ultimate success of Title VI
depends largely on how effectively compliance is moni-
tored in the field. The U.S. Civil Rights Commission has
prepared materials to assist the Federal agencies in
developing their regulations and agencywide Title VI
compliance plans. The Attorney General’s office also has
issued guidelines for enforcement of Title VI.

In January of 1973, the U.S. Civil Rights Commission
issued a report entitled, The Federal Civil Rights En-
forcement Effort — A Reassessment, This report was the
third in a series which reviewed actions taken by Federal
agencies to enforce civil rights laws. The commission’s
basic conclusion was that the Federal effort was in-
adequate and had not improved substantially since
1971.187 While the commission stressed the continued
weakness of overall Federal efforts to enforce Title VI, it
did emphasize that progress has been made in a number
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of areas.'88 Both the FHWA and UMTA, however, were
criticized for not having identified the long range civil
rights implications of their programs, although UMTA
was recognized as having established a better system
than FHWA for analyzing the civil rights impact of its
proposed projects. _

According to the Civil Rights Commission report,
“,..Major Title VI implications of the Federal Aid
Highway Program relate to the immediate and direct
consequences of highway location and construc-
tion — including such matters as community disruption,
and family displacement and relocation —and to the
future impact of the program in terms of housing and
employment opportunities generated by the highway.
The latter category involves such issues as suburban
access, urban polarization and central city viability,”189
How the FHWA proposes to meet these issues, the Civil
Rights Commission claims, is unclear.

The selection and retention of contractors and
subcontractors also are Title VI matters, but the Civil
Rights Commission asserted that FHWA has paid little
attention to this area, especially to such issues as
qualifications of contractors, bonding requirements, and
the size of contracts — all of which may have significant
civil rights implications. Other criticisms made of both
FHWA and UMTA in the Civil Rights Commission report
included: the inadequate collection of racial and ethnic
data on communities affected by proposed highways or
other transportation facilities, the perfunctory manner
of pre-approval and post award grant reviews, and the
lack, until recently, of DOT audit coverage of contracts
and grants for compliance with civil rights require-
ments.190 Complaint investigations, monitoring of field
activities, and enforcement actions involving civil rights
requirements also were found to be inadequate.

OMB Circular A-95 gives public agencies charged with
enforcing state and local civil rights laws the opportunity
to comment on proposed Federal and Federal aid
projects, but adverse comments do not insure that a
project will be rejected or even modified by the
responsible Federal agency considering any adverse
comments received through A-95 clearinghouses. While
any Federal agency approving a project in the face of
these adverse comments is required to submit a written
explanation, the A-95 process is only advisory, and
cannot be considered a reliable civil rights enforcement
tool. Thus, it does not relieve Federal agencies of the
responsibility for developing a structured Title VI
preapproval mechanism, 121

Another civil rights mandate relevant to urban
transportation is the Equal Employment Opportunity
Act, Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 Title VIl



declares in part that it is ‘. . .unlawful to fail or refuse to
hire. . .or otherwise to discriminate against any individ-
ual with respect to his. . .conditions, or privileges of
employment because of such individual’s race, color,
religion, sex, or national origin.” The Department of
Justice and the Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission (EEOC) share responsibility for Title VII and
jurisdiction over the private sector, state and local
employees, educational institutions, and other quasi-
public activities.

Title VII is only one of several statutory or regulatory
bases for oversight of employment in the private sector.
The Office of Federal Contract Compliance, created to
administer Executive Order 11246, prohibits discrimina-
tory employment practices and requires affirmative
actions on the part of government contractors with
regard to equal employment opportunity. The Depart-
ment of justice has the main enforcement authority
within the Federal establishment to bring suits against
offenders.

Under the authority of Title VII, the EEOC has
attempted to improve the status of minority employees
in the trucking industry, for example. In a November
1971 report, the EEOC emphasized it had utilized field
visits, compliance reviews, and adjudication of individual
charges of discrimination, to resolve complaints of
discrimination in the industry.192 On October 25, 1973,
Assistant Attorney General for Civil Rights, . Stanley
Pottinger, wrote letters to 514 major trucking companies
accusing them of practicing job discrimination against
blacks and Spanish surnamed workers. The companies,
the Trucking Employers, Inc. (which represents the
firms in collective bargaining), and the International
Brotherhood of Teamsters, were given 30 days to answer
the charges, though the Department of Justice indicated
court action would be taken regardless of the responses.
The department had apparently concluded, after
investigation, that the common carriers in the trucking
industry were conducting a pattern of unfawful
employment practices. This suit'23 will be a major civil
rights case affecting more than 400,000 employees in
this industry.24 Thus far 114 trucking companies have
signed consent decrees. The EEOC has been submitting
briefs to a range of Federal regulatory agencies
concerning various transportation services.195 As
Federal and state regulatory agencies take a greater
interest in equal opportunity in the transportation
industry, such civil rights requirements can be expected
to have a greater impact on transportation practices in
metropolitan areas.

Relocation Regulations

Under the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
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Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (PL 91-646)

which implemented several recommendations adopted
by this Commission in 1965,196 all Federal and Fed-

erally aided programs under which families or businesses
are displaced must provide uniform and equitable
relocation services for such displaced persons. Uniform
and equitable land acquisition policies are also required.
Prior to 1971, no standardized policy existed among
Federal agencies as to relocation benefits for displaced
persons or businesses. 197

The payment schedule provided for in the law covers
moving and related costs, replacement housing for home
owners, mortgage insurance for replacement housing,
and replacement housing for tenants and others. A range
of relocation assistance advisory services also must be
provided, and relocation activities must be coordinated
with project work. The Federal agency head responsible
for administrating the Federal financial assistance that
causes displacement may take such action as is necessary
to provide appropriate housing (funded by project
money) if he determines that such housing cannot
otherwise be made available. It is expected that the
services of state or local housing agencies also will be
utilized.

The relocation law requires that arrangements for
assistance payments must be satisfactorily made before a
Federal grant, contract, or agreement is entered into
with a state or local agency. The cost of providing
payments and assistance under the act is considered an
eligible expense for which Federal financial assistance is
available.

The Federal Highway Administration has issued
“Policy and Procedure Memoranda’” (PPM’s) to imple-
ment the relocation law, The PPM-1 series of directives
sets up procedures to insure the prompt and equitable
relocation and reestablishment of persons, businesses,
farms, and non-profit organizations displaced as a result
of Federal and Federal aid highway construction. A
hearing and appeals procedure is provided to encourage
amicable resofutions of relocation controversies, 198

The Uniform Relocation Act, however, still suffers
from several deficiencies, including the lack of income or
asset limits to determine eligibility for the benefits under
the act, a sure method of making rental assistance
payments to beneficiaries, the sharing of relocation costs
on the same basis as other project costs, and the greater
benefits available to a former owner rather than to a
former tenant, On the other hand, the Uniform Reloca-
tion Act provides that any Federally aided project
certify the existence of suitable relocation opportunities
for displaced persons. If such housing is not available,
Federal aid funds may be used for the rental or purchase



of housing on a “last resort” basis. Moreover, plans for
use of Federal funds in this manner must be reviewed
through the regular A-95 process. Consequently, metro-
politan transportation efforts now provide substantial
relocation resources to those who would be displaced by
Federal or Federally aided urban transportation projects
designed to implement an areawide transportation pro-
gram,199

Environmental Protection
Regulations

Two major Federal laws — the Clean Air Act and the
National Environmental Policy Act — have injected en-
vironmental considerations forcefully into the
transportation scene in the past few years. These two
acts are explained briefly below.

Air Pollution Control. Congress first enacted air
pollution control legislatiion in 1955.2990 [njtial legis-
lation provided grants-in-aid for state and local air
pollution control agencies; its underlying assumption
was that states had primary responsibilities for air
pollution control. When the Clean Air Act of 1963 was
enacted, the Secretary of HEW was authorized to
publish non-mandatory air quality criteria and to en-
courage voluntary efforts to prevent motor vehicle
exhaust pollution. He also was authorized to intervene
when air pollution control measures were insufficient in
any state.

The Clean Air Act of 1965 amendments authorized
the Federal government to promulgate and enforce
Federal emission standards for new motor vehicles
without state or local participation. The law was based
on the commerce clause of the Constitution, and
included the right to bring suit against polluters. The
1967 Air Quality Act mandated issuance of Federal air
quality criteria. Once Federal guidelines had been issued,
states were to set specific standards and see that they
were implemented. The Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare was authorized to bring legal action if
the states failed to enforce either their own or Federally
imposed standards. The 1967 legislation also gave the
Secretary of HEW exclusive authority to establish and
improve emission standards for new motor vehicles,

except where a state had higher standards.

The Environmental Protection Agency assumed
HEW’s clean air function in 1970. The 7970 Clean Air
Amendments required the achievement of national
ambient air quality standards to protect the public
health, by 1975291 All 50 states are required to submit
air pollution control plans that specify strategies for
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reaching and maintaining national standards of air
quality.

With regard to new car emissions, the act specifies ma-
jor reductions of hydrocarbons and carbon monoxide by
1975 and nitrogen oxides by 1976, subject to a one year
extension by EPA if the necessary technology is not avail-
able. This extension has been made. During 1973, there
was considerable controversy concerning the feasibility of
achieving clean air requirements as established by the act.
In many instances, EPA has had little room for flexibility,
since it was under compulsion of court orders to imple-
ment the 1970 amendments.

One of the major developments in air quality legislation
and regulation has been the deemphasis of local controls.
The shift first to state and then to national oversight re-
flects a growing recognition that the problem is national in
scope, and that the primary role of the states and the local-
ities is to devise methods for the application of emission
standards and their enforcement.

One of the most dramatic impacts of the 7970 Clean
Air Amendments wmay be on commuter driving
habits.292 At least 37 metropolitan areas are especially
hard hit by automotive poliution, where Federal
emission limits on new motor vehicles will not be
sufficient for air quality standards to meet the statutory
deadline. Supplementary state imposed transportation
controls will be necessary for achieving national air
quality standards in these areas.293

The current energy shortage, along with air quality ob-
jectives, may be a major stimulus for reducing automobile
use in favor of mass transit. The other basic approaches
to controiling emissions involve inspection and main-
tenance of air pollution control equipment, retro-fit of
emission devices for older vehicles, and changes in traffic
patterns.

Significant debate between EPA and environmental
groups centers on enforcement of the 7967 Air Quality
Act. Environmental groups argue that the act requires
EPA to disapprove any state implementation plan
allowing for significant deterioration in air quality, even
if such air does not violate Federal air quality standards.
Federa! district courts and the Supreme Court have
decided in favor of the environmental groups. EPA, how-
ever, still has little guidance for carrying out a
non-degradation policy which will not solidify existing
patterns of economic growth. Present judicial mandates
apparently would curtail growth in areas presently
having clean air, and require instead that growth take
place in developed areas that already have air quality
problems,204

Another major issue is the act’s requirement for major
emission reductions for new automobiles in 1975 and
1976. The EPA administrator agreed to a one year exten-



sion in imposing control standards only after considerable
litigation. This decision was based on a determination that
the economic risks of denying the extension outweighed
the slight air quality gain. Nevertheless, the EPA decision
has been that existing technology does permit auto com-
panies to meet 1975-1976 requirements; a major debate
still rages as to what kind of technology is most reliable
and desirable for meeting these standards.

The National Environmental Policy Act. The second
major piece of environmental protection legislation with a
substantial impact on urban transportation is the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). This esta-
biishes a national policy requiring all Federal agencies to
give full consideration to environmental affects in their
program planning. The key provision of the actis Section
102 (2) (¢} which requires every Federal agency to prepare
a detailed statement of environmental impact for every
major Federal action that might significantly affect en-
vironmental quality. Thousands of such statements have
been filed with the Council on Environmental Quality
which also was established by NEPA. The types of impacts
to be considered include not only air quality, but also
water quality, erosion, noise, flooding, visual aesthetics,
and economic and social disruption.

Legal questions concerning the interpretation of Sec-
tion 102 (2) (¢} include:

1. Which agencies must comply with the Act?

2. What level of Federal involvement and action
requires preparation of a statement?

3. What magnitude must a “major” Federal action
achieve before an impact statement must be pre-
pared?

4. Does the act apply to the environmentally pro-
tective regulatory programs of Federal agencies?

5. Must it always be a Federal official who prepares
the final impact statement?

6. How much and what kinds of information must
it contain?

7. How is NEPA to be applied when several agencies
are involved in a single action?

Court reception of NEPA has been favorable. One re-
port notes that ‘.. . The courts’ leading role in requiring
compliance with NEPA may be traced in large measure to
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their current willingness to review all agency action more
closely than they did only a few years ago.”29% Courts
have eased ‘‘standing’ requirements to enable the filing
of “public interest’” lawsuits brought by citizens and
organizations which claim injury to their environmental
interests when NEPA is improperly implemented, or
when an agency fails to provide information to the
public or to guarantee opportunities for comment and
participation,208

The vigorous court review of agency compliance with
NEPA provisions suggests that Federal agencies may ne-
glect such requirements at their peril. In reviewing pre-
pared statements, the courts are strongly influenced by
the NEPA’s policy of full disclosure; the courts are fully
aware that if the level of thoroughness of statement pre-
paration is left to the agencies themselves to determine,
cursory or selfserving statements may be submitted which
do not enable the responsible Federal decisionmakers to
truly consider environmental values.

The Federal Highway Administration is covered not
only by NEPA provisions dealing with enviromental pro-
tection, but also by Section 136 (b) of the Federal Aid
Highway Act of 1970 which deals with economic, social,
and environmental effects of Federal aid highway pro-
jects. Section 136 (b) directs the Secretary of Transporta-
tion to develop guidelines or standards to be applied to
future Federal aid highway projects. 1t calls for guidelines
for consideration of economic, social and environmental
factors; standards for highway noise levels; and air
quality guidelines.

The key provisions of Section 136 (b) direct the
Secretary to develop environmental guidelines to assure
(a) that possible economic, social, and environmental
effects relating to propased highway projects are fully
considered in developing highway projects?2®7 and
(b) that final decisions on highway projects are made in
the overall public interest, taking into consideration the
need for fast, safe and efficient transportation, public
services, and the cost of eliminating or minimizing
adverse environmental effects. Section 136 (b)
guidelines are to be developed in consultation with
appropriate Federal and state officials, and are to be
applicable to any proposed highway project which
requires approval by the Secretary of Transportation.

On May 18, 1972, the Comptroller General of the
United States filed an evaluation of Federal efforts to
implement the National Environmental Protection Act
of 1969. This GAO study indicated that most Federal
agencies {1) did not complete their statements in time to
accompany proposals to all levels of review, or in time
for them to be used in the early stages of decision
making, and (2) did not effectively review the results of
plans to ensure that the environment is protected as



anticipated. State highway departments generally pre-
pare the draft environmental impact statements for pro-
posed highway projects and obtain comments on the
statements  from  Federal, state, and local
agencies — before proposing locations for the projects to
FHWA division offices. The final statements also are
prepared by the state highway departments and are filed
with the Council on Environmental Quality by the
administrator of FHWA. But state highway departments’
studies of highway needs are often conducted before
draft environmental impact statements are prepared.
During a later stage when the state makes a location
study, a final statement is prepared and the state then
sets the specific location for the project. Thus, the
environmental impact statement is not as useful as it
might be, if it were available earlier in the decision
making process or applied to an entire highway system
plan for a particular area.

The GAO report emphasizes that agency procedures
should specify the various kinds of actions requiring
impact statements, and the circumstances which will
necessitate statements for actions broader than projects.
The distinction between primary and secondary impacts
was found to be blurred and the extent of secondary
impacts was not sufficiently described.298Along with the
other Federal agencies reviewed, the Federal Highway
Administration was called upon to assure that public
views are properly solicited, considered, and evaluated.
The FHWA regulations do not require state highway
agencies to explain environmental impact statements to
persons at public hearings but they do allow written
comments from the public within ten days following the
hearing. Greater sensitivity to public opinion might well
head off later legal actions that tend to block effective
transportation planning and implementation. In the
same vein, since the Federal Highway Administration
does have a list of all agencies having expertise in special
areas of environmental protection, the GAO urges a
greater exchange of views and other types of co-
operation between Federal, state, and local agencies that
have an interest in the environmental impacts involved,
especiaily in follow-up procedures in order to determine
whether an environmental impact statement has been
adhered to.

The General Accounting Office (GAO) emphasized
the need for the Council on Environmental Quality, the
Environmental Protection Agency, and the Office of
Management and Budget to assist different Federal agen-
cies in preparing environmental impact statements. Sev-
eral states also have required their own environmental
impact statements as well, State agency performance in
this field has often compiemented and sometimes sur-
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passed national efforts. A recent national symposium on
state environmental legislation, however, suggested that
methods be explored for enabling compliance with both
Federal and state environmental impact requirements
without excessive duplication,299

Land Use Regulation

As was pointed out in earlier chapters, traditional
land use measures focused largely on prohibiting inap-
propriate uses of land, rather than on promoting a
balance among different types of land use, and between
major land uses, transportation and other community
facilities. They have permitted unplanned developments
to flourish, resulting in unattractive and costly land use
patterns. The essentially negative character of many es-
tablished land use regulations has allowed little positive
planning to meet projected public facility needs. As a
result, the nation has experienced severe community
development conflicts. The enormous competing pres-
sures on existing fand resources, a lack of adequate data
for sound comprehensive planning, and the absence of
effective means of implementing land use plans in con-
cert with transportation and other related development
plans, are all factors which have exacerbated the
metropolitan transportation problem. As a recent U.S.
Senate report points out:210

.. .the highway planning of the recent past
provides an excellent example of the failure
of single purpose planning. Planners have
routed highways through parks where land is
invaluable for recreation but cheap for road
building, carved up low income districts with
commuter access roads — thus effectively de-
stroying any sense of community; poured
additional highway lanes into cities unable
to cope with more automobile traffic and air
pollution; and sited major interchanges with-
out regard to the unplanned and often
unanticipated growth centers which they
generate,

The Local Nature of Most Land Use Controls. Per-
haps the greatest problem of land use control, limiting
efforts to balance urban development with areawide
systems of transportation, has been its exclusively local
nature. Urban land use controls have been exercised
almost exclusively by individual municipalities, although
some counties also have assumed local zoning and sub-
division control authority for their unincorporated areas
in recent years. These regulations remain jealously guard-



ed by each locality; they are imposed with a high degree
of individuality and a low degree of predictability; and
they often feave the long range public works planners at
a loss in tying their policy proposals to land use plans
with any great feeling of confidence. Not only in trans-
portation, but also in fields like water and sewer utilities,
open spaces, Federal facilities, and over 100 Federally
assisted community programs, areawide planning and
review are called for by Federal regulations. Land use
controls, then, are virtually the only types of local
development decisions having an areawide impact which
still remain outside the review of higher levels of govern-
ment in most states. But this situation is beginning to
change, as noted below.

Some States are Beginning to Step In. Some state
governments have developed an awareness that conven-
tional, locally administered land use controls are ineffec-
tive by themselves in coping with today’s needs.
Consequently, they have begun to reassert their own
powers.

Early state land use planning efforts focused primar-
ily on rural areas, since urban communities often already
had well established land use control systems. The first
major state land use legislation occurred in Hawaii in
1961 with the advent of its comprehensive statewide
zoning law.2%" Under this act, the state was divided into
the following  classifications: (a) agricultural,
(b) conservation, (c) rural, (d) urban. Development
policy was established at the state level, but
implementation was carried out cooperatively with local
governments. Following Hawaii's lead, seven other
states — Colorado, Vermont, Maine, Arizona, Nevada,
Oregon, and Florida — have also instituted statewide
comprehensive land use measures. Many other states
have developed controls for areas such as coastal zones,
shore lines, and the wetlands.212 Numerous other states
have enacted laws regulating power plant siting, strip
mining, and waste disposal.2'3 Furthermore, at least
half of the states have taken some action to assert their
authority for determining valid exercise of the land use
power. In most such instances, states provide broad
oversight and guidelines rather than assuming the land
use planning function itself.

Recent Florida legislation, the 1972 Land and Water
Management Act, exemplifies the character of recent
statewide land use programs. The basic program
established by the act contains two major elements:
control of critical areas, and regulation of developments
having regional impact.2'4 The first element focuses on
geographic areas (e.g., wetlands, historic sites), and the
second on specific types of regional development
wherever they might occur. In the latter case, the law
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empowers the state to adopt guidelines and standards to
be wused in deciding whether certain land use
developments constitute ‘‘developments of regional
impact (DRI’s}).”

Guidelines and standards that have been adopted un-
der the act relate to such developments as airports,
recreational facilities, power plants, hospitals, and court
facilities. To be classified as a development of regional
impact, a project has to be large enough to have an
impact over more than one county. Land use controls
affecting such a project must identify the extent to
which the development would create or alleviate en-
vironmental problems such as air, water, or noise pollu-
tion, and the amount of pedestrian or vehicular traffic
generated by it. When land use permits are requested for
a regional project, the local government having jurisdic-
tion will be required to consider (1) the conformity of
the proposed project to the state land development plan,
and (2) the project’s regional impact as analyzed in the
report undertaken by the relevant regional planning
agency.

These recent new approaches by states to prevent the
consequences of unplanned growth, to preserve environ-
mentally sensitive areas, and to prevent problems of land
poltution will have major judicial repercussions.21% One
legal issue being raised with increasing frequency con-
cerns the “taking” of land through these new land use
measures. L.and use controls inevitably restrict, to some
extent, the way private land owners may use their prop-
erty.  While traditional zoning and subdivision
regulations have long been accepted as legitimate con-
straints on private property rights, more recent land use
measures will again have to be scrutinized to insure that
they do not result in taking land without the just com-
pensation provided for in the U.S. Constitution and
most state constitutions. Many law suits are now being
filed against new land use control measures, so the
legality of these laws will be resolved in the courts. The
basic issue concerns the balance between private proper-
ty rights, on the one hand, and public needs and
requirements, on the other.

National Interest Has Been Aroused. National land
use legislation is another development in the maturation
of land use controls. S. 268, 93rd Congress, 1st Session,
known as the Land Use Policy and Planning Assistance
Act, passed the Senate twice, but was rejected by the
House. Nevertheless, comparable efforts are likely to be
made in the 94th Congress. The program envisioned by
this legislation is designed to assist Federal, state, and
local governments to adopt a program of long range land
use planning and management.



Under this proposal, the states would be required to
develop a planning process within a three year period
that would include an appropriate planning agency at
the state level, a sound information system, and ade-
quate staff and funding. Within five years of the bill’s
enactment, land use programs would have to be devel-
oped which concentrate on five categories of critical
areas and uses of more than local concern. These five
categories are:

1) areas of critical environmental concern (e.g.,
beaches, flood plains, significant wildlife habitats,
historical areas);

2) key facilities (e.g., major airports, highway in-
terchanges and frontage access highways; recrea-
tional facilities; and the facilities for the develop-
ment, generation, and transmission of energy);

3) large scale developments (e.g., industrial parks
or major subdivisions);

4) public facilities or utilities of regional benefit
(e.g., solid waste disposal or sewerage systems); and

5) land sales or development projects {e.g., major
recreational areas).

The measure assumes that local governments will con-
tinue to make land use decisions on matters of local
concern. In areas of state concern, two alternative
methods are possible — local implementation in accor-
dance with state guidelines, or direct state planning. The
former method is the one generally employed by most
states in their present land use planning activities, and
this method would be encouraged by S. 268.

State land use programs would be reviewed in an
interagency process involving affected Federal agencies.
In situations where a state is held to be ineligible to
continue receiving funding, this judgment will have to be
concurred in by a three member (Federal official, gov-
ernor, and impartial citizen) ad hoc hearing board
established in the Executive Office of the President. No
sanction other than termination of grants is contained in
S. 268, although previous proposals did contain sanc-
tions involving funds from other relevant programs.

S. 268 would not only provide Federal tecnical assis-
tance and a grant-in-aid program to the individual states
to assist them in land use planning and management, but
also grants-in-aid for interstate coordination of land use
planning, Indian lands planning, research and training in
land use related subjects, and new authority for better
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coordination between planning for Federal lands and
non-Federal lands.

This proposal would give the Council on Environ-
mental Quality (CEQ) primary responsibility for a three
year study of the suitability of national iand use poli-
cies, and assure coordination with related Federal
legislation such as the HUD 701 planning assistance
program, the coastal zone management program, the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, and the Clean Air
Act.

CONCLUSION

This chapter has provided a wide ranging description
of the service roles of different types of public and
private transportation providers. It has indicated some of
the developments which have led to the present appor-
tionment of transportation roles among Federal, state,
and local governments and the private sector. It also has
probed the various financing and regulatory policies
which have confirmed or changed the service responsi-
bilities -of these actors. These analyses provide the basis
for certain generalizations and questions regarding the
institutional, fiscal, and regulatory policies that affect
urban transportation systems.

Summary of Findings

The ten major findings of this chapter may be sum-
marized as follows:

While there is no one universal metropolitan pattern

of sharing responsibilities for the delivery of
transportation services, several discernible arrangements
occur frequently, These organizational patterns of
transportation service provide alternative institutional
frameworks on which to base future Federal, state, and
local urban transportation policies.

Several possible service providers — the municipality,
the county, the state, independent and dependent
special districts, and the private sector — are involved in
metropolitan transportation. The ways these units com-
bine to provide services depend upon:

« population size,

e the number of modes of transportation,

e location in different parts of the nation, and

o the state and local governmental traditions appli-
cable to the individual urban areas,

These factors lead to differences in the number of levels
of government directly involved in transportation service
provision, different degrees of activity of the county as



an active partner in sharing local transportation responsi-
bility, greater or less reliance on special districts as a
service delivery mechanism, and different degrees of
involvement of the state in non-highway functions.

The most frequent pattern of transportation assign-
ment involves a multifunctional municipality, a county
with a single transportation function (roads), and one or
more transportation special districts. The special district
emerges as an important metropolitan transportation
provider especially in larger metropolitan areas and those
located on either the East or West coast. While large
metropolitan areas show heavy reliance on the special
district, moderate sized areas show a more equal mix of
general purpose local governments, special districts, and
private sector transportation providers. Small metro-

politan areas tend to rely mostly on municipal and
private sector transportation units.

The average metropolitan transportation planning
area has 11 urbanized municipalities, three counties, 38
special districts and four transportation special districts
serving a population of 655,700. The range of variation
is considerable with a low population of 57,978 to a
high of 16,111,384; with from one municipality to 381;
with no counties in a few areas to 15 in others; from one
special district to a high of 470; and with no transpor-
tation districts in some areas to well over 25 districts in
one area.

Functionally, municipal governments and special dis-
tricts are the prime providers of airport services.
Municipalities, counties, and the state share responsi-
bility in the highway function. Special districts grow
increasingly prominent as mass transit providers while
the private sector declines. Municipalities, special dis-
tricts, and the private sector share responsibilities for
parking.

The state role in transportation has been marked by

basic institutional change, specifically the consolida-
tion of traditionally separate transportation activities
within departments of transportation which, despite
some serious weaknesses, are resulting in more integrated
transportation planning and increased state responsive-
ness to the transportation problems of urban areas.
State departments of transportation (DOT’s) have been
created in 27 states, most of them highly urbanized, and
several more states are seriously considering the for-
mation of a DOT. Just under half of these state DOT’s
were created as part of comprehensive executive branch
reorganizations, while the remainder were established in
response to perceived inadequacies in existing institu-
tions for transportation. With respect to these inad-
equacies, proponents have argued that state DOT’s

256

would result in more balanced multimodal transpor-
tation systems and would facilitiate the linking of
transportation to other areas of state concern, especially
land use planning, environmental protection, and eco-
nomic development.

In general, the DOT states are marked by broader
financial participation in transportation than non-DOT
states, and are involved in more modes of
transportation — both through direct expenditures and
through intergovernmental aid. They also seem to have
developed stronger intermodal planning capabilities, and
have definitely moved more quickly into the financing
of mass transit than have non-DOT states. However, it is
difficult to determine whether this participation in a
broader range of transportation modes and greater
attention to intermodal planning are consequences of
the formation of the DOT’s, or preconditions which led
stares to adopt a DOT in the first place.

These generalizations conceal many important
differences among the state DOT’s, Despite the progress
made by the state DOT movement, serious problems
remain. Many of the existing state DOT’s do not have a
structure; scope of responsibilities; and centralization of
planning, policy, and budgetary power in the DOT
director commensurate with the magnitude of their task.
While a handful of DOT’s are quite strong, most will
probably have difficulty effecting a shift in current
transportation policies and outcomes. The state DOT’s
seem to possess strong planning powers and appear to be
producing high quality plans, but the prevalence of
modally  dedicated revenues which limit their
implementation flexibility may prevent the realization
of the potential of these plans.

Despite the progress in ameliorating some of these
weaknesses, especially by developing more flexible
financing systems for transportation, many DOT'’s will
have dificulty effecting a shift in the current balance
between transportation modes in their states. The
eventual success or failure of the DOT movement will be
determined by the extent to which the states provide
their DOT’s with the combination of powers and
responsibilities necessary for the achievement of their
goals.

General purpose local governments have a major
stake in the substantive improvement and
institutional reorganization of  metropolitan
transportation systems. Cities and counties have long
been significant metropolitan transportation providers.



Cities continue to provide a wide variety of metropolitan
transportation services despite the legal, structural, and
fiscal difficnlties that they face in the effort. Counties
are gradually emerging in some metropolitan areas as
areawide providers of mass transit and airport services.
in other areas, they offer considerable interlocal con-
tracting opportunities to constituent local governments.
Yet, both cities and counties face a variety of restraints
in providing higher quality transportation services. The
lack of county home rule in many states confines them
mainly to the provision of highway services, and cities
face prohibitions in the development of subsidy schemes
that might be used to bolster sagging urban transporta-
tion ventures. Both units often face considerable tax and
debt restrictions which sometimes can be the reason for
not undertaking fundamental but expensive improve-
ments in the urban transportation system. And all too
often, both cities and counties still have not yet develop-
ed cooperative measures that would insure that one or
the other might be a more important metropolitan trans-
portation agent.

Both types of governmental units, however, view the
creation of areawide and subordinate state
transportation units with considerable apprehension,
These single purpose mechanisms can become monopoly
service providers within a metropolitan area and their
transportation policies have significant impact on the
development and operation of the SMSAs overail
transportation system. The institution of these new
regional unifunctional mechanisms often heightens
undue conflict among transportation modes. In a few
areas such as Minneapolis-St. Paul, San Francisco, and
New York, generalist, multifunctional, state sponsored
regional districts are exerting supervisory controls over
unifunctional districts. In most other areas, however,
independent and state dependent districts often act
apart from the continuing control of general purpose
local governments even though they themselves
sometimes  offer  areawide  services or other
transportation services which are affected significantly
by the actions on these regional units. Closer interaction,
supervision, and control of regional mechanisms, then,
remains a continuing problem for general purpose local
units as they attempt to contribute to better
management of the metropolitan transportation system.

Special districts — independent and dependent — are
playing a growing rofe in the provision of urban
transportation services. State and local governments,
however, are becoming more concerned about the
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institutional autonomy that some of these bodies possess
and increasingly are seeking stronger controls over the
planning, financing, and service policies of these
districts. Special districts are often monopoly providers
of non-highway transportation services in a metropolitan
area, Frequently, they are created to bypass the
structural, geographic, political, and fiscal limitations
that would prevent state or local governments from
assuming areawide transportation responsibilities.

The jurisdictional and fiscal flexibility of special
districts has proved to be the main factor in their
growing popularity in many metropolitan areas. Most
transportation districts are not created with fixed
boundaries and many are granted a variety of boundary
change procedures — such as annexation of adjacent
territory by petition, joint resolution, or referendum,
Most operate with a considerable degree of fiscal
autonomy, since the major share of their funds come
from non-tax sources such as revenue bonds and user
charges. While almost three-quarters do have some taxing
powers which wouid tend to link them to general pur-
pose governments, these powers are usually limited as to
tax rates and bases and do not yield the major portion of
their income.

Most transportation authorities are also given a
significant degree of operating independence. Many are
granted eminent domain powers, and in some cases,
extraterritorial powers. Almost all can independently
hire, fire, and fix compensation for their employees,
usually unrestricted by civil service requirements and
wage structures. This operating autonomy, however, has
caused concern among the cities and counties that are
directly affected by their various transportation policies.

Transportation special districts have undergone
considerable institutional development since they were
first used to meet urban transportation needs. Original
transportation special districts were granted independent
taxing authority, provided only a single service within a
limited geographic area, and frequently had minimal
impact on other urban transportation policies. Later
development of public authorities witnessed the growth
of considerable fiscal and operating autonomy among
special purpose transportation units, particularly, state
turnpike authorities and bridge and tunnel authorities in
some of the largest metropolitan areas. Even more
recently, authority-districts have come into being. These
generally are regional mechanisms that oversee the
conduct of constituent unifunctional special districts
operating within a metropolitan area. They usually
receive  considerable state aid and provide



multifunctional, urban transportation services. The most
prominent example of this mechanism is the
Metropolitan Transportation Authority in the New York
metropolitan area. The Twin Cities Metropolitan Council
in  Minneapolis - St. Paul and the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission in San Francisco are other
bodies that, like the authority-district, can control the
operations of unifunctional transportation units within
their jurisdiction. The increased use of these units may
indicate both the [imited utility of unifunctional
transportation districts and the increased desire of state
and local governments to better control and coordinate
the operations of unifunctional areawide transportation
nits. The authority-district, then, may be a focal point
for much of the organizational restructuring of urban
transportation systems.

Private sector involvement in the urban

transportation function is becoming more tenuous
in most metropolitan areas. Private transportation
providers have found it more and more difficult to
provide a high level or urban services. Railroads and mass
transit operations especially have been unable to receive
an adequate rate of return to justify continued
investment and upgrading of their operations,
Consequently, the bulk of mass transit passengers in the
country now are carried on public conveyances and the
Federal government has had to reorganize and
restructure into new public corporations nearly all of the
country’s passenger railroad operations and a
considerable portion of its intercity freight system.
Economic returns in other sectors of the private
transportation industry, chiefly taxis and water
transport, also have not been sufficient to sustain private
investment in many cases. Only the automobile and
airline industries have remained economically strong,
and a significant portion of their infrastructure has been
provided in the public domain. Private involvement in
the transportation sector then is languishing.

Public policy has played a part in the decline of some
private transportation providers. Outmoded economic
regulations and unfair competition with alternative, pub-
licly subsidized transportation modes have resulted in
serious economic losses for the railroad and mass transit
industries. Conversely, large cash or in-kind highway and
airline subsidies have made these transportation in-
dustries more profitable for private investment and
control. Conceivably deregulation of restricted modes or
a better balance in the transportation subsidy system
might be sufficient to restore private transportation pro-
viders in some instances.
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Fiscal responsibilities for transportation among all

three levels of government have undergone consid-
erable change during the last 15 years, First, the Federal
government has become a full scale transportation fi-
nancing partner. It has continually expanded its highway
and airport aid programs. It has instituted new mass
transit assistance policies, and it has become a major
force in the rebuilding of the American railroad in-
dustry. And the rivers and harbors program of the Corps
of Engineers continues as a major force. State govern-
ments, in turn, have instituted major new non-highway
intergovernmental aid programs or directly assumed
major transportation expenditure responsibilities in
several instances. In like manner, local governments have
experienced new or renewed demands for increased
transportation responsibilities. Areawide special districts
have undertaken regional mass transit, airport, and water
transport duties. Counties have sometimes assumed
major highway and airport duties, while municipalities in
many states continue to provide a wide variety of urban
transportation services.

The expanded fiscal responsibilities of all three levels
have promoted both intergovernmental fiscal cooper-
ation and conflict. New Federal and state aid programs
simultaneously promise local fiscal relief and budget
distortion. State or special district assumption of direct
expenditure responsibilities frees traditional local
governments from increasing transportation tax burdens,
but in turn often leads to one government being the
monopoly provider of selected urban transportation ser-
vices. Changing intergovernmental fiscal assignments,
then, present new opportunities and pitfalls for devel-
oping more innovative, efficient, effective, and equitable
metropolitan transportation financing policies.

Intergovernmental aid systems gradually have be-
come more complex, broad gauged and directed to
urban transportation problems, even though the trans-
portation aid dollar is becoming a less prominent portion
of Federal and state finances. The Federal aid system
now is composed of at least 40 separate aid programs
covering all four main transportation modes and directed
at a variety of state, local, and private transportation
providers. Categorical grants have proliferated while
formula grants have been revised and fiscal earmarking
of highway and airport trust funds for specific transpor-
tation programs has proceeded apace. In turn, state
governments have continued to “buy in” to Federal
airport and mass transit assistance programs, and in some
cases to broaden the transportation purposes of shared
fuel tax revenues.
The broadening of Federal and state transportation



aid systems has precipitated a local level scramble for
such assistance. Municipalities seek larger shares of state
fuel taxes, often in direct competition with their sur-
rounding counties. Special districts and cities often vie
for Federal mass transit aid, and all three types of units
may often compete for Federal and state airport aid.
Simultaneously, state and Federal governments have to
balance their budgeting requirements for direct expen-
diture and intergovernmental aid programs. The
continuing struggle among grant recipients for the trans-
portation aid dollar will be matched by the fiscal
conflicts in grantor governments by those that wish to
emphasize either aid or direct expenditure programs of
that particular level of government.

Whatever the outcome of the intergovernmental rival-
ries for transportation funds, overall expenditures are
becoming more oriented to urban area needs. Urban
road systems are receiving increased allotments of Fed-
eral highway aid. Federal mass transit and airport grants
are spent predominantly in urban areas, and states fre-
quently have revised their shared revenue allotments to
allocate more funds to metropolitan areas. The gradual
opening of Federal and state highway trust funds for
transit programs also will assure more flexible urban
transportation funding. In turn, the reduced emphasis on
non-metropolitan transportation funding seems partially
compensated by the general revenue sharing program
which has been used extensively for transportation in
many rural areas. The increased metropolitan direction
of Federal and state intergovernmental finances, how-
ever, will not end intergovernmental conflict over
transportation funding, since cities and suburbs may
have to resolve their various transportation financing
priorities in order to arrive at compatible metropolitan
funding policies.

8 Transportation funds are still spent largely for high-
way purposes, though non-highway services
gradually are becoming more prominent concerns of all
three levels of government, Seventy percent of all direct
transportation expenditures and 95 percent of all inter-
governmental aid was spent for highways during 1971.
While local and Federal governments had significant
non-highway responsibilities, 98 percent of ali state di-
rect and intergovernmental expenditures were made for
highway purposes. The highway dominance in transpor-
tation finance is still unmistakable. Federal and state
trust funds and the consequent earmarking of appropri-
ations for highway purposes insure continued support
for highway programs while other transportation needs
generally have to be met through the regular appropri-
ations process. Consequently, non-highway financing
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does not have the budgeting certainty of highway fun-
ding.

Yet, there are increasing indications that non-highway
finances are becoming a more prominent part of the
intergovernmental fiscal scene. Federal transportation
finance policies now are in a state of flux. Use of the
Highway Trust Fund for non-highway transportation has
begun, and numerous proposals have been made for
either phasing out or further modifying this fund. Mass
transit funding has been increased — with still more
being called for — and the nation’s railroad and airline
companies now are receiving a variety of Federal trans-
portation subsidies. This is complemented at the state
level with the increased participation in airport and mass
transit grant programs and the opening of the highway
trust fund in several states, Locally, the creation of
areawide special districts, particularly in mass transit, has
produced greater local fiscal participation in non-
highway programs. Moreover, counties in several cases
have been willing to assume additional airport and mass
transit responsibilities, while cities continue to provide a
wide range of transportation services in order to main-
tain their economic viability. The importance of
balanced transportation funding appears to become an
increasing concern of all three levels of government.
Increased Federal funding for non-highway programs
seems certain, What remains to be worked out is: which
areas will receive the funds, which non-highway func-
tions will receive the greatest amount of financing, and
which parties — states, regions, counties, municipalities,
special districts, or the private sector — will be the prime
recipients of these new funds? Answers to these ques-
tions will determine the nature of Federal transportation
finance policy in the years to come.

9 While substantial advances have been made in devel-

oping more flexible and urban oriented financing
policies, fiscal restrictions at all three levels of govern-
ment still impede modernized transportation financing
practices. Federal, state, and local governments still do
not have maximum flexibility in financing their res-
pective transportation requirements. The Federal aid
system has two major trust funds that provide for auto-
matic allotments of highway and airport monies and
reduce the Federal government’s ability to target Federal
aid on serious and complicated transportation problems
of specific metropolitan areas. Additionally, the Federal
transportation aid system has experienced its own proli-
feration of narrow categorical grants that sometimes
make it difficult to provide coordinated transportation
funding. The majority of states still have strict pro-
hibitions against the diversion of fuel tax revenues for



non-highway purposes. Moreover, some have augmented
the fiscal difficulties by creating trust funds for airports
and water transport. State and local tax and debt re-
strictions have given rise to state turnpike authorities
and regional transportation districts which themselves
face considerable financing restrictions as a consequence
of their peculiar bonding requirements. In short, while
intergovernmental transportation fiscal policy is cer-
tainly more sophisticated than ever, roadblocks to more
flexible transportation funding still persist at all three
fevels of gavernment. These impediments are the source
of much of the intergovernmental fiscal conflict that still
occurs on the urban transportation scene.

10 Direct regulation of transportation providers alone
no longer can cope with metropolitan transpor-
tation problems, because the economic issues with which
it deals have been increasingly intertwined with a variety
of related land use, civil rights, environmental, and
energy policies beyond the scope of transportation regu-
lation. Federal, state, and local governments all exert
some regulatory powers that affect the urban transpor-
tation process. Federal and state regulations influence
the basic economic structure of many facets of the
transportation industry. Local regulations condition the
daily operations of many transportation providers. More-
over, all three levels of government exert increasing
influence over transportation decisions through their
controls over energy, environmental, civil rights, and
land use matters.

Conventional transportation regulation, based pri-
marily on economic considerations, is becoming less able
to cope with metropolitan transportation problems. The
unbalanced regulation of transportation has helped lead
to an imbalance of transportation modes at the national,
regional, and metropolitan levels. This failure of con-
ventional transportation regulation has contributed to
increasing public ownership, reflecting new non-market
forces.

Regulations in fields like land use, environmental
protection, and civil rights inject more than just eco-
nomic dimensions into transportation programs. They
stress social equity and coordinanted development
strategies. Conflict between these non-transportation
regulatory systems and direct regulation of transpor-
tation providers is bound to arise; this suggests the need
to weigh carefully the competing demands of the two
different regulatory systems.

Another problem with transportation regulation con-
cerns the meshing of regulatory mandates from all levels
of government. Federal regulations are paramount in
common carrier, environmental, and economic reg-
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ulation matters. Combined state-local controls occur in
the land use field, while mass transit regulation takes
place largely at the metropolitan level. All these regu-
latory systems might work more smoothly if affected
levels of government had increased access to the regu-
latory process, and if there were methods to allow
waiver of uniform regulatory policies when they create
undue hardships.

Abolition of conventional economic regulations has
been advocated by analysts who believe that such
policies have outlived their economic usefulness, Deregu-
lation might improve the competitive balance among
transportation modes. However, the rising importance of
environmental, land use, and civil rights regulations also
is bound to affect the balance among transit and other
modes. No single set of regulations can have a neutral
character. They all affect transportation usage and might
be more useful if directed to the attainment of explicit
Federal, state, metropolitan, or local transportation
goals.

Generally, most observers agree that the regulatory
roles of all three levels of government should be made
more compatible with one another, that the undue com-
plexity of some regulatory systems should be reduced,
and that different regulatory systems affecting urban
transportation should be better coordinated so as not to
unduly disrupt the orderly improvement of metropolitan
transportation systems.

Issues

The changing service roles of Federal, state, local, and
private transportation providers, explained in this chap-
ter, raise major questions about the future organization,
financing, and regulation of urban transportation sys-
tems, The following are among some of the basic policy
issues that all three levels of government will have to
confront as they seek to restructure and redirect the
operation of these systems.

1. To what extent should presently uncoordinated
and poorly organized urban transportation systems
be coordinated and improved to offer higher
quality and more balanced services?

2. What form of state transportation organization
is most appropriate for supporting the develop-
ment of integrated urban transportation systems?

3. Should and can general purpose governments
continue to retain roles as major transportation
providers in metropolitan areas, particularly those
of a multicounty nature?



4. What roles should the private sector play in the
future delivery of metropolitan transportation ser-
vices?

5. What form should future
funding policies take?

transportation

6. What should be the relative fiscal goals of the
three different levels of government in their fiscal

support of urban transportation programs?

7. What should be the functional and jurisdic-
tional allocations of revised transportation funding
systems?

8. Should transportation and related regulatory
systems undergo reform, repeal, or redirection in
the years ahead?
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Chapter 1V

ISSUES AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
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his report has surveyed the nature of metropolitan

and regional transportation needs as well as the

programs and institutions currently used to meet
these needs. While the focus has been on the institu-
tional means of meeting these needs, their nature
underpins the study.

' THE NATURE OF METROPOLITAN AND
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION NEEDS

As Chapter | shows:

e Many of the nation’s major metropolitan areas
experience severe traffic congestion, over reliance
on the use of private automobiles, a decline in the
use of transit, difficult access by certain sectors of
the population to jobs and essential services,
community disruption and relocation resuiting
from the construction of transportation facilities,
traffic hazards, lost productivity, excessive auto-
mobile emissions, noise, junk yards, and the
inefficient use of energy for transportation.

e Transportation systems and the physical develop-
ment of metropolitan areas now are seen as closely
interrelated, but whether transportation systems
direct the development of the community or
community development patterns determine trans-
portation needs is a source of endless debate.

¢ Rural areas have several serious transportation
problems of a regional nature, including rail
abandonments, threatened and real; inadequate
highways, bridges, and trucking to compensate for
discontinued railway services; needs for improved
transportation of all types to promote economic
development; lack of public transportation to
meet the needs of persons without private auto-
mobile transportation; continuing highway, rail,
and migrant labor bus safety hazards; and seasonal
traffic congestion in rural recreational areas.

o At this point, it is widely realized that metro-
politan and regional transportation systems of all
modes and their related land use patterns must be
planned and considered together on an areawide
basis.

* Goals for other public programs — like environ-
mental protection, housing, full employment,
equal opportunity, and health services — now are



viewed as heavily dependent on the achievement
of coordinated transportation objectives.

e Despite common elements shared by all trans-
portation systems, the severity and mix of regional
transportation "problems differ greatly from one
area to another, requiring solutions tailored in-
dividually to each area.

e Projections of the funds needed to meet the
special metropolitan mass transportation capital
needs alone (exclusive of needs for transit opera-
tion subsidies, local streets, school buses and
private motor vehicles, for rural areas, or for
national systems of highways, railroads, airports,
pipelines, and water transportation) are in the $3
to $4-billion range on an annual basis for at least
the next ten years.

A FOCUS ON THE INSTITUTIONAL
MEANS OF MEETING
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION NEEDS

With this background, the report has focused upon
the institutional means of meeting current regional
transportation needs in Chapters {1 and 11l which have
probed the planning, financing, implementation, and
intergovernmental relations aspects of existing trans-
portation programs in metropolitan areas. As these
chapters show:

o Current transportation programs in metropolitan
areas are thoroughly intergovernmental and in-
volve Federal, state, and local units of government
as well as a variety of special districts, private
providers, and metropolitan planning bodies.

« In recognition of the complex intergovernmental
nature of providing transportation services in
metropolitan areas, Federal aid transportation
programs have prescribed, for more than a decade,
metropolitan planning as a means of coordinating
the use of funds.

o Numerous charges, however, have arisen that this
planning has been ineffective because, until very
recently, it has not been directly linked to
implementation activities.

This report does not attempt to develop the technol-
ogy based solutions to the nation’s regional transporta-
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tion problems. Not only would that be too ambitious an
undertaking in light of the time and resources available
for this project, but it also would go beyond the
competency of this Commission. What the Commission
is concerned with here is the development of a more
flexible intergovernmental process in which the interre-
lated needs of the various transportation modes and
other metropolitan and regional concerns can be effec-
tively and simultaneously addressed. This procedural and
institutional focus directs attention to some of the
currently existing arbitrary divisions of responsibility
and authority in transportation programs and organiza-
tions which hinder the development and application of
more effective substantive solutions to the nation's .
urban and regional transportation difficulties.

From an intergovernmental relations point of view,
the major controversies arise in connection with ques-
tions regarding:

o the influence of regional planning on transporta-
tion,

o the delivery of areawide and interjurisdictional
transportation services,

o the financing of regional transportation,

o the states’ response to metropolitan and regional
transportation needs, and

¢ intermodal regulation on transportation.

This chapter considers these five basic questions in
the light of the principal findings and conclusions which
have emerged from the preceeding chapters, and sets
forth the Commission’s recommendations.

THE INFLUENCE OF REGIONAL
PLANNING ON TRANSPORTATION

Comprehensive areawide transportation planning, en-
compassing multiple transportation modes and related
land use planning, has been required in every metro-
politan area in the nation since 1965, under provisions
of the 71962 Highway Act. Yet, the effectiveness of the
planning is doubtful and questions have been raised as to
whether such planning is not a waste of money and,
where it has been ineffective, whether it should be
scrapped or beefed up and more directly linked to action
programs.

In response to these questions, this report has
identified a clear need for areawide planning in metro-
politan and other regions, and has probed new ways to
link this planning with action programs. In addition,
alternative types of regional units have been examined,
and the means of forming effective linkages between



planning and action have been explored. In the following
section, specific regional policy making issues are evalu-
ated including regional transportation program responsi-
bilities, the form, powers, and duties of regional
transportation policy bodies and non-metropolitan
regional transportation policy bodies. Commission
recommendations dealing with the structure and powers
of regional transportation planning bodies follow the
issue discussion.

Specific Regional Transportation
Policy Making Issues

The findings on planning and policy making, outlined
in Chapter 1/, suggest a definite need for regional
planning and decision making bodies. They show that
such bodies can be developed consistent with the
nation’s federal system of government, and can be
empowered to link together all transportation modes
within a comprehensive and easily implemented planning
framework. Yet, several controversial policy issues re-
main, including the responsibilities of regional trans-
portation units, the form of these organizations, their
essential powers and duties, and whether a similar
approach should be followed in rural regions and regions
with only smail non-metropolitan urban areas.

Regional Transportation Program Responsibilities.
Many different transportation systems with statewide or
national objectives impinge upon the nation’s metro-
politan areas including the interstate highway system,
the Federal aid primary and secondary highway systems,
the national system of airports, the national network of
railroads, major long distance pipelines, and a national
system of waterways and ports. These systems have been
developed over the years in accordance with state and
Federal policies and plans, and have as their basic
objectives to connect the nation’s urban areas with each
other and with their rural areas.

By contrast, local systems of highways (the Federal
aid urban system and non-Federally funded roads), mass
transportation, taxis, pedestrian ways, and bikeways are
provided within — and supplementary to — the frame-
work of major statewide and national systems of
intercity transportation. Some of these local systems are
areawide or interjurisdictional, while others are strictly
local, affecting only a single jurisdiction, or perhaps only
a single neighborhood within the jurisdiction.

Together, these local, areawide, state, and national
systems constitute the whole system of transportation
within metropolitan areas. But, for the most part, each
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system is funded separately, and responsibilities for each
are divided among the various levels of government.

Regional Transportation Funding Responsibilities.
Until recently, Federal and state funds have concentrated
largely on the major intercity highway and airport
transportation systems. Supplemental transportation
systems to satisfy total needs for movement within
metropolitan areas have been left largely to individual
localities or, in a few cases, multijurisdictional transit,
port, or bridge authorities. This piecemeal approach to
transportation within the nation’s urban areas and the
scarcity of state and Federal funds for fully developed
internal circulation systems, have left growing unmet
needs within these areas.

In response, new Federal aid programs for an ‘“‘urban
system” of highways and for urban mass transportation
systems have expanded substantially since 1970, and a
few of the states have begun to provide urban transit
assistance to their local governments, and even to
operate urban transit systems themselves. The emphasis
in these new programs has been on the major areawide
and interjurisdictional transportation systems needed for
efficient movement of people and goods within the
metropolitan areas, still leaving strictly local movements
a local government responsibility.

Currently, the Federal aid highway programs (in-
cluding limited bikeway and pedestrian assistance) are all
channeled through the states, while most of the Federal
mass transportation program (excluding only part of the
new formula grant program enacted in 1974) is routed
directly to appropriate applicants in the urban areas.
But, new Federal provisions which allow trading high-
way funds for mass transportation funds to create better
balanced areawide systems raise the question of whether
a single procedure should not apply to the distribution
and use of all such funds. This could mean channeling
both urban systems and mass transportation funds
through the states or, alternatively, distributing them
both directly to the urban area (perhaps with an
administrative pass-through by the states).

The Federal aid airport program provides its action
grants directly to public airport owners — whether state
or local — without any channeling through intermediate
bodies, while some states provide local assistance of their
own which creates a triangular funding arrangement. At
the same time, Federal involvement in improving ports
and waterways is directly through Corps of Engineers
projects which state andf/or local governments may
request. Federal railroad improvement programs up to
now, have also been direct, although a joint Federal-state
assistance program is being developed to help the states



forestall discontinuance of rail lines which are not
incorporated into the national system.

Direct Versus Pass-Through Grants. Channeling all the
Federal funds for urban transportation projects to the
states would have the advantage of coordinating this aid
with the larger scale intercity highway, airport, railroad,
and port programs in which the states may be involved.
In addition, the states, under this option, could be
expected to play a significant role in helping to
distribute these Federal aid urban funds among the
metropolitan areas in accordance with the needs, as the
states see them. Such channeling could be used to either
“pass-through’’ the funds to metropolitan policy bodies
which would then disburse them to implementation
agencies, or simply to “‘earmark’’ the funds for use in the
state’s various metropolitan areas by an appropriate state
agency. Funded projects could be required to be
consistent with the metropolitan policy body’s plan in
both cases. Yet this body would tend to have more
discretion and incentive to develop its “own’ plan if
funds were passed through to it, than if “the state
funds” were simply earmarked for use in the metro-
politan areas.

On the other hand, if Federal aid urban funds (for all
local or areawide projects, of any mode, not included in
a statewide or national transportation system) were
provided directly to a locally based metropolitan policy
body, this would allow an even greater voice for local
officials working together to determine their own
transportation needs for the movement of people and
goods wholly within their own area. By enhancing
initiative within the metropolitan area itself, direct
grants would encourage closer coordination of these
transportation systems with community based land use
and physical development plans, and with related imple-
mentation policies of the local governments and other
responsible units. This regional home rule, “self-deter-
mination” element is one which would be most difficult
for a state agency to supply unless the state itself is
dominated by a single metropolitan area and unless state
and local transportation and development policies are
closely intertwined.

The direct funding of these “‘urban” projects through
a locally based metropolitan policy body would give that
body considerably greater influence and authority than
such bodies typically enjoy now. At the same time,
those state and Federal agencies which remain respon-
sible for statewide and national systems of transporta-
tion obviously would have a continuing interest in seeing
that the urban systems funds were not used in such a
way as to compromise the effectiveness of these larger
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systems. This interest, of course, could be accommo-
dated by providing appropriate state and Federal author-
ities with veto authority over any projects in the
regionally initiated and adopted plans which would
conflict with the broader systems. Local governments, of
course, would continue to control strictly local projects,
and projects using their own funds — subject only to
review by the bodies responsible for any broader
transportation systems to which these projects might
connect.

While pass-through, earmarking and bypassing mecha-
nisms would give varying degrees of state versus metro-
politan control over the use of Federal aid urban funds,
state financial involvement provides yet another means
of control as well as assistance. A state, of course, may
use its own funds to assist in meeting metropolitan
transportation needs or to supplement Federal grants, or
it may provide special tax sources to local governments
or properly accountable metropolitan bodies for their
own use in meeting internal metropolitan transportation
problems. Some states, indeed, are providing financial
assistance for local transportation programs, generally
directly to the local implementation bodies. Such state
programs usually are not channeled through a metro-
politan policy body. However, in cases where these state
funds may be used to provide the non-Federal share of
Federal aid urban transportation project funds which are
channeled to such a metropolitan body, or if they are to
be used deliberately by the states to help strengthen
such bodies, metropolitan channeling would offer the
means to simplifying grant relationships and is meeting
state regionalization goals.

Need for Areawide Policy Body. It can be argued that
the internal transportation needs of many metropolitan
areas have an areawide dimension too broad to be dealt
with by individual local governments, yet too partic-
ularized to be met by statewide planning. The exact
transportation modes and routes needed to meet these
areawide needs, and the way in which such facilities and
services affect the various localities in the area, cannot
be specified ahead of time by statewide plans and cat-
egorical program funding formulas. Thus, according to
this argument, a metropolitan policy body is needed to
design the internal transportation systems of more than
strictly local concern within the framework provided by
statewide and national systems of the various modes of
transportation, to decide on the appropriate urban
modes, to see that the various localities are each involved
in the planning and treated fairly, and to provide area-
wide citizen participation in the making of areawide
transportation decisions. To make such a locally deter-



mined system work, some observers would argue, this
organization needs a flexible multimodal urban transpor-
tation program at its own disposal so that, whatever
modes and whatever balance between capital and
operating programs it decides are needed, the locally
identified demands can be met without imposition from
the outside of arbitrary limitations on the use of avail-
able resources.

State Versus Areawide Roles. On the other hand, it is
argued that the states are becoming more responsive to
and involved in urban affairs and can, themselves, deal
with their local governments and coordinate these
governments’ transportation activities well enough to
make unnecessary, or even undesirable, a metropolitan
body having anything more than an advisory planning
role. Of course, the statewide and national systems of
Federally aided highways, airports, railroads, water-
ways, and ports would continue to be administered
through the states in any case. So, it is argued,
coordination of these systems with the newly emerging
Federal aid urban systems demands a strong state role in
the new programs.

Regardless of this debate, in those cases where the
states administer existing or new Federal aid transporta-
tion programs which affect the metropolitan areas, the
metropolitan bodies could be put in a position of having
to concur with state initiated policies and projects. While
this would give less influence to the metropolitan area, it
would provide an essential element of involvement.
Likewise, if it is determined that a new areawide urban
transportation system for internal movement should be
the primary responsibility of the metropolitan bodies,
local, state, and Federal concurrence could be required
to protect the strictly local, statewide, and national
systems.

Forms of Regional Transportation Policy Bodies. The
probfem of creating locally based areawide metropolitan
policy bodies can be approached basically in one of two
ways: (1) by reorganizing or consolidating local govern-
ments until they have areawide coverage, or (2) by
joining existing units together in some sort of regional
councils. The pros and cons of these two approaches are
described at length in Volumes | and Il of this
Commission’s Substate Regionalism report issued, re-
spectively, in 1973 and 1974. While the local government
reorganization approach, as illustrated in Miami and
Indianapolis, usually goes further toward combining
planning and policy making with actual governmental
authority and implementation powers, it has been
almost wholly limited to single county areas, and to very
few such areas even at that. Meanwhile, the regional
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council movement, combined with statewide substate
districting activities by the states, has been much more
pervasive,

The Regional Council Form. The Commission has
recommended that the reformed regional council
approach — involving a strengthening of present day
councils of governments —be pursued as one of the
most feasible means of developing areawide policy
bodies. At the same time, the Commission has strongly
urged that where reorganized areawide local govern-
ments have been created, they should assume all of the
powers and roles of such bodies. In light of these recent
recommendations, and to give full recognition to the
many differences which are encountered from one urban
area to another, any across-the-board prescription as to
the form of metropolitan transportation policy bodies
would be presumptuous. As long as the policy body has
jurisdiction over a geographic area which encompasses
the whole metropolitan transportation problem and is
capable of exercising effective, locally responsive trans-
portation decision making within a comprehensive plan-
ning framework, it may be argued that the specific
organizational form of the policy body should be left to
state and local discretion.

The Commission’s previous reports on regionalism
suggest that these conditions could be met more easily in
most areas by building upon statewide systems of
substate districts and by using a single comprehensive
regional body in each such district for as many Feder-
ally, state, and locally encouraged areawide programs as
possible. By and large, new organizations would not be
required at this point in time — unless that is the local
preference. Instead, existing regional organizations in
most cases could be molded into the more effective
decision makers needed for current transportation pur-
poses.

The Strengthened County Form. In addition, there
are two other likely structures that should be men-
tioned: county government and state agency.

Despite the general availability of interjurisdictional
regional planning bodies throughout the nation, some
100 metropolitan areas are wholly or predominantly
within a single county, and the existing county govern-
ment reasonably might be looked upon as the preferred
metropolitan government which could take on areawide
transportation planning, policymaking, and even oper-
ating responsibilities. This, in fact, has been done in such
places as Miami-Dade and Indianapolis-Marion. In the
first case, the municipalities continue to exist, but
areawide functions including transportation have been
transferred to the county level; while in the second case



most of the municipalities and their transportation
functions have been consolidated with the county.
Where such action can be taken with local political
approval, and where the resulting county governments
are strong and capable, these units could provide the
most desirable metropolitan coordination of Federally
and state assigned urban transportation programs.

The State Agency Form. It is also necessary to
consider the state agency alternative in some areas.
Traditionally, the states have been very active in the
field of transportation, and there are instances — such as
in the Boston area — where the major metropolitan
transportation functions have been carried out by
powerful state agencies created specifically for the
affected areas. Moreover, it must be realized that in one
sense the Metropolitan Council in Minneapolis-St. Paul is
a state agency. Although the state’s attorney general has
ruled this council to be neither an agency of local
government nor a state agency, its governing body is
composed of gubernatorial appointees and the council’s
relationship with the legislature remains close. The
council, of course, was established by a special legislative
enactment and its expanding role in various metro-
politan affairs has come through direct state legisiative
action. Thus, a strong state role in a metropolitan policy
body may be a fact of life in certain areas. The danger in
such a situation, aside from removing the body one step
further from local political processes, is that the state
agency may be only a special purpose transportation
body or even a unimodal one. Such difficulties can be
overcome by enacting urban oriented multimodal trans-
portation programs at the state level and by involving
the governor, comprehensive state planning processes,
local officials, and affected citizens in collaborative and
creative ways. If these factors can be accommodated, the
state agency alternative might be used to provide
superior coordination ‘among relevant state as well as
metropolitan and local programs.

The Powers and Duties of Regional Transportation
Policy Bodies. Whether the metropolitan policy body is
a reformed regional council, an areawide government, or
a subordinate state agency, the roles it assumes are of
critical importance. A middle range and not too contro-
versial cluster would include (1) developing a unified
intermodal planning and decision making work program
in conjunction with other appropriate planning and
implementation agencies, (2) developing an overall com-
prehensive transportation plan and implementation pro-
gram in accordance with the unified work program, (3)
assuring that such transportation plans are consistent
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with other areawide and local plans for community
development, other public facilities and related public
services, {4) initiating or monitoring all transportation
projects of whatever mode having multijurisdictional or
areawide impact in the area, and (5) monitoring and
participating in regulatory proceedings affecting the
provision of transportation services in its area plus
related development, mobility, and accessibility issues.
This whole series of interrelated tasks is essential, many
would argue, if there is to be a carry through from
planning to implementation.

But others would contend that an additional role
would be vital for such a body. For this group, a
capacity actually to provide transportation facilities and
services is crucial. Without such authority, they main-
tain, the regional unit is left in the delicate and difficult
position of relying on other separate, not always
subordinate, units to assume capital improvement and
operating responsibilities. While possessing basic metro-
politan transportation policy making competence, the
regional body frequently would be left with largely
negative powers — in situations where positive, directive
action is required.

Opponents of adding this operational role underscore
the fact that responsibilities of this nature usually have
not been assigned to reformed regional councils, and in
fact have been opposed by many councils as well as by
the National Association of Regional Councils itself.
Direct operations often have been assigned to special
districts, local governments, or a state agency; hence,
assigning them to a metropolitan policy body could
cause friction and a confusion of roles. Defenders of the
reformed regional council strategy point out that the
essence of this approach is to achieve a focus on overall
decision making for areawide systems, not day-to-day
operations. The Twin Cities’ Metropolitan Council suc-
cess in separating the two is usually cited to underscore
this argument.

Non-Metropolitan . Regional Transportation Policy
Bodies. The /973 Highway Act enacted a program of
demonstration projects for transit services in rural areas,
and the National Mass Transportation Act of 1974
enacted a regular transit program for both rural and
small non-metropolitan urban areas which provides
project grants at Federal discretion, as well as some
funds for a formula grant. The formula funds for
urbanized areas under 200,000 population go to the
states for reallocation. Some of the seriously considered
alternatives to this act would have handled the rural
funds through the state in this same fashion.

In its previous study of substate regionalism, the



Commission found that several hundred non-metro-
politan regional bodies already exist and that many of
them are included in statewide systems of substate
districts and are now being used for a variety of Federal
aid program purposes. While the rationale in these areas
for such organizations centers more upon the need to
plan and establish new programs, build competent
governmental staffs, and take advantage of economies
arising from joint activities by small local governments,
rather than upon the strongly felt need in metropolitan
areas to plan and coordinate a surfeit of diverse and
overlapping programs, the rationale is strong neverthe-
less. The fragmentation of local government isa
significant problem in these areas just as it is in
metropolitan areas, and many non-metropolitan local
governments are too small to operate programs effec-
tively and efficiently. Many existing regional organiza-
tions in  non-metropofitan  areas already have
transportation, land use, and economic development
policies, and they could be expected to help meet
various interrelated transportation needs under the pro-
visions of any new Federal aid programs directed to
them. Thus, according to this argument, regional bodies
in non-metropolitan areas, where the populations are
sparse, and the local governments weak, could make
better use of scarce transportation funds than could
most existing local governments.

Those who argue for a regional approach to trans-
portation problems in these areas point out the unique
locally oriented nature of these problems. Some of the
current problems being faced are (1) providing very low
density types of public transportation for citizens
without automobile transportation, (2) coping with the
discontinuance of rail services which have been vital to
the local economy, and (3) grappling with inadequate
highways, bridges, and trucking services as an alternative
to such rail services. Many of the non-metropolitan
regional bodies in existence are already dealing with
antipoverty, manpower, equal opportunity, and - eco-
nomic developement programs in which these trans-
portation problems would be major factors.

On the other hand, some would argue that state
transportation agencies are much stronger than the
regional bodies in these non-metropolitan areas, and that
the states are in an even better position than these
bodies — considering their larger geographic scope and
higher levels of professional expertise — to make effec-
tive and efficient use of limited transportation funds in
such areas. However, where this is true, there still
remains the question of how to effectively involve local
officials and citizens in developing transportation pro-
grams that respond to locally felt needs. Therefore, a
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middle position might rely mostly on the expertise of
the state but look to a regional body for meaningful
local policy and citizen involvement.

* %k %k k k *k k

In view of these basic findings and issues, the
Commission makes the following recommendation:

Recommendation 1,
Strengthening Areawide
Transportation Planning

and Decision Making

The Commission finds that areawide transportation
planning and decision making should be strengthened in
both metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas. This
strengthening should be achieved by means consistent
with the Commission’s recent series of reports and
recommendations on Substate Regionalism and the
Federal System. Thus, in many areas the most feasible
approach would be to start with existing regional
councils and regional planning commissions, recognize
them officially for all areawide Federal aid and state
transportation planning purposes, and strengthen their
decision making powers. A second approach arises in
cases where areawide local government reorganizations
have taken place; here the strategy would be to use these
areawide jurisdictions for regional transportation
programs. A third possible approach, using state agencies
with local ties, arises where the states are already major
providers of transportation in metropolitan areas. Hence.

A. The Commission recommends that all Federal aid
transportation programs requiring, based upon, or sup-
porting areawide planning rely primarily on designated
areawide local governments, where such have been
established, or where none exists, on the single desig-
nated general purpose regional body in each area
established for purposes of OMB Circular A-95 by (1)
the statewide systems of substate districts in intrastate
areas where the states have set up such systems, or (2)
joint action of the local governments in intrastate areas
where the states have not acted, or (3) joint Federal-
multistate compacts, or interlocal agreements in inter-
state areas.* In order to facilitate this action, the Federal

*These interstate mechanisms are recommended for those
metropolitan areas (currently numbering 38) which cross state
lines. This recommendation is consistent with Rec-
ommendation No. 5 of the Commission’s report entitled Re-
gional Decision Making: New Strategies for Substate Districts
(1973).



Aid Highway Act should be amended to modify the
“urbanized area’ definition of the geographic basis for
areawide transportation planning and urban systems
funding to permit consistency with Part IV of OMB
Circular A-95. Transportation programs for rural and
small urban systems aiid non-metropolitan areas should
be subject to the same type of areawide regional
planning and decision making single organization desig-
nations and geographic criteria.

In recommending the designation of locally based
areawide transportation planning and decision making
bodies, the Commission says such bodies could be either
reorganized areawide local governments or strengthened
regional councils such as those recommended in the
Commission’s report entitled Regional Decision Making:
New Strategies for Substate Districts, adopted in 1973.
Based upon past experience, the Commission anticipates
that most such bodies would be of the strengthened
regional council variety* rather than reorganized area-
wide local governments. However, where such reor-
ganized governments have been created, their superior
strength should be recognized and used to further
areawide transportation programs. In those cases where
an existing regional body is part of a strong statewide
system of substate districts, this form of organization
usually should be preferred because of the linkages it can
provide to state government. In interstate metropolitan
areas, an interstate body is to be preferred because it is
the only one which can provide the needed areawide
dimension.

The Commission’s recommendation amending the
present ‘‘urbanized area” definition in Federal aid
highway programs will allow substate district organiza-
tions established by the states for regional planning
purposes to avoid obstacles in designation for Federal
aid urban transportation program purposes. The objec-
tive here is to facilitate the use of a single organization in
each metropolitan and non-metropolitan area, not only
for Federally aided transportation purposes, but also for
other Federal aid purposes and state program designa-
tions, along with local programs for areawide planning
and cooperation. This coincidence of programs, geo-
graphy, and organizations is essential if meaningful

*These councils would have policy bodies composed at
least 60 percent of the chief elected officials of units of
general local government in the area. Such units would be
mandated members of the council and responsible for sup-
porting the council’s adopted budget. The council would have
certain planning, project approval, and operating powers, and
its major decisions would be subject to voting procedures
weighted on the basis of population.
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coordination among such interrelated functions as trans-
portation, land use, utilities, environmental protection,
economic development, and human resources develop-
ment is expected. Yet, geographically, many
metropolitan areas are smaller than the multicounty
substate districts to which they belong, and this has
prevented the use of substate district organizations for
Federal aid urban transportation programs in the past. In
cases where the substate district is much too large,
appropriate subdistricting and subcommittee structures
can be used to link these important transportation
activities to the statewide system of regions.

The Commission also recommends the same regional
approach to transportation programs in metropolitan,
rural, and small (non-metropolitan) urban areas. The
Commission believes that although the transportation
problems in the smaller areas are of a different nature
from those in major metropolitan areas, they are
significant; regional bodies already in many of those
areas could be most helpful in tailoring transportation
programs to local government and citizen needs.

B. The Commission also recommends that in those
intrastate cases where the governor of a state determines
by specific findings that the state has an overriding
interest in and commitment to the regional transporta-
tion system of one or more designated substate areas, by
reason of state agency activities and substantial state
financial involvement, and where the state has a strong
intermodal department of transportation and intermodal
flexibility in using its transportation funds in accordance
with overall state policies approved by the governor,* a
comprehensive multimodal state transportation agency
may be established in such areas to assume required
Federal aid transportation planning and decision making
functions with the assistance of a coordinating commit-
tee of local elected officials, provided, of course, that
any resulting plan or plans shall be subject to review and
concurrence by the appropriate areawide A-95 clearing-
house.

This recommendation recognizes that there may be
regions within a single state where a state agency would
be preferable to a locally based regional body because of
a high degree of established state involvement in the
affairs of such regions. While a state agency may be
designated to perform the transportation planning and
decision making role for these areas, the Commission
believes that such an agency should have the intermodal

* % . . .
In accordance with Recommendation No. 5 of this report.



flexibility in its transportation programs needed to meet
complex urban transportation problems in imaginative
and creative ways, and that this agency’s transportation
policies should be formulated within the context of
other state programs and policies (such as land use,
environmental protection, and social services) under the
coordinative management and political responsiveness of
the governor. Local interests should be involved in the
planning and policy making processes of this agency
directly as well as through the locally based regional
body responsible for other Federal aid and state aid
programs, including the A-95 clearinghouse function.

C. The Commission further recommends that the
areawide or state unit designated for multimodal Federal
aid transportation planning and decision making in
accordance with components A and B of this recommen-
dation, should be empowered, but not necessarily
limited, by Federal and state laws and administrative
regulations to:

(1) develop a unified intermodal planning and decision
making work program in conjunction with other appro-
priate planning and implementation agencies;

(2) plan all transportation facilities, routes, services, and
operations — of whatever mode — within its geographic
Jurisdiction which have multijurisdictional or areawide
impact, including annual revision and adoption or
readoption of such plans;

(3) resolve — or, in the case of a state unit designated
pursuant to component B of this recommendation, help
to resolve — any inconsistencies between such trans-
portation plans and other areawide plans for community
development, other public facilities, and related servicing
programs;

(4) develop a multi-year program of specific transporta-
tion projects and services which would implement the
transportation plan;

(5) initiate, review, approve or disapprove, andfor
modify all transportation projects, of whatever mode
having multijurisdictional or areawide impact which are
not part of a statewide or national system of transpor-
tation before such profects may be funded or
implemented;

(6) review and concur in any transportation project
proposed for the area which would be part of a
statewide or national system of transportation, provided
however that the governor(s) of the state(s)* involved

*More than one state, and therefore more than one governor,
would be involved in interstate areas for which a single areawide
planning and decision making body is designated pursuant to
Component A of this recommendation.
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may override an adverse decision of the areawide body
by a written finding that such decision is in conflict with
officially adopted state plans, policies, or action having a
statewide impact or in confiict with officially adopted
plans, policies, or actions of another such areawide unit;
(7) monitor and participate in regulatory proceedings
affecting the provision of transportation services in its
area and related development, mobility, and accessibility
issues;

(8) in the case of a unit designated under component A
of this recommendation, provide or contract for the
provision of areawide or interjurisdictional transporta-
tion facilities and programs; provided that where such a
unit is not an areawide local government such action
must be agreed upon by more than fifty (50} percent of
the designated general purpose regional body’s constit-
uent local governments representing at least sixty (60)
percent of the population; and

(9) study and consider the present and potential roles of
private  sector transportation providers — including
transit, taxi, trucking, parking, railroad, airline, shipping,
and pipeline companies — as well as public implementa-
tion and finance units, and provide for their needs as
may be appropriate to encourage and facilitate needed
and desirable participation by them in the coordinated
provision of transportation services in the area.

Whatever form of planning and policy making organi-
zation is designated for an area, it should have the
powers and duties spelled out in this recommendation
which are designed to provide a direct link between
planning and meaningful decision making for the region.

Among the powers and duties specified in this
recommendation, the first provides for development of a
single unified intermodal transportation planning work
program which involves (1) not only broad systems
planning but also specific project planning, and (2) not
only general purpose ‘‘comprehensive’” planning bodies
at regional and local levels, but also functional trans-
portation planning bodies and units with project
planning and implementation responsibilities. Then,
under this work program, the body designated in
accordance with components A and B of this recommen-
dation would have a responsibility to see that both an
overall comprehensive intermodal transportation plan
and an annually updated implementation program of
scheduled projects are developed in conjunction with
and consistent with other areawide and local plans for
community development, environmental protection, and
the provision of needed public facilities and services.
This planning would incorporate all transportation facil-
ities in the area whether initiated by local, state, or



regional bodies, but would give special attention to
developing a rational system of areawide transportation
including all appropriate modes for the movement of
people and goods internally within the planning region.

It would be the designated areawide planning body’s
responsibility to program needed implementation pro-
jects of more than strictly local but less than statewide
or national significance. With respect to these other
transportation systems — of strictly local, statewide, or
national importance — this body would have the re-
sponsibility to react to plans for which the state(s) or
local governments have primary responsibility. All of
these systems — those for internal movement within the
area and those designed for movement to locations
beyond the area — must be consistent with each other.
The differentiation of responsibilities for these systems
in this component is not meant to impair this con-
sistency, but only to assign the initiative for developing
such systems to the governmental units having the
closest association with the objectives of such systems.
In either case, concurrence by the unit responsible for
one system would be required before implementation
projects could proceed in the other. This way, one
system couid not impair the integrity of the other, but
each would agressively seek to satisfy its own goals as
fully as possible.

Further, this recommendation provides that the body
responsible for transportation planning and decision
making in the metropolitan area would have the duty to
consider the services of private as well as public
providers of transportation in its planning, and the
authority needed to monitor and participate in any
public regulatory proceedings affecting the provision of
transportation services in its area. Most private trans-
portation providers are regulated by independent bodies
which have had little contact with the planning processes
in metropolitan areas or non-metropolitan regions, and
little basis other than the economics of the regulated
industry for deciding transportation regulatory issues.
This recommendation would help to provide a sound
planning basis for community conscious regulatory
actions. Not only would such a broadening of regulatory
processes apply to the actual provision of transportation
services, but it would also apply to the regulation of land
use, protection of the environment, and the provision of
public services affecting or affected by transportation.
Metropolitan and other regional planning bodies have
had little direct contact with such regulatory pro-
ceedings in the past, and this has been one of their most
notable deficiencies. This recommendation seeks to
assure that areawide transportation policies and related
areawide development policies would be made known to

276

those bodies which regulate the development of land and
the environment, the current plans and policies for
providing public utilities and services — before their
regulatory decisions are made. This would necessitate
that any proposals pending before these bodies be
referred to the areawide planning and decision making
body designated under components A and B of this
recommendation, and that these bodies provide a timely
review and comments based upon their adopted plans
and policies. Precedents for such involvement by
regional bodies have begun to appear in the fields of land
use and environmental protection, and it is time that
they be applied to help attain comprehensive areawide
transportation objectives.

Finally, the recommendation provides authority for
the designated areawide planning and decision making
body to take on or contract for operating functions in
the transportation field. This authority, which is con-
sistent with that recommended in the Commission’s
1973 report entitled Regional Decision Making, would
be exercised only with local government concurrence. it
is not meant to suggest that this body would necessarily
seek to take over existing transportation operations in its
area, but rather to suggest that where there is no other
reasonable means to provide needed services, this policy
body could be designated to do the job. If a different
regional transportation provider organization is estab-
lished in the area in accordance with Recommendation
No. 2 of this report, then the policy body called for in
this recommendation would not need to perform this
function.

One general caution needs to be registered with
respect to this recommendation. The regional planning
called for here is more ambitious than any that is
currently being performed. Both in terms of the range of
transportation modes and the detailed implementation
oriented programming — not to mention the call for
integrating related community development, environ-
mental, economic, and social goals, and the need for
much more meaningful political and citizen participation
in regional affairs — this planning will require technical
and managerial staff capabilities that are currently in
short supply. Greater emphasis on new education and
training programs and years of on-the-job experience will
be needed before this challenge can be met with ease.
The present supply of qualified planners and managers is
particularly short in the mass transit field. Yet, it is only
this type of planning which can meet today’s standards
of enlightened, equitable, and effective public decision
making in the complex field of metropolitan and
regional transportation. Therefore, the Commission
urges that appropriate steps be taken now to build



adequate regional planning capabilities and participatory
processes.
¥ %k ok %k %k %k %k

The Commission believes it is essential that a single
body be designated for each metropolitan and non-
metropolitan region to take responsibility for planning
all modes of transportation in that area consistent with
firm areawide development policies, and that such an
organization should also be empowered to make firm
governmental decisions with respect to major transporta-
tion systems designed for internal movement within the
area. It is also essential that such a body provide for
significant local participation in making these decisions.

DELIVERY OF AREAWIDE
AND INTERJURISDICTIONAL
TRANSPORTATION SERVICES

One of the most significant factors affecting the
quality of areawide transportation systems is the nature
of the institutional arrangements for delivering trans-
portation services. Currently, these institutions are
seriously fragmented, so that transfers from one mode to
another are often more difficult, time consuming, and
costly than necessary, and certain needed services are
not even provided. This situation raises the question of
whether metropolitan areas and other regions need an
areawide mechanism to coordinate and fill gaps in the
delivery of transportation services and, if so, what
institutional arrangements would be suitable and what
powers such units should have.

This report has found that areawide intermodal
transportation provider organizations do exist in some
areas, demonstrating their potential to help fill service
gaps and coordinate existing services. This part of the
report examines the arguments for and against using
such organizations more extensively, and presents a
recommendation dealing with their structure and func-
tions.

Specific Regional Transportation
Delivery Issues

The research findings detailed in Chapter /1l on
transportation delivery mechanisms suggest a definite
need for fuller provision and greater coordination of
services in accordance with areawide plans and policies.
They also show that areawide intermodal provider
organizations can be developed to fill these needs. Yet,
several issues remain, including the form that such
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organizations should take, their precise powers, and their
relationships with other existing provider organizations.

Institutions For Unifying
Areawide Transportation Services

In most metropolitan areas, the present fragmented
patterns of transportation service delivery and the
assorted geographic, fiscal, and legal handicaps that
operators contend with, contribute to service gaps and
accentuate the need for a regional provider institution. A
few metropolitan areas — such as Chicago, San Fran-
cisco, Denver, New York, Minneapolis, and Detroit —
have realized the need for integrative operating mecha-
nisms and are using them to develop areawide
coordinated transportation systems.

Research indicates that a wide range of regional
institutional arrangements are being tried to help unify
these systems, and no single type can be prescribed for
all metropolitan areas because of their widely differing
delivery patterns, modal mixes, and present structural
strengths. In some areas, a new institution may be feas-
ible and necessary, while in others the strengthening of
existing units may be a more practical strategy.

The organizational analysis of transportation pro-
viders in Chapter 11l of this report shows how
metropolitan areas vary in their structural arrangements
for the delivery of areawide transportation services.
Larger areas are increasingly relying on umbrella organi-
zations to coordinate the transportation activities of
state governments, regional special districts, and constit-
uent cities and counties. A few large metropolitan areas,
Miami and Indianapolis, are depending on reorganized
counties for unified delivery of such services, while some
smaller areas are developing joint city-county approaches
or are still relying on central cities and private operators
to provide the bulk of highway and non-highway
services. Apparently each metropolitan area is taking an
incremental institutional approach that permits domi-
nant transportation providers to singly or jointly provide
coordinated regional transportation services. Therefore,
many would argue, a range of institutional options
should be considered, including the following:

* A regional transportation authority organized as
a multimodal provider organization similar to the
one in Chicago.*

*While Chicago’s RTA is limited to transit modes (including
taxis and any other publicly available conveyances), it could
just as well deal with other modes if such a need is recognized.



e A federated transportation provider organization
with a planning and coordinating unit as the upper
tier and separate operating agencies as the lower
tier, such as the Metropolitan Transportation
Authority in the New York area.

* A confederation or association of transportation
providers which interacts with the areawide trans-
portation planning body, such as the San
Francisco providers association and the Metro-
politan Transportation Commission.

« A multimodal regional service corporation, such
as the Port Authority of New York and New
Jersey or the Bi-State Development District in St.
Louis.

* A state sponsored transportation authority such
as the Massachusetts Port Authority.

* A transportation subunit of a general purpose
areawide metropolitan governmental unit, such as
the Metropolitan Transit Commission in Minnea-
polis-St. Paul.

* A county department of transportation in a
single county SMSA such as inthe Miami, Florida,
metropolitan area.

* A joint city-county department of transporta-
tion.

* An extension of urban service through use of
extraterritorial powers.

The issue of whether to create a new regional
provider entity or to strengthen a present organization
calls for a decision which, many would argue, each
metropolitan area and non-metropolitan region should
make for itself. Advocates of using existing organizations
oppose the creation of new bureaucracies, whether
governmental or quasi-governmental. They maintain that
existing organizations in every metropolitan area can be
given authority to provide areawide services or to see
that other agencies fulfill the coordination and imple-
mentation functions. In smaller areas, municipalities and
private companies may already be providing sufficiently
high quality transportation services in an adequately
coordinated fashion.

There is an undeniable problem of proliferation,
however. In larger metropolitan areas, it is not unusual
to have 100 or more different transportation pro-
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viders — some providing a few transportation services
while others provide a wide range — and no existing
institution, it is argued, may be capable of coordinating
such complex service patterns. i’erhaps in single county
SMSAs, a county unit, a dominant city, or a joint
city-county unit could serve as the areawide coor-
dinating mechanism, but in complex multicounty
areas — where there is no metropolitan general purpose
government with effective coordination powers and no
strong substate regional body — a new regional trans-
portation service provider organization may be needed.

Critics point out the disruptive effect such new
organizations could have on existing institutional rela-
tionships, especially if these new bodies were to have
independent access to local tax resources. Such entities,
they argue, erode local control over essential transporta-
tion services.

Advocates for creating new institutions where neces-
sary argue that such bodies can be created while still
preserving local government service options. Thus, a
regional provider would assure that basic areawide
transportation needs are met, while local governments
would still provide internal transportation service func-
tions (such as local streets and minibuses). These
advocates cite the Southeastern Michigan Transportation
Authority’s recent senior citizens' transit plan as an
example of the exercise of local service options within a
unified service delivery system. This free fare plan makes
it possible for any town, village, or county to purchase a
bloc of tickets and make them available to senior
citizens free of charge for non-rush hour transit. This
does not mandate reduced fares, increased subsidies, or
uniform local participation for the whole area. Instead
the decision to provide this additional service to senior
citizens is left to the individual local governments.

Critics of the creation of a new areawide mechanism
for systematizing transportation service delivery also
oppose establishing what will be, in their view, just one
more unresponsive, autonomous, quasi-governmental
bureaucracy. They are concerned that a regional pro-
vider unit, because of its technical management
expertise, the size of its geographic base, and its
insulation from the political process will become unre-
sponsive and unaccountable to general purpose
governments and to the public which it serves. Advo-
cates of such new mechanisms, on the other hand, argue
that a new regional service provider would increase the
visibility of transportation needs by clearly designating a
single agency responsible for the success or failure of
areawide transportation service delivery, and that such
an organization could be brought under control effec-
tively by a politically responsive locally based planning



and policy making body such as the one suggested in
Recommendation No. 1.

Who Should Chqose?

Related to the issue of whether to establish a new
entity or strengthen an existing unit, is the guestion of
who should make this choice. Should constituent units
of local government determine the appropriate mecha-
nism or should a public referendum be held? Advocates
of direct local designation argue that this would assure
greater responsiveness to general purpose units of local
government and to local public needs. Opponents of this
view, on the other hand, maintain that the range of
options and the technical factors involved are too
complex for a public referendum. They also argue that
constituent local governments under such circumstances
may be unable to designate a single areawide transporta-
tion provider, that local perspectives may be too limited,
and that a regional focus is of paramount importance.

Even those who think the decision should be made on
on a non-local basis cannot agree on a service. Some
argue that the governor, the state legislature, or the
regional planning body (where it is effective) have the
broad scope needed to make the choice with an areawide
view. While some of those who advocate state designa-
tion of the provider unit feel that the governor or the
state legislature alone should make this choice, others
feel that the regional planning unit should act concur-
rently with the state to provide for a modicum of local
participation in the decision making process. Others
advocate that the regional body alone should designate
or create the provider mechanism because these two
units supplement each other — one decides policy and
the other carries it out. Therefore the policy body is the
most appropriate one to designate its regional implemen-
tation partner. Opponents of this view argue that often
the regional planning unit is itself a2 weak body, and the
formal visible recognized authority of the governor or
state legislature in specifically creating the regional
provider may be an asset to its success.

The Transportation Powers of Regional Provider
Units. The problem of how to fill the metropolitan and
regional service gaps and coordinate existing operations
is multifaceted. Not only does it involve the choice of
building new institutional mechanisms or strengthening
old ones, and the question of who makes this choice, but
it also must dea! with the issue of determining the
powers necessary to do the required job. Although
institutional options vary, many observers agree that
these regional organizations should perform certain
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functions in order to meet areawide transportation goals.
These functions include:

1) purchasing equipment, pooling equipment and
personnel, and joint use of facilities;

2) implementing the levels and kinds of public
transportation service which would meet areawide
needs;

3) assuring that such service is actually provided,
by purchasing it from existing operators or by
direct provision;

4) reviewing operations of service providers in the
area;

5) raising or acquiring funds to meet operating
expenses;

6) implementing service programs with plans for
coordination of routes, schedules, transfers, and
services of all provider agencies; and

7) reviewing the impact of local transportation
regulations on service provision in cooperation
with the regional planning unit.

Regional transportation units in several large metro-
politan areas are currently functioning with many of
these powers. However, critics are wary of concentrating
such fiscal and managerial power and authority in one
organization, while advocates point out that operations
of these existing organizations indicate that such respon-
sibilities are the logical components of managing regional
transportation services. The local and areawide conflicts
over the exercise of these powers which are bound to
occur, as they already have in Chicago and New York,
do not diminish the fact that effective areawide service
delivery requires a commensurate areawide management
capability. Recognizing this inevitable tension, many
advocates who maintain that these powers are needed if
regional transportation service delivery and planning
implementation is to be effective also maintain that such
powers should be subordinate to the locally controlled
regional planning mechanism. They also propose that the
power to tax can be effectively controlled by placing
limitations on the tax rate and tax base available to such
organizations. Furthermore, they argue, effective control
can be maintained by requiring a popular referendum or
consent of constituent local governments before the
regional unit levies a tax.

The advocates of intermodal regional transportation
provider organizations point out important fiscal advan-
tages to such units. They may use revenue bonding for
appropriate purposes despite local government debt lim-
itations, and consolidation of revenue bond issues for
increased financial leverage in the money market. Critics



argue that while these may be advantages, they also may
result in responsiveness to bond holder interests rather
than to public needs. However, advocates maintain that
since many of these units are often subordinate to ex-
isting general purpose governments and to locally
controlled regional planning mechanisms, there is suf-
ficient assurance that transportation programs will serve
citizen needs. Nevertheless, critics argue that giving
special districts large scale taxing powers will put them
in competition with general purpose governments. Ac-
cording to this argument, giving these regional units such
extensive powers may seriously erode local control over
transportation services. They also point to the fact that
some states are now directly providing regional services
through state subordinate service mechanisms which ex-
ist in the Boston, Baltimore, Hartford, Harrisburg, and
New York metropolitan areas. Furthermore, these long
established or recent areawide special districts are very
difficult to bring under local control. Yet, these mech-
anisms most often have been favored for the delivery of
regional transportation services. Thus, it is argued, using
the special district approach — instead of significant re-
organization and strengthening of general purpose local
governments, or the development of a more effective
interlocal cooperation among cities and counties — will
cause general purpose local governments to lose control
over transportation services.

Contrary to this position is the view that the powers
given the regional provider unit, whatever option is
chosen, will establish a complementary relationship to
the local government controiled planning-policy body
called for in Recommendation No. 1. Control of board
appointments, budget, and operating plans by this body
will serve to limit the independence of an areawide
provider district.

The Role of Existing Transportation Providers in
Regional Transportation Systems. When an institutional
choice is made giving a designated areawide unit the
power to unify metropolitan or regional transportation
services, this unit’s relationship to existing providers
becomes important. One view maintains that the pri-
mary function of a regional transportation provider is to
“package’’ areawide transportation services. If effective,
existing providers — whether private companies, local
governments, special districts, or state agencies — would
be expected to continue their transportation functions
while striving for better coordination, as part of this
metropolitan “package’’ under the guidance of the re-
gional unit.

Opponents of this “shared responsibility” position
maintain that areawide transportation is a public utility
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and that, as such, it should be owned and provided by a
single, integrated organization. This position argues that
effective systems management will not be feasible where
the area’s service delivery patterns are fragmented.

In refuting this argument, however, advocates of
shared responsibility point out that such an approach is
being taken in Chicago, with its new Regional Transpor-
tation Authority (RTA), and that Hamburg, Germany’s
well established and fully coordinated transportation
system, which experts consider one of the best in the
world, has a federated arrangement. As is expected
under Chicago’s RTA, Hamburg transportation providers
operate under an ‘“‘umbretla” unit which leaves existing
providers intact; there, all public transportation carriers
in the metropolitan area, including the national rail-
roads, coordinate their operation plans, scheduling, fare
collections, and other activities so that they appear to
the public to function as a single system. The two largest
carriers are the municipal subway and bus company, but
there are also ten other providers. The board of the
service unification organization includes representatives
of areawide general purpose governments as well as the
national railroad and other local providers.

Based on examples such as these, advocates of the
“‘shared responsibilities’ view, point to this arrangement,
and argue that unification of service delivery systems
does not preclude the continued functioning of present
providers, The roles retained by the various metropolitan
transportation service actors should depend on their
effectiveness, their ability to contribute toward meeting
regional transportation objectives, and the nature of the
regional institution designated to oversee areawide ser-
vices. Where existing transportation providers are unable
or unwilling to supply needed services, the regional
organization could help them do so through financial
assistance, or it could take on the service re- sponsibility.
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Recommendation 2.
Improving Areawide
Transportation Delivery

The Commission finds that responsibilities for imple-
menting transportation plans and providing transpor-
tation services in many metropolitan rural areas are
currently divided among a very large number of indepen-
dent private and governmental organizations, making it
very difficult to unify intermodal transportation services
to serve effectively and efficiently the needs of the
public. Hence...



The Commission recommends that states, local

governments, and policy units designated pursuant to
Recommendation No. 1 develop broader and more sys-
tematic institutional approaches to the delivery of
areawide transportation services. Specifically, the
Commission recommends that states enact legislation
which:
A. establishes or provides for designation by the instru-
mentality called for in Recommendation No., 1 of an
areawide multimodal transportation authority to provide
directly, coordinate, or assist in financing existing and
needed areawide transportation services, and to consol/-
date or otherwise integrate the transportation activities
of existing areawide transportation operating units.

This recommendation calls for a visible and account-
able areawide agent to be held responsible for providing
a satisfactory level of areawide transportation ser-
vice. The designation of this areawide transportation
authority would require state legislation authorizing the
state and local entities to act through the regional organ-
ization to  designate an existing multimodal
organization or create a new one where needed to pro-
vide regional service directly or indirectly and to
integrate existing operating units. The Commission
adopts this position because of its belief that it is not
desirable to concentrate all regional transportation deci-
sion making, regulating, and operating authority in one
agency. The designation of this areawide transportation
authority by the regional planning unit establishes a
service unit with linkages to the regional planning body
and general purpose local governments. This unit will be
the focal point for regional transportation service de-
livery and can be held directly responsibie for
transportation service failures or successes. Moreover,
this designated authority will not necessarily be a mono-
poly transportation provider. It could well be a service
coordinator as now occurs, to a limited extent, in the
Chicago, New York, Minneapolis, and San Francisco
metropolitan areas.

B. The Commission also recommends that this legis-
lation authorize a range of possible forms forareawide
transportation authorities including:
(1) a reorganized county containing seventy (70)
percent or more of a metropolitan or non-
metropolitan area’s population;
(2) a city acting extraterritorially when it already
performs the bulk of the area’s non-highway trans-
portation services,
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(3) a joint city-county transportation department
whose jurisdiction contains seventy (70) percent
or more of the metropolitan or non-metropolitan
area’s population;

(4) a multipurpose or mulitimodal regional service
authority;

(5) a state department of transportation or a state
subordinate multimodal regional transportation
agency; or

(6] the instrumentality designated pursuant to
Recommendation No., 1.

A choice of possible institutional arrangements is
presented in this recommendation since some may be
more feasible than others in specific metropolitan situa-
tions. For each area one of these possible units would be
designated to be the prime agency responsible for de-
livering or seeing to the delivery of regional transporta-
tion services in accordance with the plans and policies of
the policy unit called for in Recommendation No. 1.

In single county areas, which comprise 40 percent of
all SMSAs, a reorganized county which contains the
major portion of the area’s propulation may be the
logical choice to function as the prime provider agent.
The county would probably operate through a multi-
modal DOT of its own. This would presume a strong
county, with powers granted to provide non-highway as
well as highway transportation, and to levy sufficient
taxes to finance its share of multimodal transportation
operations. This choice would be most appropriate in
those single county areas where the central city is not
itself heavily involved in the provision of transporation
services.

The second alternative —a city acting extra-
territorially — would be feasible especially in smaller
SMSAs where the central city is presently a prime pro-
vider of transportation service and could readily extend
such services to outlying areas. In those areas where
there is considerable city-county sharing of transporta-
tion responsibilities, it may be preferable to establish
and designate a joint city-county transportation depart-
ment as the prime provider agent (the third alternative).
This might be especially appropriate in non-metro-
politan areas.

The fourth alternative — of a multipurpose or multi-
modal regional services authority or district — might be
suitable in urbanized multicounty areas which have a
number of single purpose transportation districts which
could be consolidated into a designated regional service
authority.

The state DOT alternative (number five) might be
desirable where there is a strong multimoda! DOT with a
demonstrated concern for the operation of the total



urban transportation system, while a state subordinate
regional transportation agency would be a reasonable
solution in multicounty areas that have few or no area-
wide special districts or strong regional councils. These
strategies would be most viable in either urban or rural
areas where state transportation initiative is strong and
local regionalism is weak.

The sixth alternative provides the option of designa-
ting the instrumentality called for in Recommendation
No. 1 as both the areawide planning-decision making
body and the responbile areawide transportation provid-
er. In some instances this option may be the most
practical choice to allow the planning unit to oversee
operations and serve the coordinating function directly.
This may be the case, especially where metropolitan
government has been achieved, where major service pro-
viders do not already exist, and where needed services
are so great as to displace or overwheim the policy
setting functions. Non-metropolitan areas might be
strong candidates for this approach.

C. The Commission recommends further that this legis-
lation authorize financing of the areawide transportation
authority’s operations through a combination of area-
wide taxes, assessments of constituent local govern-
ments, fees, and service charges,

This portion of the recommendation is designed to
give the designated regional transportation authority the
fiscal capacity to implement its operating plans and
coordinating efforts. This unit should have the financial
resources to execute purchase of service agreements
where additional services are indicated, and to support
or aid unprofitable but necessary regional facilities and
system linkages. A combination of areawide property
and non-property taxes such as now are levied in
Chicago, San Francisco, and Boston would provide the
regional unit with the necessary fiscal foundation for
support of areawide operations. Assessments from local
constituent governments plus fees and user charges could
also be additional sources of funds. But, in the case of
transit operations where user charges cannot support
adequate service levels, the designated authority cannot
rely on the fare box alone to assure continued or
expanded service. Some of the other funding sources
available include those like Seattle’s 50 cent monthly per
household tax, and the use of an earmarked public
utility tax to subsidize transit operations as in San
Francisco and New Orleans. In addition Chicago’s
Regional Transportation Authority uses a sales tax on
gasoline, auto license fees, a parking tax, and local
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government contributions. The regional transportation
provider should also be permitted to transfer surplus
funds from profitable operations to unprofitable ones, as
is the case with New York’s MTA and San Francisco’s
Golden Gate District.

D. Also, the Commission recommends that this legis-
lation authorize the areawide transportation authority
to:
(1) designate, concurrently with the
instrumentality called for in Recommendation No.
1, major urban and rural regional transportation
routes and set the conditions for transport oper-
ations along these routes;
(2) reserve, develop, and maintain (a) exclusive or
priority travel routes for mass transit, and (b) sites
for areawide transport facilities,

The specific transportation powers proposed in this
section include, first, those powers which the designated
regional authority would need to develop an inter-
connecting network of regional public transportation
routes, many of which might carry several transportation
modes, plus the power to ensure consistent operating
conditions along designated routes throughout the
system. These powers might include eminent domain
and right-of-way reservation authority, but would be
exercised only with the concurrence of the designated
policy unit called for in Recommendation No. 1 and
constituent area local general purpose governments.
Such limitations would protect against arbitrary use of
these powers, and would assure operating linkages to
areawide and local plans. The second subcomponent
gives the regional provider the authority to designate
priority bus lanes and locations of terminal facilities.
The Commission proposes that these site location
powers be exercised in accordance with adopted plans
and policies of the unit called for in Recommendation
No. 7, and with the cooperation and participation of
local governments.

E. Additionally, the Commission recommends that this
legislation authorize general policy control over the des-
ignated areawide transportation authority by the
planning and decision making units called for in Recom-
mentation No., 1;

This recommendation is included to establish a strong
link between systems planning and operations, since the
two are highly interrelated. !t would ensure that oper-
ating plans would be consistent with the overall
intermodal regional transportation plans and policies



prepared and adopted by the policy unit called for in
Recommendation No. 1.

F. Finally, the Commission recommends that this legis-
lation authorize delivery of supplementary local
transportation services by all units of general purpose
local government in metropolitan and rural areas either
directly, jointly, or by contract, provided that such
services have not been assumed by the designated urea-
wide transportation authority, and provided further that
the plans and programs for such services be reviewed by
the instrumentality called for in Recommendation No. 1
in order to resolve any inconsistencies between such
plans and programs and the officially adopted areawide
transportation policies and plans.

The final component of this recommendation would
allow for the general purpose local governments in each
area to provide additional supplementary local transport-
ation service where desired, if not already offered by
some other unit, and if consistent with other such ser-
vices in the area. This assures a degree of local choice
and control which guards against the designated regional
transportation authority developing a transportation
monopoly. It also encourages the local development of
specialized or feeder transportation services which will
complement regional operations.
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The goal of this recommendation is to promote the
development of a unified, systematic approach to the
delivery of areawide transportation services. The six
components are designed to improve service delivery by
providing serveral possible institutional alternatives
rather than one universal program for regional service
provision. The Commission adopts this position in order
to encourage each metropolitan or non-metropolitan
area to build on its own existing organizational patterns
and strengths.

FINANCING REGIONAL
TRANSPORTATION

All three levels of government have substantially re-
vised their transportation financing policies during the
last 25 years. The purposes of these revisions have been
to provide (1) greater fiscal support for urban mass
transit and other urban non-highway services, (2) greater
flexibility in the use of highway grants for alternative
transportation projects, and (3) more overall financial
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support for transportation in urban areas. This has oc-
curred because...

o All three levels of government have a long estab-
lished role in metropolitan transportation finance;
but for the higher levels, this has fong been limited
mostly to funding highway rather than non-
highway systems.

e The structural and legal constraints of traditional
transportation finance practices have caused all
levels of government to realize now that past pat-
terns of funding have favored highways at the
expense of other transportation modes, and re-
sulted in an over emphasis on the use of higher
level funds for capital rather than operating pur-
poses.

o Aid programs until recently have been directed
toward certain transportation providers — chiefly,
states and special districts — that are often con-
siderably removed from the general purpose local
governments which either perform major regional
transportation services themselves or plan for the
development and maintenance of urban transport-
ation systems.

o All levels of government are coming to the realiz-
ation that the most complex and costly
transportation problems are occurring in metropol-
itan areas where balanced urban transportation
systems are desperately needed to reduce urban
congestion and environmental pollution, and to
conserve precious energy resources. New urban
transportation systems and policies have to be
developed, and the attendant financial require-
ments will have to be met by increasing the
amount of higher level fiscal resources avaifable for
such purposes.

While most emphasis in recent transportation finance
changes has been on urban needs, the needs of non-
metropolitan areas also have received attention through
such Federal aid programs as Appalachian development
{Appalachia Regional Commission), rural development
{Department of Agriculture), economic development
(Department of Commerce), secondary highways (De-
partment of Transportation), and mass transportation
(Department of Transportation). State highway pro-
grams and road aid to localities have also provided for
many basic rural transportation needs. In rural areas,
basic road responsibilities usually are held by the coun-



ties and met substantially with locally generated
revenues as well as general revenue sharing funds from
the Federal government.

This part of Chapter IV summarizes the principal
findings and conclusions concerning these transportation
finance trends, and explores the issues now being con-
fronted in developing new urban oriented and regional
transportation assistance programs. Then two financial
recommendations are presented, one directed to the
Federal government, and one to the state and local
governments.

Principal Findings and Conclusions

The principal findings and conclusions of this report
about transportation finance may be summarized under
the following four categories: intergovernmental respon-
sibilities for transportation financing, limitations of
transportation finance policies, lack of local focus in
transportation finance policies, and the need for in-
creased funding.

Intergovernmental Transportation Financing Respon-
sibilities. All three levels of government have a sub-
stantial role in the financing of urban and rural trans-
portation systems. While one or another level of govern-
ment may be more prominent in the financing of the
different components of the system, each level has a
stake in the development of fiscal policies that can be
tailored to meet the different fiscal problems of a variety
of different local areas. All three levels of government,
then, will have to be involved in any new national
transportation finance policy designed to meet urban,
rural, or regional needs. This may be more fully under-
stood by considering the following facts.

«Of the five main types of transportation expend-
itures — highways, mass transit, airports, water
transport, and parking — the Federal government
has direct expenditure responsibilities in three;
most state governments have direct expenditures
in three and a few in four; and the local level
exhibits expenditure responsibilities in all five
areas. The Federal government has aid programs
that support state and local highway, mass transit,
airports, and parking projects, while some state
governments have developed aid programs for
highways, mass transit, airports, and water trans-
port purposes. Thus, all levels of government have
some experience in directly financing or assisting
virtually every component of the transportation
system,
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sThe extent of fiscal involvement of all three levels
in transportation finances is considerable. The
Federal government provided over 35 percent of
transportation expenditures either in aid programs
or direct expenditures in fiscal year 1971. In that
year, it accounted for 28 percent of all highway
finances, about 8 percent of mass transit finances,
69 percent of all airport finances, and 77 percent
of all water transport outlays. State governments,
in turn, accounted for 53 percent of all highway
finances, 5 percent of all airport finances, and 8
percent of all water transport finances. Local
governments retained a broad range of fiscal par-
ticipation in all transportation functions. They
accounted for 19 percent of highway outlays, 92
percent of mass transit funds, 26 percent of air-
port monies, 15 percent of water transport funds,
and virtually all parking outlays.

sWhile Federal and focal governments over the
years have exhibited the broadest range of trans-
portation fiscal responsibilities, many state
governments have substantially expanded their
non-highway responsibilities in recent years. Thus,
as of 1971, 35 states had aid programs for airports,
and eight had such programs for water transport.
As of 1973, 19 states had some form of aid pro-
grams for transit and nine of these states had
adopted capital or operating grant programs for
transit, some of which ran to the $150-million
range. Moreover, 21 states spent over 70 percent
of ali their water transport or airport expenditures
for intergovernmental aid purposes in 1971. State
governments, like their Federal and local partners,
are gradually beginning to develop a fiscal com-
mitment for all components of the transportation
system.

Limitations of Transportation Finance Policies. While all
three levels of government have an important role in the
transportation finance system, all levels have faced con-
straints in developing more balanced funding policies.
Both state and Federal governments have developed
extensive highway aid systems, but only recently have
begun to develop a commitment to meet pressing
non-highway needs. Trust funds and- earmarked revenues
abound at the Federal and state levels, and local special
districts often have revenue policies that prevent the
implementation of a balanced local transportation finan-
cing system. In short, all three levels of government are



hampered by a variety of legal, programmatic, and insti-
tutional constraints on their funding practices. Conse-
quently, current Federal, state, and local action is
increasingly being directed to the removal of the many
barriers that now prevent the development of more
flexible funding policies for transportation. These bar-
riers, however, are multi-level and not always malleable.

*The bulk of Federal transportation finances are
funded through the Airport and Highway Trust
Funds. These funds are maintained through the
earmarking of a variety of Federal revenue sources
which automatically provide about $6.5-billion
annually for expenditures on different types of
airport and highway projects. Earmarking within
these trust funds has also grown over the years.
Presently, some 12 highway aid programs are
funded by earmarking of the trust fund, an in-
crease of ten programs since 1956. Moreover, the
Federal government now has at least 40 separate
grant-in-aid programs by which to disburse annual
funds that may reach $8-billion by 1975. Trust
funds that are increasingly earmarked for categor-
ical purposes, increasing proliferation of
categorical programs, and the almost universal use
of Federal funds for construction rather than for
operating programs, make it difficult for the Fed-
eral government to target its funding assistance on
urgent urban and regional transportation needs.

*States likewise have experienced difficulties in
directing funds to meet non-highway transporta-
tion needs. Most states still raise little money from
general revenue sources to support transportation
programs. Instead, they generally depend on ear-
marked fuel and license tax revenues, plus Federal
aid, to meet their fiscal requirements for transpor-
tation. Twenty-eight states had constitutional
prohibitions against diversion of highway funds as
of 1972. Thirty-three states, as of 1973, had ear-
marked some or all of their gasoline taxes for
highway and non-highway programs. Rigid
categorization and earmarking of state highway
and non-highway funds is often the rule at the
state level.

* Local governments also face considerable
restraints in flexibly funding transportation pro-
grams. Most general purpose local governments,
especially counties, are prohibited from tapping
non-property revenues for transportation pro-
grams. Constitutional restrictions generally prevent
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local governments from subsidizing private mass
transit concerns. These fiscal restrictions, in turn,
often result in the establishment of areawide
special districts which sometimes further fragment
local fiscal responsibility for transportation fi-
nance. Single and multipurpose transportation
districts exist in many metropolitan areas, and
they often are confined to financing their trans-
portation responsibilities solely from current
charges, making it extremely difficult for them to
provide services that operate at a deficit. Most
systems of local government, then, lack the fiscal
capacity to support expensive, regional transporta-
tion operations. Unshackling local units from
present fiscal restrictions may enhance their ability
to better finance urban and regional transportation
programs.

Lack of Local Focus in Transportation Finance Pol-
icies. Transportation finance systems often have a state
and special district government focus. Local general pur-
pose governments, notably counties, frequently ‘have
limited transportation responsibilities, especially for
areawide, non-highway services. This occurs at a time
when regional councils, regional planning commissions,
and state designated substate districts, governed by local
officials, are actively involved in the comprehensive and
transportation planning of many metropolitan areas.
Thus, general purpose local units are increasingly respon-
sible for the planning, but not for the operation or
financing of their metropolitan transportation systems,
Shifts in transportation fiscal assignments, then, have
made it difficult for general purpose local governments
to control the character of their own transportation
systems.

eNinety-five percent of all Federal transportation
aid in 1971 was channeled to state governments,
and direct Federal-local aid for airports and mass
transit often went to independent special districts
rather than to general purpose local governments.

*State aid often has been directed to only certain
classes of local governments. Counties received 58
percent of all state highway aid in 1972 and virtu-
ally all such aid in five states. Like Federal aid
patterns, airport and mass transit aid was often
directed exclusively to speciai districts. Moreover,
state transportation aid has not increased at the
rate of other state aid programs. Thus, in 1971,
state transportation aid was only 8 percent of the
overal! state aid dollar, while it had been 15 per-



cent of the state aid dollar in 1957. Some states,
however, have directly assumed either greater high-
way responsibilities or non-highway programs in
such metropolitan areas as Boston, Hartford,
Baltimore, Harrisburg, and Honolulu.

e Local governments, themselves, have been un-
willing or unable to assume the financial burdens
of providing a full set of transportation services.
Counties not having home-rule often provide only
highway services, and many fiscally hard pressed
municipalities cannot provide expensive non-
highway services. In this context, special districts
have assumed almost exclusive responsibility for
providing mass transit or airport services in 14 of
the 72 largest metropolitan areas. They are also
important highway and parking providers in a
number of metropolitan areas. Their fiscal prac-
tices are often not subject to systematic review by
general purpose local governments, though their
revenue practices often add to the aggregate finan-
cial burden of providing regional transportation
services. Indeed, where deficit financing is in-
volved, these special districts most definitely
encroach on the tax resources of general purpose
local governments.

« While greater direct Federal expenditures for air-
ports, water transport, and railroad subsidies, and
expanded direct state highway and non-highway
programs have been common, local governments
have been increasingly participating in the area-
wide transportation and comprehensive planning
process. Thirty-eight percent of all Section 134
transportation planning agencies were regional
councils in 1973, and as the Commission has noted
in its Substate Regionalism report, the bulk of
these regional instrumentalities are directly con-
trolled by local government officials. In addition,
over 80 percent of some 1,300 surveyed local
officials indicated that locally controlled regional
councils in their area should be designated as the
official regional planning body for Federal and
state areawide programs. The conflict is obvious;
general purpose governments are planning area-
wide transportation programs, but they are less
able to implement these plans locally. Restrictions
on Federal and state aid eligibility, plus local tax
and debt limits, all combine to prevent general
purpose cities and counties from assuming a larger
financing role in the construction and operation of
transportation systems.
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Need for Increased Funding And Shifts in Emphasis.
Urban areas increasingly have been demanding greater
fiscal support for their transportation needs. Moreover,
these requests for higher funding seem to have met with
some positive response at the Federal and state levels.
The Federal government has earmarked about
$1.1-billion annually for highways in urban areas
through 1976. Urban mass transit capital grants are
running at almost $2-billion annually, and proposals
have been made to increase such yearly appropriation
authority to the $3.5-billion level, with the bulk of that
earmarked for larger metropolitan areas. Airport aid
formulae have channeled greater allotments to urban
states, and the port development activities of the Corps
of Engineers often benefit some of the nation’s larger
urban centers.

States, likewise, have made commitments to channel
more funds into urban areas. They have moved away
from rural oriented allotment formulae in their sharing
of gasoline tax revenue. At least 19 have now developed
some mass transit assistance programs, and many of
these are in urban states with reorganized departments
of transportation. Six urban states have authorized local
governments to tap specific local revenue sources in
order to finance deficit transportation services.

Local governments, through user charges and other
pricing techniques, also are conserving their tax re-
sources for financing subsidized urban transportation
programs. Local governments also have proposed the use
of the surplus revenues of special districts and state
turnpike authorities for eventual use in financing those
necessary urban transportation services that now operate
at a deficit.

While these governmental responses show great
concern with the urban transportation problem, there is
every indication that the need for urban transportation
funds will increase. Thus...

o The Federal government is being called on to
substantially raise its funding of crucial non-
highway services. Proposals to increase mass transit
outlays substantially have been made by several
proponents in the Congress. Federal railroad sub-
sidies, including loan guarantees, may run as high
as $6-billion, and these have considerable import
to the local economies of many metropolitan
areas. Over 180 major airports, all in urban areas,
are scheduled for completion in the next 12 years
at an overall expense of $7-billion. Urban transit
deficits are running at $700-million annually and
are expected to increase in the future. Indeed,
some estimates indicate that up to $8-billion an-



nually might be required from all sources if
high-quality mass transportation systems are to be
available in all urban areas.

e« State governments increasingly are feeling the
pressure to aid urban transportation. Non-highway
state aid increased by 423 percent between 1957
and 1971, considerably outstripping that of high-
way and total state aid. At the same time, metro-
politan areas account for about 30 percent of all
highway mileage in the United States. Such mile-
age is among the most heavily travelled and the
most costly to construct and maintain; until re-
cently, it was that portion of the highway system
which received the least amount of Federal and
state aid. The pressures to upgrade these street
systems will continue, causing urban areas to re-
quest still more assistance.

e Local governments will most certainly seek re-
distribution of all sorts of transportation aid in the
next few years. The interstate system is nearly
completed, thereby freeing up $4 to $5-billion of
the Highway Trust Fund that might be used for
highway construction and maintenance in urban
areas and other regions where needs for areawide
travel are great. Mass transit requests will increase,
as will requests for the funding of airports and
port facilities that are to handle the economic
growth in urban passenger and freight transport.

e The Department of Transportation in its 1972
National Transportation Report estimated that
transportation needs in the country’s urban areas
might require an annual expenditure of
$11.6-billion in constant 1969 dollars. This would
mean, at the current high level of inflation, that
total urban area transportation funding require-
ments might reach $17.2-billion in 1975, about
$24-billion in 1980, and $47-billion in 1990.
Clearly, no single level of government can fully
finance these requirements from its own resources.
Fiscal action at all three levels will be required in
order to meet these growing needs.

Issues in Regional
Transportation Finance

The fiscal pressures on urban and regional transpor-
tation are mounting. Federal, state, and local govern-
ments have to raise increased revenue to finance these
program demands, and they will have to revise those
fiscal policies that now prevent targeting scarce re-
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sources on urgent transportation demands. Moreover,
there are mounting pressures for all these fiscal changes
to be undertaken in a context that permits greater local
governmental control over the disbursement of transpor-
tation funds. How these issues will be resolved will
determine the shape of intergovernmental fiscal relations
in the urban and regional transportation function for
years to come.

Several issues surround these changes. First, is the
question of the relative level, share, and form of Federal,
state, and local financing required for upgrading and
maintaining areawide transportation systems and ser-
vices. Second, is the issue of geographic allocation of
urban and regional transportation funds. Which metro-
politan and non-metropolitan areas will require the
greatest and least amounts of funding, and how will
different types of transportation aids be allocated among
them?

A third question involves the use of transportation
monies at the local level. Will funds be earmarked for
special types of projects? Will monies go for capital
rather than operating purposes? Will recipient units be
able to decide how their funding allocations for trans-
portation will be used?

State-local transportation finance issues will be
equally prominent in the years ahead. How will urban
and regional transportation finance responsibilities be
apportioned among the states and different kinds of
local governments? Will uni- or multifunctional special
districts be relied on as transportation providers? Will
their financing practices be subjected to higher level
review, and what form will this supervision take? What
fiscal policies should local governments undertake to
maximize their contribution to the building and oper-
ation of areawide transportation systems that aim to
reduce congestion and conserve energy resources?

Resolving all these issues will, in large measure, deter-
mine the extent and form of Federal, state, and local
fiscal participation in the financing of urban and regional
transportation systems in the years ahead. Moreover,
new and proposed finance policies at all three levels of
government indicate that Federal, state, and local gov-
ernmental units already are carving out new
transportation financing roles. The following review of
these issues provides the setting for two Commission
recommendations on this matter — one directed to the
Federal government, and one to the state and local
governments. The issues include funding sources for met-
ropolitan and regional transportation, dollar amounts
and their intergovernmental dimension for regional
transportation, apportionment of regional funds,
flexibility in grant-in-aid fundings, and state and local
barriers to improved regional transportation.



Funding Sources for Metropolitan and Regional
Transportation. A key problem at all levels of govern-
ment is finding the money needed for urban and regional
transportation systems. Until recently, both the Federal
and state governments established trust funds which
provided the bulk of Federal and state transportation
appropriations. Similar conditions have arisen locally
when independent or dependent transportation districts
have financed their activities exclusively or predomi-
nantly from revenue charges.

Supporters of trust funds argue that they are essential
to guarantee a steady stream of funding for long term
transportation projects, especially those that involve ex-
tensive capital financing. Others contend that trust funds
set a ceiling rather than a floor on transportation appro-
priations and that they reduce legislative and executive
ability to target funding on the highest priority transpor-
tation needs or competing needs of other types as they
emerge from time to time.

Evidence substantiates both the pros and cons of the
trust fund question. Trust funds have long provided the
bulk of all Federal transportation financing. But the
expenditure limits which have been placed upon uses of
the trust fund have made it necessary to finance a
number of transportation programs — most notably mass
transit — from general revenues. Moreover, trust fund
revenue sources have had to be expanded over the years,
at both the state and Federal levels, and the struggle for
greater certainty has prompted increasing earmarking of
trust fund proceeds at both levels. Creation of a trust
fund, then, certainly does not completely ameliorate or
satisfy some very significant transportation finance prob-
lems.

Some critics of trust funds argue strongly that all
transportation funding should come from general rev-
enues and that any highway user taxes should be merged
with general revenues. In this fashion, some periodic
reassessment of differing modal needs would be en-
couraged; better legislative oversight would be assured,
and more flexible budgeting, to meet overall govern-
mental needs, would be encouraged.

At the same time, many segments of the transpor-
tation industry argue that the steadiness of trust fund
appropriations, especially when combined with func-
tional and geographic formula allocations of sich rev-
enues, makes it easier for grant recipients to
systematically budget for major transportation
expenditures, This financial stability arises from the fact
that the funds are on hand, they have been contributed
by users, and their expenditures will directly benefit
these contributors. Many doubt, for example, whether
the nation’s interstate highway system would have been
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buiit had it not been almost exlusively financed from
trust funds. The popularity of the trust fund has been
evident in several new proposals to either extend it or
expand it to include funding for mass transit despite the
strong feelings of many that transportation should com-
pete annually with all other general fund appropriations.

Dollar Amounts for Regional Transportation: The
Intergovernmental Dimension. Currently the nation
spends some $26-billion annually in public funds for
transportation, making it one of the largest domestic
programs. A considerable proportion of this public
funding is spent in metropolitan areas. Fifty-seven per-
cent of all Federal transportation outlays ($4.2-biltion)
were ultimately expended in urban areas in 1969. Sixty-
nine percent of all local governmental transportation
outlays in 1967 — $4.7-billion — were spent in metro-
politan areas, and state highway departments spent
$5.3-billion in highway expenditures in metropolitan
areas in 1972, Thus, about 60 percent of all publicly
funded transportation outlays or $15 to $16-billion now
are spent each year within metropolitan areas.

Is this public investment sufficient to the task? Most
would agree that without substantial increases in the
levels of urban transportation funding, emerging urban
transportation problems will probably go unresolved.
Combined mass transit deficits are running at $700-mil-
lion a year and will go over the $1-billion mark in the
near future. Overall urban transportation requirements
could reach $25-30-billion a year in the 1980’s, most of
which would have to be provided from public funds.
Moreover, unless economic conditions improve, in-
creased demands for airline and railroad subsidies will
further add to this transportation financing burden. At
the very least, then, current funding levels will have to
be maintained to meet pressing transportation problems.

Federal-State Responsibilities in Transportation
Funding. What are the relative responsibilities of the
three levels of government for meeting these transpor-
tation requirements? Recent Federal proposals call for
substantial increases in annual commitments to mass
transit, with a considerable proportion of that being
used for operating subsidy programs for the larger mass
transit systems. Airport expenditures are estimated at
$2-3-billion annually for the next several years. Efforts
are being made to continue the Highway Trust Fund, but
eventually to earmark up to $1.5-billion annually for
multimodal urban needs. The general message at the
Federal level is clear — increased mass transit funding,
the bulk of which will be spent in metropolitan areas;
redisributed highway trust funds going to urban areas as



the financing of the interstate system is completed; and
continued funding of airport and water transport pro-
grams, with the bulk of these outlays going into urban
areas.

Similar trends are occuring at the state level, where
23 states have revised their gasoline tax formulas to
channel more money into heavily populated areas; mu-
nicipalities in ten additional states now share in this
revenue source. At least 13 states have developed transit
aid formulae which largely benefit urban areas. Yet,
most states still fund their entire transportation appro-
priations solely from earmarked revenues and Federal
aid. Only about ten states have used their general rev-
enue sharing funds for transportation purposes. In-
creased general revenue funding of transportation, then,
has not yet occurred in many states. At the same time,
non-highway earmarking of the gasoline tax now is a
frequent occurrence. In the long run, states may have to
increase their general revenue appropriations, or share
more fully in the Federal gasoline tax, if they are to
increase their financial commitments to urban or region-
al transportation

Problems in Transportation Funding. Transportation
funding problems remain severe at the local level. Many
counties and cities face strict debt limitations that may
prevent them from undertaking costly transportation
capital financing projects. Counties, in states not pro-
viding them with home rule, often lack suitable legal
authorizations for financing non-highway services. Cities
vary markedly in their transportation pricing practices.
Local governments providing mass transportation
services are faced with increasing deficits; yet they can-
not raise fares to cover these services without further
loss of passenger traffic and revenue. Local access to
non-property tax sources is limited in many states, and
municipalities apparently are unwilling to add to prop-
erty tax pressures by incurring higher transportation
expenditures. Many special districts provide only profit-
able highway, airport, and port services. But itis dif-
ficult, if not impossible, to divert surplus revenues from
these operations to the support of other transportation
services — however essential they may be to a large
portion of the urban populace, particularly the poor and
the elderly. The picture at the local level, then, is gen-
erally one of local governments being unable or
unwilling to raise their share of the transportation
financing burden.

Resolution of this funding issue will be difficult.
‘Some argue that, with the completion of the interstate
highway system, the Federal government should fund
only those transportation systems that are of national
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significance, such as the passenger operations of nation-
wide rail and airport systems. Others indicate that most
metropolitan area traffic problems, result in large
measure, from other Federal highway and urban devel-
opment policies, especially since 25 percent of all metro-
politan street mileage is in the Federal aid system. The
vast amounts of Federal monies poured into building the
interstate and other Federally aided systems have
encouraged metropolitan growth and hastened the shift
of freight and passenger traffic to the motor vehicle.
Urban transportation problems, so this group argues, are
a natural byproduct of these past funding patterns;
hence, the Federal government should maintain or
increase its levels of highway and non-highway funding
and redistribute more monies to urban areas.

Similar arguments occur about the state role in urban
local transportation finance. Some indicate that the
states should deal with statewide transportation prob-
fems and not bother with the particular fiscal problems
of individual metropolitan or non-metropolitan areas.
They point to the extensive amount of highway mileage
outside of urban areas — often the only form of efficient
transportation access in non-metropolitan areas — and
indicate that states should concentrate their efforts on
maintaining and improving these largely rural statewide
transportation systems. Urban transportation problems
are difficult, they concede, but sufficient fiscal resources
exist in most metropolitan areas for regional financing of
areawide transportation systems. At least eight states,
they point out, have passed fiscal measures that would
allow individual areawide transportation providers, most
often mass transit agencies, to levy regional taxes to
finance their programs. Other locally based regional in-
stitutions like the Metropolitan Transportation Com-
mission in San Francisco could complement these fiscal
measures by redirecting state and Federal aid throughout
the region to meet pressing urban transportation needs.

Others counter that state transportation policy has
too long favored rural areas at the expense of urban
ones, and that the time has come for increased state
funding of urban transportation needs. These observers
note that metropolitan areas are the pivotal points of a
state’s economy, and that balanced economic and social
development requires more state funding of urban trans-
portation systems. They note that at least four states
have adopted a full range of transportation aid programs,
and that a few have taken over costly non-highway
transportation programs in major metropolitan areas.
Some states, they conclude, have begun to recognize the
fiscal dimensions of the urban transportation problem,
and more should join the ranks to insure better balanced
urban transportation funding.



Finally, some contend that local governments could
bear a considerably greater share of the transportation
financing burden themselves. The most pressing urban
transportation problems concern the daily movement of
passengers and freight within urban areas. These are
problems affecting all metropolitan areas, but their solu-
tions will be developed on an individual area basis, In
smaller metropolitan areas and non-metropolitan re-
gions, the need will still be for more efficient highway
systems and services. In medium size metropolitan areas,
public assumption of bus systems may be paramount;
while in the larger areas, coordination of different com-
muter operations, transit subsidies, and the building of
new freight distribution systems may be required. Each
area will have to identify its own particular transporta-
tion problem, and work out regional financing programs
to implement these policies. This has already occurred,
to some extent, where regional special districts finance
their operations on an areawide basis,

Others argue that the amount of fiscal redistribution
required in developing regionally financed transportation
programs makes it impossible to depend on local
governments for the bulk of the financing of their
transportation requirements. Only with appropriate
“sticks’ and ‘“‘carrots’’ from the Federal and state levels
will local governments having divergent transportation
needs sit down and begin to negotiate their financial
differences — with cities receiving increased funding for
transit, suburbs getting better developed highway sys-
tems and buses, and both agreeing to the location and
operation of major airlines, ports, and other regional
facilities. Local resources alone, this group believes, will
not be sufficient without Federal and state aid.

No clear answers appear when questions are asked
concerning how much funding is needed for urban and
regional transportation and who should bear the burdens
of raising the corresponding revenues. Until recently, all
three levels of government have borne significant shares
of the transportation financing burden. Federal and local
governments have experienced the most multifaceted
budget requirements for transportation, but states have
gradually been broadening their fiscal commitments to
non-highway services. However, fiscal demands for trans-
portation are changing; witness the calls for increased
non-highway financing and the redistribution of highway
trust funds to urban areas. Higher levels of government
may still have to bear a significant share of future
financing responsibilities, and lower level units may have
to be granted more flexibility in tapping their own
revenue sources for transportation needs. All levels,
then, would be able to support a complete range of
transportation programs,
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Apportionment of Regional Transportation Funds.
How are transportation assistance funds to be disbursed
among different metropolitan and non-metropolitan
areas? Shall all of these areas be eligible for funding? Will
the funds be targeted on just the large metropolitan
areas where transportation problems require rather mas-
sive funding? Should the Secretary of Transportation or
his state counterpart be given discretion to disburse aid
where it will meet the most pressing needs, regardiess of
the size of the metropolitan area or non-metropolitan
regions? Answers to these questions are crucial in the
formulation of Federal and state transportation aid pro-
grams.

Presently, the bulk of Federal and state transporta-
tion aid (including the highway function, and some
non-highway aid) is distributed on a formula basis to
lower level units. This formula distribution method ap-
plies to all highway systems other than the interstate
system, and is based on several factors including geo-
graphic area, population (either urban or rural), and
different sorts of road mileage. Airport aid is disbursed
on the basis of relative population, area, and passenger
travel. The distribution of state gasoline tax revenue is
conditioned by various factors including population,
road mileage, vehicle registrations, and area.

Transportation aid is channeled to different classes of
transportation providers. Federal aid goes to states for
highway programs, while mass transit and some airport
aid is given directly to individual local transit providers.
Most state transportation aid money is distributed by
formula to counties and municipalities.

Some argue that formula distribution of transporta-
tion aid fails for two main reasons. First, it creates the
risk of spreading the Federal and state transportation
dollar too thin among numerous metropolitan and non-
metropolitan areas. Second, it ignores the fact that
transportation needs differ sharply among these areas,
and formulas cannot be adjusted easily to target Federal
monies accurately on these needs. Both fears resulted in
several differing transportation bills introduced in the
93rd Congress — the House Public Works Committee bill,
the Administration’s Unified Transportation Assistance
Program Act, and others — having a combination of
formula and discretionary payments to meet these prob-
lems. Moreover, one-third of all airport development
funds now are disbursed by Secretarial discretion, and
recent amendments to the Highway Act require that
some Federal highway aid be distributed among larger
metropolitan areas on a population formula basis. All
these administrative and areal adjustments reflect the
uneasiness that many have in developing a single formula



which would channel all transportation assistance direct-
ly or indirectly to urban and rural areas.

Developing formulas that will please all transportation
aid recipients is a formidable task. In response to the
complexities, major portions of some recently proposed
transportation bills have sought to allocate urban trans-
portation funds to the states, based on relative
metropolitan population, believing that this produces
the most equitable result in the long run. Other bills
would earmark — up to 70 percent in some cases — for
the disbursement of urban mass transit funds to the
larger metropolitan areas in view of the heavier costs of
transit needs in such areas, Still other formulas would
spread most transportation monies more evenly among
different size metropolitan areas, but reserve the remain-
der for discretionary uses in meeting the differing needs
of each area. The formula approach, of course, insures a
steady flow of transportation funds.

Still others argue that more administrative discretion is
needed for the effective disbursement of Federal and
state funds. They point to the increased Secretatial dis-
cretion in dividing up airport funds, recent proposals for
the Secretary to disburse up to 15 percent of future
mass transit funds, and the incentives in some recent
transportation acts for increased gubernatorial discretion
in dividing Federal highway aid funds among metropoli-
tan areas. Such developments, these observers argue, are
indications that no single or multifaceted formula can
adequately satisfy the funding requirements of the 267
different metropolitan areas. Such discretion also is
needed in light of limited transportation funds and the
need for targeting what resources are available. Hence,
expanded Secretarial or gubernatorial discretion may be
required for distributing transportation funds, particular-
ly among larger urban areas where it would be easily
diluted under a formula approach.

Debate over the formula allotment of transportation
aids at both the Federal and state levels may well remain
controversial for years to come. Its resolution may turn
on whether transportation funding can be increased to a
level where any reasonable transportation allotment for-
mulas can satisfy the essential funding needs of most
metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas, or whether
funding scarcity and the urgency of transportation fi-
nancing requirements in different types of areas will
bring about demands for a targeting of Federal and state
aids on the most needy urban areas.

Flexibility in Grant-In-Aid Funding. Currently, al-
most all Federal transportation aids and several state
ones are used solely for capital purposes. National de-
bate continues over the degree to which operating and
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maintenance costs for highways and transit will be eligi-
ble for aid in future Federal funding. Moreover, some
states and over 100 local communities have established
transit fare subsidy programs, thereby adding pressure
for a commensurately balanced national transportation
policy. :
Critics of present Federal aid programs have charged
that their emphasis on capital construction has resulted
in the development of overly costly urban transportation
systems. The high matching ratios for Federal highway
programs have resulted in the diversion of state and local
money away from developing better balanced urban and
regional transportation systems. The use of money solely
for construction also may have resulted in a deferment
of highway maintenance outlays, since state money was
used for matching construction aid, rather than for re-
pairs. This, in turn, may be a contributing factor to state
policies that leave maintenance of state highways to
constituent local governments. In urban mass transit,
some aid has prompted certain areas (perhaps unwisely)
to develop rapid rail systems instead of less costly, yet
equally efficient bus systems. This form of aid has con-
tinued when fiscal assistance was urgently needed to
defray transit deficits. In a similar fashion, Federal air-
port aid has tended to retard the development of
operating programs that could reduce urban airport con-
gestion, and to promote sometimes needless airport
expansion in large urban areas. In short, some believe
strongly that the capital investment bias of Federal aids
can produce severe imbalances in the design and opera-
tion of many urban and regional transportation systems.

These critics sometimes point to state experience
with developing grant and subsidy programs in order to
support failing public transportation providers and keep
public transportation costs down for dependent popula-
tions. They also point to the reduction of restrictions
that some states place on the use of shared gasoline
taxes. Such policies, they suggest, indicate a belief that
local aid recipients are in the best position to determine
the most effective applications of higher level funds;
hence, Federal grants also should permit (as finally
authorized to a limited extent by the National Mass
Transportation Assistance Act of 1974) these units to
use such funds for operating or capital purposes as they
see fit. This would further broaden and enhance the
funding flexibility provided by the Federal Aid Highway
Act of 7973, which permits grant recipients in urban
areas to trade highway capital funds for priority assist-
ance in mass transit. This latter option, it should be
noted, already has been exercised in both the Boston
and Philadelphia metropolitan areas, involving more than
$800-million in Federal highway funds.



Critics of this sort of flexibility defend the current
capital facility emphasis of Federal grants. They argue
that Federal aid for operating subsidies will reduce local
incentives for maintaining efficient, low cost urban
transportation services. Such subsidies also will inevita-
bly involve Federal decisionmakers in the day-to-day
operations of local transportation units. They also note
that operating subsidies could reach astronomical pro-
portions in several older metropolitan areas, and result in
the subsidy of inefficient transportation systems. Others
note that several metropolitan areas — San Francisco,
Atlanta, Washington, D.C., and Los Angeles — have just
completed or are in the process of developing proposals
for the construction of rapid rail transit systems, and
such areas need major capital funding assistance for their
systems rather than operating subsidies. Finally, some
argue that the long established aim of Federal transpor-
tation policy has been to help build transportation facili-
ties, and that states and localities should sustain the
operating and maintenance costs of these systems.

Answers to these funding flexibility questions may
hinge on the amount of assistance available from higher
levels of government and the relative transportation fi-
nancing needs of different types of urban areas and
non-metropolitan regions. Clearly, the fiscal require-
ments for operating regional transportation systems are
especially important in many larger metropolitan areas.
Moreover, there is every indication that more extensive
public transportation systems may be required to meet
coming energy conservation needs. Federally aided high-
way systems may have to be maintained out of Federal
funds in the future, since the costs of maintaining a
900,000 mile highway system which now carries some
70 percent of all automobile traffic will be very substan-
tial. In the final analysis, the more initiative recipient
governments take in making their own decisions about
how to use Federal and state aid, the more likely such
aid will be used for operating programs.

State and Local Barriers to Improved Regional Trans-
portation. While a good deal of the focus on urban and
regional transportation finance policy occurs at the na-
tional level, this Commission in past reports,* has urged
repeal of state and local fiscal practices which hinder
more flexible subnational policies in transportation.
Considerable debate occurs as to whether these fiscal
limitations — prohibitions against diversions of gasoline
taxes for non-highway purposes, unduly harsh restric-
tions on state and local debt, prohibitions against local

*The Commission reports State Aid to Local Government
(1969) and Unshackling Local Government (1968) should be
noted in this regard.
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fiscal incentives for private mass transportation systems,
and ironclad guarantees of the fiscal autonomy of trans-
portation special districts — are still warranted in light of
the need for all three levels of government to attack
simultaneously the urban and regional transportation
financing problem.

Critics suggest that these policies prevent more effi-
cient and equitable state and local transportation finance
policies. They point to the fact that many state and local
governments have discarded these policies, and have
sought to bring all available state and local fiscal re-
sources to bear on their most pressing transportation
problems. Thus, 15 states have developed aid programs
for both mass transit and airports. Maryland has devel-
oped a multimodal transportation trust fund. The
surplus revenues of regional transportation districts in
New York City and San Francisco have been used to
finance deficit urban transportation services, while park-
ing taxes have been imposed in San Francisco and
Pittsburgh and proposed in Washington, D.C. Group fare
policies for taxis have been revised in Washington, D.C,,
and more efficient airport pricing has occurred in the
New York metropolitan area. As these new experiments
with modernized state and local policies flourish, they
may gradually be adopted throughout the land.

Other less optimistic critics note the continued
presence of outmoded restrictions in many states and
seek a hastening of progress. They note the prohibitions
against gasoline tax diversions in 23 states, the lack of
extensive transit aid programs in 30 or more states, the
heavy debt reserve requirements imposed by bondhold-
ers on special districts and regional transportation units,
the $750-million annual operating surplus of state turn-
pike authorities, and the extreme variability of local
transportation pricing policies. These developments,
they stress, point to the continuing fiscal restrictions
which preciude state and local jurisdictions from achiev-
ing the most flexible use of their transportation reve-
nues. A less restrictive state and local fiscal landscape
would permit these levels of government to become
fullfledged partners in developing cooperative intergov-
ernmental policies for financing urban and regional
transportation.

Opponents caution against tampering with these long
established policies. They note that constitutional prohi-
bitions against gasoline tax diversions were adopted by
substantial margins in many statewide voter referenda.
Similar prohibitions against the diversion of special dis-
trict revenues serve to enhance the attractiveness of
these instrumentalities’ bonds. Moreover, local pricing
policies to improve transportation often result in unfair
and destructive impacts on private transportation provi-



ders, while state “buying in” on new ariport and transit
programs may be unneccessary due to the Federal pay-
ment being such a high proportion of total costs.

These restrictions, others maintain, reflect a deep
seated popular desire to restrict the transportation finan-
cing activities of general purpose governments. The gen-
eral public, they believe, wants many transportation
services financed on a pay-as-you-go basis; hence the
popularity of state turnpike authorities and regional
special districts which provide many important areawide
transportation services. They contend that vesting more
financial responsibilities in general purpose state or local
units might be inefficient, and argue that the present
approach of having limited purpose state and local agen-
cies provide one or a few transportation services insures
that these services will be provided on a low cost, effi-
cient basis.

These critics also point out that many states have not
repealed their antidiversionary laws or broadened their
non-highway services — apparently because their high-
way responsibilities require full use of the gasoline tax
and other revenue sources, especially if Federal funding
for the interstate system terminates in 1977. Counties,
in many cases, have not pressed for new non-property
tax authorizations to help finance their transportation
needs. Interlocal cooperation in developing regional rev-
enue sources for areawide transportation ventures also
has not been widespread, and many local governments
still favor the creation of unifunctional special districts
to provide non-highway transportation services. Local
governments themselves often defend the fiscal auto-
nomy of regional special districts as a necessary
prerequisite for continued private investment in trans-
portation bonds,

Recommendation 3.
Providing More Balanced
Federal Financing
for Regional Transportation Systems.

The Commission finds that the present financing of
transportation in urban and rural areas lacks adequate
flexibility to meet the multimodal fiscal requirements of
these areas. Mass transportation modes, in particular,
have suffered from this lack of flexibility. The Commis-
sion also finds that the current Federal transportation
grants-in-aid to urban and rural areas are often complex
to administer, not always properly allocated, and fail to
provide adequate discretion to urban and rural officials.
Hence. . .
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The Commission recommends that Federal transporta-
tion finance policies be substantially revised to provide
more flexible intermodal funding of regional transporta-
tion systems. Specifically, the Commission recommends
that the Federal government revise its transportation
funding policies by:*

A. enacting a unified multimodal regional transporta-
tion program** which is:
(1) funded by earmarking of the Highway Trust
Fund supplemented with funds appropriated from
general revenues.

This part of the recommendation calls for the Federal
government to develop a unified multimodal transporta-
tion block grant program built from the urban system
and secondary system portions of the Highway Trust
Fund and UMTA grant programs. This block grant ap-
proach, we believe, best suits the needs of the times and
would balance broad national transportation objectives
with greater state and local discretion. It could involve a
combined appropriation of about $1.8-billion in 1975 or
an appropriation that might range between $2.5 and
$4.3-billion depending upon the passage of various Con-
gressional proposals.

The Commission believes that this urban system
block grant should be financed from a combination of
certain earmarked highway trust funds and general rev-
enues in a fashion similar to the Administration’s recent
Unified Transportation Assistance Program (UTAP) pro-
posal. What is needed now is a combined program that
draws on the urban and secondary system portions of
the present Highway Trust Fund and supplements this
with general revenues. This would help insure the
support of those interested in more balanced Federal
transportation funding, the retention of the trust fund,
greater Congressional oversight, and adjustments in the
program in light of changing fiscal circumstances.

(2) In addition the Commission recommends that
the mixed regional multimodal transportation

*Congressman Fountain dissents from the parts of this
recommendation favoring the diversion of Federal Highway
Trust Funds to a regional transportation block grant and the
removal of all restrictions against the use of Federal urban and
rural transportation systems funds for operation and main-
tenance programs.

**This program would consolidate the urban and secondary
system portions of the Highway Trust Fund and the UMTA
grant programs but would not alter the other existing Federal
aid highway systems, Federal railroad assistance, the airports
trust fund program, or the water transport programs of the
Corps of Engineers.



program provide funds for intrastate regions
channeled to those states* which have:
(a) strong multimodal departments of trans-
portation**, and
(b) substantial intermodal funding from
their own sources for regional transporta-
tion, ***or otherwise directly to the policy
units called for in Recommendation No. 1;
and in the case of funds for interstate reg-
fons channeled directly to the policy units
called for in Recommendation No. 1.

This channeling procedure would provide an incentive
for states to reorganize their transportation structures —
which about one-half have already done — and develop
broad gauged fiscal assistance policies for a variety of
urban and rural transportation programs. Many urban
states — Connecticut, New York, Illinois, Maryland,
Michigan, Hawaii, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania,
California, and Florida — already have undertaken both
ventures. These states are in an excellent position to
develop comprehensive policies for financing regional
transportation needs. Many others still have modally
organized transportation agencies and concentrate
mainly on highway financing. In such states, a con-
vincing case can be made for channeling regional trans-
portation monies directly to regionally based
mechanisms, as has already been proposed as amend-
ments to the Federal Aid Highway Act. This policy
would insure that either a state or regional instrumen-
tality with sufficient involvement in areawide transpor-
tation problems would be a key intermediary in the
disbursement of urban transportation funds to various
individual transportation providers.

This Commission for more than eight years has ad-
hered to a general position on state channeling which
requires some evidence of state involvement jn the
form of “buying in” a program and of administrative
capacity to handle it. The proposal advanced here is an
adaptation of this previous ACIR recommendation de-
signed to meet the special case of transportation.

*Governor Evans supports the creation and use of effective
state departments of transportation. However, he believes that
the Federal aid funds provided for in this recommendation
should be channeled to the states in all cases, even though
such a department may not yet have been created. Therefore,
he dissents from those portions of this recommendation which
make channeling conditional.

**¥In accordance with Recommendation No. 5 of this re-
port.

*¥¥This builds upon previous Commission re-
commendations in its State Aid to Local Government (1969)
and Federal Approaches to Aid State and Local Capital Fi-
nancing (1970) reports.

294

(3) The Commission recommends further that the
regional program funds be allocated among the
states, with the exception of 15 percent which
shall remain as a discretionary fund for use by the
Secretary of Transportation in regions with special
transportation needs, primarily according to the
relative population of the states.

Equity, the differing needs of different urban areas,
and political reality, all combine to support this recom-
mendation. The regional fund would, after all, be used
to support both highway and mass transportation pro-
grams as well as other modes, and not just transit alone.
By most accounts, larger metropolitan areas need rela-
tively more transit aid, but smaller metropolitan areas
require proportionately more highway assistance. No
single allocation formula, with earmarking by metropol-
itan area size — as the bitter disputes over formulas for
allocating urban mass transit funds already suggest — will
ever fully satisfy the transportation needs of both large
and small metropolitan areas and non-metropolitan re-
gions.

Financing improved urban and regional transpor-
tation systems, then, is a national problem and not one
confined to particular sized urban and rural areas. The
Commission believes, therefore, that a formula based
largely on population would provide the most sensible
and balanced means of distributing the bulk of transpor-
tation assistance. In addition, the Secretary, with author-
ity to allot 15 percent of all regional funds, would
eventually be able to spread up to $600-million annually
among those metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas
that might require special consideration in light of their
special transportation needs. This discretionary author-
ity and easily understood formula should be sufficient to
develop sound state area allocations of regional transpor-
tation funds.

(4) Also, the Commission recommends that the
regional program funds be allocated among the
regions:

(a) in states that qualify for channeling, by
a formula developed by the states in collab-
oration with the policy unit(s) called for in
Recommendation No. 1 and approved by
the Secretary of Transportation, such for-
mulas to take into account factors similar to
those in the Federal formula — provided that
15 percent of all such state area funds be
reserved for use at the governor’s discretion
in regions with special transportation
needs — and



(b) in interstate regions and in states not
qualified for channeling, by a Federal for-
mula taking into account the same factors as
the formula used for state area alloca-
tions — provided that 15 percent of the
funds available in these areas in accordance
with the formula for allocation of funds
among the states may remain as a discretion-
ary fund for use by the Secretary of Trans-
portation in those regions in this group
having special transportation needs.

Thus, the regional transportation funds which reach
the states, would go by formula to individual regions.
This approach builds on recent Administration proposals
and provisions now within Section 104 of the Federal
Aid Highway Act which guarantees individual local areas
their share of urban system funds.

Two approaches are sanctioned here. One would
channel the funds initially to those states which adminis-
tratively and fiscally are committed to a multimodal
program, and these states, in turn, would — within cer-
tain limits — be free to develop their own intrastate
regional allocation formulas. The second approach
would bypass those states that lack this commitment,
and funnel funds directly to the planning units sanc-
tioned in Recommendation No. 1. Funds for interstate
regions would also bypass the states, but in no case
would any bypassing diminish requirements for coordi-
nation with the states.

Under the first approach, the same factors that fig-
ured in the state area allocation formula would be con-
sidered, and the Secretary of DOT would be required to
give a final sign off. But at the same time, those states
would be in a position to join with the affected areawide
and local units to develop a substate allocation formula
that would reflect their unique regional transportation
needs. This balancing of Federal, state, and local con-
cerns in this crucial functional area is probably the best
approach in the long run to meeting this challenge. But
it hinges on state assumption of a major role in the
process. If state channeling should occur without such a
commitment, state-local conflict would be heightened,
and controversy among the modal interests would
deepen.

Like the Administration’s proposed UTAP bill, this
option would give the governor authority to use 15
percent of state allotments for discretionary pass-
through to metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas
with special transportation needs. This would permit the
governor to disburse additional Federal aid to those
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areas whose transportation financing needs were not
fully covered by the basic formula allocations.

Under the second option, state channeling to individ-
ual regions would not occur in interstate metropolitan
areas or where states have not established departments
of transportation or developed broad gauged transpor-
tation assistance policies for non-highway services. In
these situations, the Federal formula would be used to
determine specific allotments for the affected regions.
This alternative approach, then, would insure the pass-
through of regional transportation funds directly to
those areas in much the same way as allotments under
Section 104 of the Federal Aid Highway Act are distrib-
uted now.

In sanctioning this second approach to channeling,
the Commission is mindful of the unique character of
interstate metropolitan areas and the pressing need for
the Federal government to assume a more positive role
in such areas if the states do not. The Commission’s
probes of the special problems of interstate areas in two
of its Substate Regionalism volumes, as well as in this
volume, have led to this conclusion, The direct funding
of intrastate regions in states which still are largely
highway oriented, is dictated by common sense and
equity.

(5) And finally the Commission recommends that
the regional program funds be allocated within
regions among eligible provider. organizations, both
public and private, by the policy unit called for in
Recommendation No. 1 for projects and programs
that conform to this unit’s officially adopted pol-
icies, plans, and programs.*

This recommendation would ensure close integration
of regional transportation planning and financing pol-
icies, and encourage the financing of transportation pro-
jects that have already won the approval of the majority
of the local decisionmakers operating within a particular
metropolitan area. It would also protect genuine state
concerns by permitting a state override of regional plans
that are in conflict with statewide transportation pol-
icies. Moreover, this recommendation parallels those of
the Commission’s earlier report on modernized substate
districting policies.*

*Subject, of course, to the state override noted in Re-
commendation No. 1 of this report.

*See Recommendation 2 of the Commission report Regional
Decision-Making: New Strategies for Substate Districts (1973).



B. The Commission further recommends that the Fed-
eral government revise its transportation funding policies
by removing all restrictions against the use of any Fed-
eral urban and rural transportation system funds for
operation and maintenance programs.

Present restrictions against use of both highway and
mass transit grants for either capital or operating pro-
grams have resulted in excessive funding of large scale
capital projects as well as neglect of operating and main-
tenance programs that would help make existing trans-
portation systems operate more efficiently. There is con-
cern in many quarters with the very large capital costs
that have been, and will be, incurred in building ex-
panded or new urban and regional highway and mass
transit systems, and also the concern that building larger
systems further increases already burdensome operating
costs which the Federal government does not share. The
emphasis in many areas now should be on less capital
intensive transportation projects — improved traffic con-
trol and enforcement systems, a greater utilization of
existing bus systems, and the like — in order to provide
more efficient transportation services. And the Federal

government should share in meeting these types of costs.

This shift in emphasis would reduce or limit additions
to the considerable debt that is being incurred in the
building of large scale, fixed rapid transit systems which
in many cases may simply divert passengers who already
ride other public transportation systems. It would also
enable urban and rural areas to develop operating pro-
grams which use existing highways and mass transpor-
tation systems more efficiently than now. These
considerations warrant permitting Federal grant recip-
ients to use their funds for either capital or operating
purposes.

* ok ok K ok kK

With this recommendation, including its several com-
ponents, the Commission urges the Federal government
to revise many of its transportation financing policies in
order to focus scarce resources on developing more bal-
anced regional transportation systems. It also proposes
that local governments be granted a greater say in the
disbursement of Federal funds, and that more stable, yet
more flexible fiscal commitments by higher levels of
government be made to the funding of urban and rural
transportation services.

Recommendation 4.
Improving State and Local Transportation
Financing Policies

State and local governments together finance about
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two-thirds of all transportation outlays. However, the
Commission finds that state and local units frequently
face fiscal, structural, and legal constraints that prevent
them from targeting their fiscal resources on their most
urgent transportation needs. The Commission believes
that the time has come to remove these financial
shackles from state and local governments so that they
can develop more flexible transportation finance pol-
icies. In this recommendation, the Commission urges
state governments to take several actions that would
make their transportation financing programs more adpt-
able to urban needs. Hence. . .

Consistent with its past reports on this subject, the
Commission urges the states to modernize their transpor-
tation finance programs through appropriate consti-
tutional and statutory enactments which would:

A. Permit flexible use of state highway user revenues in
order to achieve better funding balance among different
transportation modes.* In light of developments since
publication of this Commission’s report entitled State
Aid to Local Government, the Commission also urges
states to consider the creation of an expanded multi-
modal transportation trust fund permitting recipient
units to spend such assistance for any transportation
project that is in conformance with the areawide trans-
portation plan adopted by the policy unit called for in
Recommendation No. 1.

In repeating its earlier recommendation that states
permit flexible use of state highway user revenues, the
commission notes that many states now permit ear-
marking of gasoline taxes for airports and boating pro-
grams. A few states — Michigan and Maryland being the
most notable examples — have raised their gasoline taxes
and provided that some of the increase be used for mass
transit purposes. Yet, 25 states still do not permit diver-
sion of their gasoline taxes; in these jurisdictions gasoline
taxes must be used exclusively for highway purposes.

The Commission stresses that state funding of bal-
anced regional transportation systems benefits both the
highway and mass transit user. It notes that many seg-
ments of our society, particularly the poor and the
elderly, are usually dependent on mass transit. These
systems have been experiencing increasing fiscal diffi-
culties, and annual transit deficits now approach the
$700-million mark. Clearly, mounting deficits must be
financed from new revenue sources; otherwise urban

*This builds upon recommendations already made in the
Commission’s report State Aid to Local Government (1969).



transportation services may be sharply curtailed to the
disadvantage of these transit dependent populations. The
use of gasoline tax revenues for non-highway purposes
makes as much sense now as it did when this Com-
mission first recommended it in 1969. Consequently, we
reaffirm our position that state highway user revenues be
made available for the financing of any transportation
project conforming to the areawide transportation plan
developed by the policy wunits called for in
Recommendation No. 1.

B. The Commission also recommends state action to
expand the state financial role in directly aiding a full
range of non-highway transportation services including,
as appropriate, but not necessarily limited to, airports,
mass transit, water, and rail transport.

In recommending that states expand their direct and
financial assistance roles to include a full range of re-
gional non-highway transportation services, the Com-
mission notes that many states are already moving in this
direction and urges the others to follow. Thirty-five
states had airport grant-in-aid programs in 1971; eight
had water transport assistance programs; and 19 states
had developed some form of mass transit assistance
programs by 1973. Other states have directly assumed
major urban transportation services; witness state as-
sumption of the mass transit and airport functions in
the Baltimore metropolitan area by the Maryland De-
partment of Transportation, and state assumption of the
airport function in Alaska, Massachusetts, Connecticut,
Hawaii, Rhode Island, and Vermont, as well as state
assumption of the water transport function in over ten
states as of 1971. These developments indicate that
many states are moving to assume a more positive role in
urban and regional transportation financing. We urge
that this trend continue so that there will be a fair
sharing of state-local fiscal burdens in delivering these
essential services.

C. The Commission recommennds, further state action
to authorize an appropriate state agency* to review and
approve the transportation revenue bond issues of all
state, areawide, and local units of government in order
to avoid and type of bond obligation which would cause
(a) excessive service charges for the use of transportation
facilities, or (b) impediments to the development of a
balanced system of transportation facilities, and also to

*This agency might be the one already calied for in the
Commission’s report City Financial Emergencies: The
Intergovernmental Dimensions (1973) to supervise local financial
management responsibilities.
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D. Authorize state, areawide, and local governments to
divert, to the extent that existing indentures allow or
can be amended to allow diversion, the surplus revenues
of dependent and independent transportation special
districts within their jurisdiction for the support of
transportation programs that are nperating at a deficit;
provided that the state government guarantees the bonds
of any transportation districts which have had their
surplus revenues so diverted.

In urging that state governments take a stronger hand
in supervising the fiscal practices of independent and
dependent special districts, the Commission notes that
the bond obligations of these instrumentalities are often
unduly restrictive. They often require heavy debt and
construction reserve funds, and also contain provisions
that restrict competition from other transportation facil-
ities. This, in turn, sometimes results in considerable
revenue suppluses for these units. Thus, 15 of the 50
major transportation districts in the 72 largest metropol-
itan areas had net revenues and reserve holdings that
covered more than 40 percent of their outstanding debt
in 1970. All state turnpike authorities together had an
annual operating revenue surplus of over $750-million in
1972, while their accumulated construction and debt
service reserves added an additional fiscal cushion. In-
deed, one analyst noted that even with a 25 percent
decline in automobile traffic on some state turnpikes,
these instrumentalities would remain fiscally solvent in
the long run.

The Commission urges a two pronged approach to
this problem. First, an appropriate state agency — as
now exists in Louisiana, North Carolina, and
Tennessee — should review (and approve) the transpor-
tation bond issues of all state, areawide, and local trans-
portation providers. This would enable the state to
ensure that the terms of a transportation bond offering
do not impede the development of a low cost, bal-
anced, regional transportation system. Second, states
should authorize state, regional, or local units to divert
the surplus revenues of independent or dependent trans-
portation districts operating within their jurisdiction, to
the extent that their indentures allow or can be amended
to allow for diversion. This has already occurred, by
state action, in the New York, Philadelphia, and San
Francisco metropolitan areas. Other areas might tap this
source of revenues for support of deficit transportation
services, provided that there is no unilateral abrogation
of existing bond indentures. At the same time, the
Commission urges that states guarantee the bonds of
transportation districts that have their revenues so di-
verted. This would ease private investor fears about the



solvency and marketability of these special district
bonds. By these actions, needless fiscal surpluses will not
be built up by transportation special units, and a source
of badly needed fiscal support for other essential urban
and regional transportation services could be provided.
Both actions must, of course, be taken with full
recognition of the need for continued investor security
in transportation bond matters.

E. In addition, the Commission recommends actions
required to authorize local and state governments to
provide financial subsidies to private transportation
providers and consumers,

In recommending that state and local governments
subsidize the operations of failing, but essential, private
transportation providers, the Commission notes that 81
local communities provided over $190-million in transit
subsidies in 1971. At least six states provided direct
transit fare subsidies that came to about $49-miltion in
that same year. Moreover, several state DOT's are au-
thorized to contract with private transportation pro-
viders to supply urban transportation services in certain
situations. The Commission believes that this trend
should continue so that these subsidies can be used to
shore up needy private transportation providers.

Yet, we note that lone standing constitutional and
statutory restrictions in many states prevent many state
and local units from providing such transportation sub-
sidies. This leaves these units in an all or nothing po-
sition. Either they must completely assume the
operations of a private transportation provider or they
must watch it go bankrupt — as some 261 private transit
firms have done since 1959. This is a short sighted
approach to the problem.

Consequently, we urge states to remove outmoded
constitutional and statutory prohibitions against sub-
sidies to private urban transportation firms. The Com-
mission is encouraged by recent state efforts in
Minnesota and West Virginia which provide transpor-
tation subsidies directly to selected types of transpor-
tation consumers. This approach to the subsidy question
has merit, and may be easier to employ than business
subsidies in some cases. In short, state and local govern-
ments should explore all existing means of bolstering
private transportation firms, and of seeing to it that
transportation consumers have access to adequate public
or private transportation services,

Furthermore, the Commission recommends that, with
state authorization where appropriate, local governments
revise their transportation financing policies by adopting
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transportation pricing programs — parkRing taxes, group
fares for taxis, airport landing fees, congestion tolls for
urban highways, and the like — that would contribute to
more effective use of these transport modes in reducing
congestion, protecting the environment, and promoting
the most efficient use of the nation's energy resources, *

In this last part of Recommendation No. 4, the
Commission urges that local governments, with
appropriate  state authorization, develop more
sophisticated transportation pricing programs to reduce
congestion, protect the environment, and promote the
most efficient use of the nation’s energy resources.

Many local governments have already been developing
such policies. Transit fare reductions have occurred in
Atlanta, Seattle, San Diego, and Cincinnati. Revised
airport pricing techniques have occurred in the New
York metropolitan area. Parking taxes have been pro-
posed in numerous metropolitan areas, and adopted in
San Francisco, Chicago, Philadelphia, and Pittsburgh. All
these actions indicate that local governments can play a
constructive fiscal role in urban and regional transpor-
tation finance.

The Commission realizes that substantial obstacles
often stand in the way of more efficient development of
local pricing policies. Major highways are often in the
Federal aid system and cannot be made into toll roads
by state or local authorities. Home rule barriers some-
times prevent imposition of parking taxes. Local
governments often do not have sufficient technical
expertise to develop more sophisticated pricing policies.

At the same time, most local governments realize that
many transportation services can be funded largely from
user charges and fees. Parking, airport, and water
transport enterprises are largely proprietary in nature.
Prices can and should be levied for these services. More
efficient pricing techniques could also be developed for
highway and mass transit, to help promote the long term
goals of reducing automobile usage and encouraging
mass transit usage. Hence, the Commission urges local
communities to employ transportation pricing policies
that will aid in the development of more efficient
transportation services.

* ok ok ok Kk ok Kk

*The Commission previously has urged that local govern-
ments support the finances of general purpose regional
planning and decision making bodies that would have a major
role in planning more efficient transportation systems. See
Recommendation No. 3 in Volume | of the Commission’s 1973
report on Substate Regionalism and the Federal System,



THE STATES’ RESPONSE TO
METROPOLITAN AND REGIONAL
TRANSPORTATION NEEDS

The tradition of a strong state role in the financing of
highway programs, through direct state expenditure,
intergovernmental aid, or both, is long standing and
common to all states. Until recently, however, the state
role in urban and regional transportation was largely
limited to the highway mode, with relatively few states
assuming major responsibilities for such other transpor-
tation modes as aeronautics, water transport, and
railroads. And, as recently as 1970, states had not
assumed significant financial responsibilities in the area
of mass transit.

This picture of limited state involvement in urban and
regional transportation now is changing. Some states
have begun to assume more non-highway responsibilities
in response to pressures created by increasing urbaniza-
tion. These expansions of the traditional state role in
transportation have coincided with basic institutional
changes in state transportation organization: chiefly the
establishment of state departments of transportation.

Through their new departments of transportation,
states are attempting to undertake new, complex, inter-
modal transportation responsibilities. While the
prospects for actually achieving this goal through the
state DOT’s are both varied and uncertain, states will
undoubtedly continue to be asked by Federal and local
governments to play a more positive role in developing
balanced solutions to urban and regional transportation
problems. The basic issue, then, is how this shall be
done.

This section of Chapter IV briefly summarizes the
report’s findings and conclusions about the states’ roles
in meeting regional transportation needs, and then
examines the issues involved in orienting state transpor-
tation activities more toward regional needs. Finally, this
section presents a recommendation designed to mod-
ernize state transportation planning and decision
making.

Principal Findings and Conclusions

The principal findings and conclusions concerning the
states’ response to metropolitan and regional transpor-
tation needs may be grouped under the following three
headings — the emergence of state departments of trans-
portation, the varying powers and prospects of existing

. state DOT’s, and the achievements of state DOT’s,

The Emergence of State Departments of
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Transportation. The state role in transportation has been
characterized over the last decade and a haif by the
formation of state departments of transportation
(DOT’s). Over half of the states have established these
new organizations, which combine numerous, previously
autonomous state agencies related to a single or limited
number of transportation modes, into “super agencies”
concerned with a broad range of transportation and
transportation related activities. The DOT movement
began in 1959, and has accelerated dramatically since the
creation of the Federal DOT in 1966. The number of
states with DOT's seems certain to increase in the near
future, with a number currently considering adoption.

The DOT phenomenon is rooted in general state
government modernization efforts and in the need to
respond to complex urban and regional transportation
problems. A chief advantage of the state DOT structure
is the encouragement of a multimodal approach to
transportation, whose basic goal is a balanced transpor-
tation system, with each mode being used for those
functions for which it is best suited. This is contrasted
with a purely modal approach in which plans, programs,
and budgets are developed for each separate mode, and
too little explicit consideration is given to the effects of
changes in one mode upon the operations of others.
Analysis of the differences between states with and
without DOT’s suggests, however, that the key issue
behind the DOT movement is whether or not to become
involved in the financing of mass transit. Specific organi-
zational issues are faced once this fundamental determi-
nation has been made. Some of the facts underscoring
these features of the state DOT movement include:

+ Twenty-three states had formed DOT’s by Feb-
ruary, 1974,* and at least ten others are actively
considering such a move. The first DOT’s were in
Hawaii (1959) and California (1960), but the
remainder were formed since the U.S. DOT was
created in 1966; three DOT’s were formed in
1967, three in 1969, four in 1970, and the
remaining ten since 1971.

e Most DOT’'s have been formed in the more
urbanized states, reflecting the increased demands
for all transportation modes, and for greater
intermodal coordination associated with urban-

*As of this writing, four more states (ldaho, lowa, Mis-
souri, and Virginia) and Puerto Rico have formed DOT’s since
February 1974. All the findings and conclusions concerning
state DOT’s, however, refer to the 23 DOT’s existing as of
February 1974.



ization. Fifteen of the 23 state DOT’s studied are
in states with urbanization rates above the
median for all 50 states: this relationship is
especially pronounced in the first 13 DOT’s, 11 of
which are in states more urbanized than the
median.

e Geographically, the concentration of DOT’s is
greatest in the Northeast, Middle Atiantic, and
West Coast regions, and somewhat less in the
North Central and Southern states.

¢ DOT’s were formed in 11 states as part of
comprehensive reorganizations of the executive
branch; the other 12 were created in response to
perceived inadequacies in state institutions for
transportation. Reasons cited for DOT formation
include: the furtherance of a balanced, multimodal
transportation system; the coordination of trans-
portation with other areas of concern, especially
land use, environmental protection, and economic
development; and the maintenance of effective
communication with the Federal DOT.

o States with DOT’s are financially involved in
significantly more modes of transportation than
are non-DOT states, either through direct expend-
iture or intergovernmental aid. Three-fourths (74.1
percent) of the non-DOT states are involved in
aviation, one-third (33.3 percent) in water trans-
port and only one-fifth (18.5 percent) in mass
transit. For the DOT states, on the other hand, the
figures are nine-tenths (91.3 percent) in aviation,
two-thirds (65.2 percent) in water transport, and
three-fifths (60.8 percent) in mass transit. While
there are significant differences in the aviation and
water transport modes, it is mass transit which
emphatically separates DOT from non-DOT states,
with DOT states almost four times as often
involved in this mode. All states have strong roles
in the highway mode.

Varying Powers and Prospects of Existing State
DOT’s. While all state DOT’s share the goal of developing
a balanced, multimodal transportation system, there is
considerable variation among existing DOT’s in their
organizational form, administrative powers, and scope of
assigned responsibilities. A few seem well suited to their
task, but most have one or more areas of serious
weakness which make their prospects uncertain. The
ultimate success of the DOT movement may depend on
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the extent to which these areas of weakness are
eliminated.

DOT structures range from purely modal, with units
for highways, aviation, and so forth, to purely functional
forms in which the constituent units exercise functions
such as planning, maintenance, and construction. Most
DOT’s fall between these extremes, despite the fact that
the functional form seems to be the logical extension of
the principle of multimodalism. Similarly, the scope of
responsibilities of the DOT's varies widely, with a few
DOT’s encompassing nearly all major transportation
modes, while a few at the other end of the scale are
responsible for only one or two modes. Most state
DOT’s have relatively strong centralized planning, how-
ever, few centralize policy control in the DOT director,
and a few have a centralized budget function. This
budgeting weakness is due primarily to the prevalence of
modally dedicated revenues in the transportation . field
which often prohibits necessary intermodal funding flex-
ibility. This is the greatest weakness of most state
DOT’s, since it can prevent the realization of the DOT’s
potential for intermodal planning and policy making.
Despite the heavy intermodal emphasis in arguments
supporting their establishment (though perhaps not
surprising in view of the newness of this movement),
most state DOT’s in terms of personnel and budgets are
first and foremost reorganized highway departments. A
look at the responsibilities and functions of the state
DOT’s (detailed in Chapter /1) indicates:

e A composite ranking of the 23 state DOT’s
existing as of February 1974 — in terms of their
organizational form, scope of responsibilities, and
administrative powers — reveals that five are quite
strong and have been given powers and jurisdiction
generally adequate for the accomplishment of
their purposes. Seven states have moderately
strong DOT’s, although they have serious deficien-
cies in at least one area. A third group of six states
has moderately weak DOT’s, with one or more
serious weaknesses and only one area of real
strength. The remaining five DOT’s are generally
weak, with several serious deficiencies and no
offsetting areas of real strength. The prospects for
achieving an early shift in current state transporta-
tion policy, toward more adequately addressing
urban transportation problems, are good in the
first group, uncertain in the second, and doubtful
in the last two.

» Five state DOT’s have adopted a modal structure
and three possess the logically appealing functional



form. The remaining 15 DOT’s have a variety of
intermediate or “mixed” organizational structures.
The typical DOT in this group retains several
modal units, but has centralized planning and
administrative units for all modes in the DOT
director’s office. There is no emerging trend here,
and both the earliest and most recent DOT’s have
representatives in each structural grouping.

e Three state DOT’s have an extremely narrow
scope of responsibilities, covering only highways in
two cases, and highways plus aviation in the other.
Another cluster of six encompasses highways,
aviation, and mass transit. Nine state DOT’s add
either water transport or railroads to these three
areas, and the final five have responsibility for
highways, aviation, water transport, railroads, and
mass transit. While all DOT'’s include the highway
mode, not one has responsibility for pipelines.

o A relatively strong centralized planning function
is shared by 22 of the 23 state DOT'’s, reflecting
the priority given intermodal planning capacity in
the DOT movement. More variance is observed in
the policy making function, in which ten DOT’s
are strong, five moderate, and eight weak. The
greatest divergence occurs in budgeting, in which
only four DOT’s are strong, ten moderate, and
nine weak. A pronounced pattern is apparent
where, with few exceptions, a DOT strong in
budgeting is also strong in other functions, and
one strong in policy making is also strong in
planning.

Achievements of State DOT's. As described above,
the state DOT’s existing as of February 1974 vary
considerably in many important respects, and a majority
face serious problems in attempting to achieve their goal
of developing balanced, multimodal transportation sys-
tems. At the same time, many of these difficulties may
result from the inevitable growing pains of an innovative
approach to the complex transportation problems of
urban areas, rather than from insurmountable problems
inherent in the DOT concept. Evidence suggests that
state DOT’s on the whole are beginning to realize their
potential as more appropriate institutions for dealing
with urban and regional transportation problems. Some
of the key facts underlying this assessment include:

e States with DOT’s are proving to be, in the view
of the U.S. Department of Transportation, gen-
erally superior in their ability to develop com-
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prehensive, intermodal transportation plans. One
example of this is their impressive performance
{again in the view of the U.S. DOT) in the
National Transportation Needs Study. In addition,
the state DOT's have clearly institutionalized the
intermodal perspective within state government,
taking this theme out of the realm of ad hoc
coordinating arrangements and making it more
visible and more permanent.

e There js a definite trend within the DOT’s
toward elimination or amelioration of the most
serious constraints to achievement of their goals,
notwithstanding the fact that some of the newest
DOT’s are beset by the same sorts of problems
found in thc pioneering units. The few DOT
reorganizations which have occurred (as well as
those pending in other states) have been clearly in
the direction of increasing the administrative
powers and scope of responsibilities of the DOT.
Nine DOT’s have moved to lessen the restrictions
on financial flexibility imposed by dedicated
revenue sources, the most debilitating weakness of
most DOT’s. The Maryland DOT has shown that
where the financial flexibility needed to support a
DOT exists, a shifting of resources to peculiarly
urban transportation probiems is feasible.

eState DOT’s have made a generally strong
showing in assuming mass transit responsibilities.
In 1970, not one state had significant financial
involvement in mass transit. In the next three
years, however, 19 states moved into mass transit
financing. Significantly, 14 of the 19 states able
and willing to enter the mass transit area were
states with DOT’s. In other words, in a space of
three years, over 60 percent of the DOT states
assumed mass transit financing responsibilities; in
sharp contrast less than 20 percent of the states
without DOT’s did likewise.

State Organizational Issues

These facts indicate clearly that state DOT'’s with
significant intermodal flexibility and urban or regional
orientation can be developed. But three major issues
remain:

1. Should all states have DOT's?

2. What form should state DOT’s take to be most
effective in dealing with complex intermodal
metropolitan transportation needs?



3. How should state transportation policies be
kept consistent with other state policies?

These issues are explored below.

Should All States Have DOT's? Now that about
one-half of the states have formed DOT’s, the remainder
must decide whether to follow suit or retain their
traditional, more fragmented form of transportation
organization, perhaps augmented by some method for
intermodal coordination short of a DOT. At the same
time, those states which have established DOT’s must
continually evaluate their performance to determine
whether their coordinative purposes are being met.

The traditional form of organization for transpor-
tation at the state level is a highly decentralized one, in
which numerous autonomous agencies operate indepen-
dently, with each agency responsible for a single, or
small number of transportation modes and transpor-
tation related activities. These organizations developed
before widespread recognition of the high degree of
interaction among the modes, deriving from the fact that
the different modes may substitute for one
another. Now, critics contend, this older arrangement is
only adequate where the number of significant transpor-
tation modes is small and their degree of interdepen-
dence is limited. Today, they argue, very few states, if
any, have such independent modes, especially not those
which contain highly urbanized areas. Thus, the tradi-
tional proliferation of modal agencies exacts a cost in
the form of less than optimal transportation policies.

These costs are increasingly perceived by the states.
Recognizing the need for some mechanism for co-
ordinating transportation policy and programs, states
often must choose between informal or ad hoc devices
of some sort (e.g., transportation coordinating com-
mittees, task forces or study commissions, or coor-
dination through the state planning office), or basic
institutional change, such as establishment of a DOT. As
numerous observers have pointed out, each of the
common coordinating mechanisms has serious weak-
nesses. Coordinating committees raise the familiar diffi-
culties of peer group coordination; their capacity for
resolving conflict is limited. The state planning office,
being outside the transportation agencies, is in a good
position for developing plans and policies, but often in a
weak position to ensure that the plans are translated into
budgets and operating programs. Moreover, the use of
transportation task forces or study groups is severely
limited in the scope of problems and span of time for
which they are effective. Thus each such mechanism is
inherently limited in the scope of problems it can handle
or in its ability to resolve conflict. They can be useful
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for limited purposes, but are not, in the view of their
critics, adequate to the task of providing sustained
intermodal coordination in the states.

On the other hand, a state DOT, while more difficult
to establish initially, does not present serious inherent
weaknesses which would prevent the accomplishment of
effective intermodal coordination. As our findings indi-
cated, most existing state DOT’s have one or more areas
of significant weakness, but these appear to be remedi-
able; in fact, the DOT’s are moving to eliminate these
weaknesses themselves. Strong DOT’s seem capable of
achieving needed intermodal coordination, and recent
experience in mass transit financing and various trans-
portation planning activities bears this out. At the same
time, some states without DOT’s have also made
significant progress in intermodal coordination and the
assumption of urban transportation responsibilities,
especially regarding mass transit. There are states which
are primarily rural or which have a transportation system
dominated by one or two modes, where coordinative
arrangements other thana DOT may work adequately.
Even in these situations, however, a DOT may well be
the best approach. The now widespread DOT movement
and the recurrent dissatisfaction with various coor-
dinating mechanisms employed by many states which
have not yet formed DOT’s seem to indicate a definite
need felt in the states for the department.

What Form of State DOT Would be Most Effective in
Dealing with Metropolitan and Regional Transportation
Problems? Once a state has decided to undergo institu-
tional change in its transportation agencies by the
formation of a DOT, it must then determine which form
would be most effective in dealing with its expanding,
and increasingly urban, transportation responsibilities.
The choices range from a loose ‘‘secretarial” arrange-
ment, in which the operating autonomy and indepen-
dence of the modal agencies is largely maintained but
some form of coordination is exercised by a transporta-
tion secretary, to a tightly integrated DOT where
planning, policy, and budgetary control is vested in the
DOT “director” rather than in the modal units. In fact,
in the ultimate form of a highly integrated DOT — the
functional type of organization — there would be no
modal units; instead numerous functional units would
perform their functions for all modes.

Among the advantages claimed for the loose *‘secre-
tarial” form are that it can be established quickly and
simply, causing little disruption in the operations of the
modal agencies, and permitting tije secretary to remain
“above the fray,” thereby enhancing his ability to
provide objective advice to the governor on transpor-



tation matters. The system is weak in providing effective
intermodal coordination which extends to budgets and
operating programs, and in institutionalizing the inter-
modal principle within the operating transportation
agencies, but it could be an appropriate interim measure
for states which see the need for formalized coordi-
nation but have not yet uecided what the ultimate form
of that coordination should be. This approach is
followed by the state which now has the weakest DOT
arrangement; although it is considering proposals for
transforming its interim structure into a more integrated
one.

The reasoning which favors the choice of a DOT also
favors making the DOT as atrong as possible. Critics
contend that to be effective in developing a balanced,
multimodal transportation system for urban areas and
other regions, a DOT must cover all major transportation
modes important in its state. This is because the
potential benefits of coordination diminish rapidly as
important modes are left out of the coordination
scheme. Similarly, they assert, the DOT director should
have strong control over the planning, policy making,
and budgeting functions of all modes within the DOT if
the achievements possible under a DOT are to be
realized. They argue that to create a weak DOT virtually
guarantees that it will prove disappointing in managing
an intermodal transportation system. Similarly, they
claim that a modal DOT is likely to be much less
successful in developing balanced transportation net-
works than either a functional DOT or one with a
“mixed” structure in which at least planning, policy
making, and budgeting are centralized in staff units
within the director’s office. On the other side of the
coin, some state officials contend that a less than
completely integrated DOT can achieve many of the
benefits of intermodal coordination, while retaining the
positive aspects of strong modal identification and
professionalism, and avoiding the danger of over central-
ization.

How Should State Transportation Policies Be Kept
Consistent with Other State Policies? Although there is
little disagreement that a state should have some
mechanism for relating transportation policies to other
important areas of state concern — especially land use,
environmental protection, energy, and economic devel-
opment — there is less agreement about how this should
be done. One way, of course, is to specify that the DOT
director (or secretary) should be appointed by and held
responsible to the governor, rather than to an interme-
diate or independent board or commission, and likewise
to assure that the units within the DOT should all be
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responsible to the DOT director rather than to modal
boards or commissions.

But, essential as these steps are, many observers
believe that more is needed. They suggest that the
governor must have a strong general purpose state
planning office and state project review clearinghouse
organization to advise him on the relationships among a
wide variety of state concerns — including transportation
—and that state policies on land use, environmental
protection, energy and other subjects must be as fully
developed by appropriate agencies under the governor’s
control as are state transportation policies, if any real
coordination is to be realized. Thus, according to this
view, reorganizing the state’s transportation functions,
without at the same time similarly strengthening and
coordinating related state functions, will leave transpor-
tation policies isolated and unresponsive to the broader
needs felt by the citizens of the state.

Since the financing of transportation projects is the
key step in any action program, these observers recom-
mend that the governor should be given approval
authority over the use of state appropriated and Federal
aid transportation funds which may be legally accepted
under state law. This could be accomplished in a
coordinated fashion by a state law requiring guberna-
torial approval of a multifunctional state capital im-
provement and comprehensive services program
consistent with state appropriations, and gubernatorial
approval of all proposals for the use of Federal aid
transportation funds allocated to the state and legally
acceptable under state law.

Opponents of these arguments for strengthening the
role of the governor in coordinating a wide range of
transportation and related state concerns point out that
many states have not yet reached a level of coordinative
management capability which would make such a role
feasible at this time, and some also doubt the wisdom of
such a centralization of power in a single elected official,
even with the limits imposed by the appropriations
process. Yet there are definite trends toward strengthen-
ing the governor’s offices in the states, and the many
possibilities for legislative oversight, plus the use of
cabinet level committees and advisory bodies of local
and regional officials, as well as citizens, to help the
governors make well informed judgments about project
expenditures.

In summary, it is the view of many observers that the
state DOT concept has much to offer as an improved
vehicle for administering the state's transportation re-
sponsibilities in a way that furthers the development of
balanced, intermodal transportation systems as a re-
sponse to complex urban and regional transportation



problems. However, a DOT should be strong, integrated,
and politically responsive, or its promise will likely not
be realized.

For these reasons, the Commission makes the follow-
ing recommendation,

Recommendation 5.
Modernizing State Transportation Planning
and Decision Making

The Commission finds that the transportation pro-
grams of most states are still predominantly oriented to
highways, and that even in many of those states having
multimodal departments of transportation strong and
effective coordination among the modes has not been
achieved. In addition, many states influence their urban
and rural transportation systems without the benefit of
an adequate intermodal perspective. Though these de-
ficiencies at the state level arise partly from the lack of
financial flexibility referred to in Recommendations
No. 3 and 4, a substantial share of it comes from
certain structural inadequacies within state governments.
Hence...

The Commission recommends that each state enact
legislation establishing a broad intermodal ‘“‘Department
of Transportation,” if it has not already done so, and
that all such departments now existing or hereafter
created should be headed by a chief administrator:

(1) appointed by and responsible to the governor of the
state, with appointment subject to legislative confir-
mation where that is the state practice,

(2} directly vested with strong and effective intermodal
planning, policy making, and budgeting capabilities, and
(3) supported by adequate staff to enable him to carry
out these responsibilities;

provided that policy decisions concerning regicnal trans-
portation plans and projects made by the state DOT
shall be subject to approval by the governor acting with
the advice of the state’s comprehensive planning agency
and A-95 clearinghouse and such other state agencies
and appropriate local and regional advisory groups as he
may designate, and that no applications shall be sub-
mitted by the state for Federal regional transportation
funds without his approval.

The Commission believes that this recommendation
would provide the states with a strong organizational
structure capable of handling effectively the increasing
state responsibilities in urban and regional transpor-
tation. By remedying current structural inadequacies
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within state government, this recommendation, in con-
cert with the state directed components of Recom-
mendations No. 1, 3, and 4, would increase the ability of
the states to carry out a fuller, more cooperative role in
the solution of complex transportation problems. In-
deed, this recommendation is critical to the successful
implementation of Recommendations No. 1, 3, and 4,
since those recommendations call on the states to take
actions which would severely strain the capacity of
traditional forms of state transportation organization, or
that of weak state DOT's,

In addition, by specifying the DOT director’s ap-
pointment by and responsibility to the governor, and by
requiring the governor’s approval of urban and regional
transportation policies and projects of the DOT after
considering a wide range of relevant advice, this recom-
mendation lays the foundation for ensuring that state
transportation planning is conducted within the frame-
work of state, local, and regional comprehensive
planning. Consequently, transportation policies and pro-
grams will complement, rather than conflict with,
politically responsive state policies and programs in
related areas such as land use, environmental protection,
energy, and economic development.

* ok ok ok kK Kk

INTERMODAL REGULATION OF
TRANSPORTATION

Private transportation providers in metropolitan and
other areas are subject to limitations imposed by many
diverse and separate regulatory bodies. Some of these are
local or regional bodies operating within the area, but
many are state and Federal. At the same time, the
regulation of related land use, environmental, relocation,
and civil rights activities is primarily a local government
responsibility, often subject to state and Federal guide-
lines and, in some cases, overridden by these higher
levels of government.

It has often been charged that the direct regulation of
transportation providers — based largely upon the
economics of the industry being regulated — hampers
service improvements and makes it difficult for new
services to be started. For example, both taxi and transit
regulatory bodies sometimes oppose the newer dual
mode or “demand responsive” (dial-a-ride and jitney)
forms of transportation, making it difficult to initiate
innovative service improvements,

Also, the lack of linkages between land use control
and transportation decisions makes long range transpor-
tation strategies unreliable as a guide to transportation
decision making. Furthermore, it has been charged, the



increased attention now being focused on environ-
mental, energy, civil rights, and relocation impacts of
transportation proposals is increasingly delaying, and
even scuttling, needed transportation projects.

This section explores the issues raised by findings in
Chapter 1/, and presents a recommendation dealing
with the need to orient the independent transportation
regulatory processes to the regional planning, policy
making, and implementation programs addressed in
previous recommendations.

Specific Regulatory Issues

Recommendation No. 1 has already provided a
means of making available to the independent transpor-
tation regulatory bodies the studies, plans, policies, and
recommendations of the designated metropolitan
planning and decision making body, and Recommen-
dation No. 2 has provided a regional unit which could
work in tandem with the regional policy body to raise
funds and provide needed urban transportation services
or subsidies. But whether these independent regulatory
bodies can respond meaningfully to these inputs remains
a major issue. The major elements of this issue concern
the extent to which independent transportation regula-
tory bodies should be consolidated with each other to
combine modes, and the extent to which the exercise of
such independent regulatory authority should be based
upon broader and better defined urban oriented or
regional public policies than those which now control
the independent regulatory processes.

Consolidation of Independent Federal Transportation
Regulatory Bodies. For well over a decade, there have
been proposals from Congressional, Presidential, and pri-
vate sources for reforming Federal regulatory bodies.
Many of these proposals have been based upon evidence
that these bodies have acted arbitrarily in the decisions
they have made under their broad mandates to act in the
public interest, and that they often have neither pro-
moted competition nor restrained monopolistic
practices. Furthermore, it has been charged that these
bodies are frequently “captured” by the industries they
are regulating, and that they are subject to a variety of
pervasive industry influences creating conflicts of in-
terest. Specifically in the transportation field, the
Interstate Commerce Commission and the Civil Aero-
nautics Board have both been subject to these criticisms.

Critics of these commissions also blame Congress for
not spelling out the criteria which should govern the
regulatory processes, ‘and for not overseeing the com-
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missions diligently to assure that the public interest is
being served.

Proposals for revising Federal transportation regula-
tory policies range from President Kennedy’s proposal
that the economic regulatory functions be abolished and
replaced by firm enforcement of the antitrust laws, to a
proposal by President Ford in 1974 that new studies be
undertaken to assure that the most efficient use of the
nation’s energy resources will be made in the transpor-
tation field by reducing duplication of services and
repealing rules which resuit in empty or underutilized
rail and truck movements. Transportation safety regula-
tions are now under the jurisdiction of the Department
of Transportation and would not be affected by abo-
lition of the regulatory commissions which are now left
with only an economic role.

There is little indication that these commissions have
sought to address the transportation plight of the
nation’s metropolitan areas and other regions when
making crucial decisions about such diverse, complex,
and conflicting matters as directing more freight into
trucks rather than onto underutilized rail facilities, or
denying small independent air carriers permission to
serve local markets which the major air carriers do not
adequately serve.

With air and high speed rail services now being
considered as alternatives to one another in the nation’s
major urban corridors, the question might also be raised
as to whether the CAB and ICC should be merged. This
concern is likely to be heightened by the new emphasis
on efficient energy usage.

Of course, these issues all concern national systems of
transportation. Of equal concern are statewide, regional,
and local systems.

Consolidation at the State Level, At the state level, it
has already been pointed out that most transportation
regulatory responsibilities — along with oversight of
utilities and other activities — are already consolidated in
a public service commission of some sort. However, new
possibilities and precedents are arising for transferring
the transportation functions of these very broad purpose
state bodies to a state department of transportation.
While opponents of such transfers argue that this violates
the desired independence of the regulatory function,
proponents point out that much of this independence
has been illusory and that transportation services are
receiving increasing amounts of public funding and are
often publicly owned. This reduces the importance of
economic market factors in the transportation industry,
making the market oriented public service commission
less likely to be in tune with the public’'s need for



improved services. Where public funds are involved in
supporting transportation services, the conditions
governing such support — which may be imposed by the
state transportation body through whom the funds are
channéled — may be more significant in governing
service characteristics than the traditional regulatory
decisions of the public service commission. Nevertheless,
a partial transfer of regulatory responsibilities from a
public service commission to a state DOT, leaving others
behind, could divide responsibilities by mode and make
coordinated intermodal regulatory decisions even more
difficult to obtain.

Consolidation at the Local Level. Below the state
level, regulatory decisions are sometimes made by both
regional and local bodies. This reflects, in part, the
realization that some transportation systems at this level
serve areawide needs, while others serve strictly local
needs within a single city or county. In part, however, it
represents the traditional local government perogatives
and the relative lack of regional bodies.

Regional regulatory bodies are almost always singie
mode transit regulators. Local regulatory bodies fre-
quently have multimodal responsibilities, even though
they may not exercise them in a coordinated intermodal
fashion.

Consolidation at All Levels. These complex regula-
tory arrangements at the several levels of government
demonstrate the complexity of this subject. There
appears to be no easy answer to consolidating these
diverse responsibilities, and certainly no likelihood that
any level will abandon its interest in such responsibil-
ities, although deregulation is frequently mentioned as a
means of encouraging more transportation providers and
greater price and service competition.

Despite these uncertainties, it may be argued that
what is needed is a new set of intergovernmental
relationships among the various regulatory bodies.
According to this argument, consolidation of indepen-
dent transportation regulatory bodies with each other to
combine modes should be sought at each level of
government. Such consolidation would allow intermodal
dicisions to be made to meet the special needs of
individual metropolitan areas and other regions re-
gardless of the mixture of modes which may be needed.
Thus, regulatory responsibilities might be delineated on
the basis of nationwide transportation needs, statewide
needs, areawide needs in metropolitan and non-metro-
politan areas, and local needs in individual cities and
counties. This would parallel the development of trans-

portation planning and management responsibilities at
the various levels of government.

Broadened Regulatory Objectives. This multimodal
consolidation of transportation regulatory responsibil-
ities, with geographic decentralization which parallels
planning and implementation responsibilities, would
provide enhanced opportunities for coordinating the
plans and policies of general purpose governments with
the decisions of the regulatory bodies at these different
levels. These general purpose governments might choose
among modes — on the basis of desired service levels, the
provision of alternative means of transportation, the
impact on environmental, community development, and
energy goals, as well as economic factors. These choices,
then, might be more faithfully reflected in regulatory
decisions based on interrelated public policies designed
to complement each other rather than working at cross
purposes. Through their legislative and executive powers,
these general purpose governments may provide subsid-
ies or other benefits to compensate for the adverse
economic impacts of regulations which might be made in
the public interest as defined by the broader spectrum of
governmental transportation and related policies. This
might also allow benefits of one action to offset costs
from another. For example, if transit subsidies reduced
the need for new highways, the cost of these subsidies
would be offset by savings in the construction budget.

In most cases, little in the legislatively established
purposes of independent transportation regulatory
bodies directs that such a broad view of transportation
regulations be taken. Thus, many would argue that even
consolidation of such bodies to make intermodal deci-
sions possible is not enough. In addition, it would at
least be necessary to enact more specific legisiative
standards requiring independent regulatory bodies to
consider the plans and policies of duly authorized
comprehensive regional transportation planning and de-
cision making bodies which address these same broad
considerations—as called for in Recommendation No. 1.

Recommendation 6.
Reforming Independent Regulatory Bodies
to Better Meet
Areawide Intermodal Transportation Needs

The Commission finds that the regulation of routes,
fares, and other operational aspects of transportation
services has too frequently been based on narrow
economic objectives, and that the widespread use of



separate regulatory agencies for the different transpor-
tation modes has hindered solutions to the broader
problems of modal productivity and efficiency, inter-
modal competition and coordination, energy conser-
vation, community development, environmental
protection, mobility, and access. The Commission also
finds that regulations governing land use, the environ-
ment, and human rights vitally affect the success of
transportation programs, but too frequently have been
exercised on a different basis than has been used for the
regulation of transportation systems. Hence. . .

The Commission recommends that the Congress and
state legislatures consider amending their respective laws
and interstate compacts establishing the independent
transportation regulatory bodies with a view toward (1)
consolidating them to combine separate transportation
modes, where appropriate, in independent intermodal
regulatory bodies; and (2) broadening the public policy
objectives which shall be considered and promoted to
the extent possible by these independent regulatory
bodies to include — in addition to the traditional ones of
safety and economics — modal productivity and effi-
ciency, energy conservation, desired community devel-
opment, environmental protection, enhanced mobility,
and unhindered access.

This recommendation states the Commission’s general
policies that intermodal consolidation of independent
transportation regulatory bodies is necessary, and that
such bodies should make their decisions only after full
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consideration of a broad range of transportation and
related public policies developed by other branches of
government. The Commission recognizes that regulatory
matters are highly complex, and that its own study of
this complex field has not been adequate to definitely
indentify the manner in which these objectives may be
met most satisfactorily at the various levelsof govern-
ment. Thus, the Commission’s recommendation on this
subject suggests that the Congress and the state legisla-
tures make their own studies of how best to accomplish
these objectives through amendments to the various laws
which have established the existing transportation regu-
latory bodies.

At the areawide level, which we have studied most
thoroughly, the Commission believes that the provision
in Recommendation No. ] of this report would signifi-
cantly assist independent transportation regulatory
bodies at all levels in making decisions which would be
in the best interests of metropolitan America. The
regional transportation authorities called for in Recom-
mendation No. 2 couid work with these regulatory
bodies in providing any subsidies and other operating
arrangements needed to compensate for any adverse
economic impacts occasioned by such broad based
regulatory decisions. Thus, the Commission recognizes
that regulation alone cannot do the whole job in many
cases, but believes that cooperation between indepen-
dent regulatory bodies and their planning and implemen-
tation counterparts can bring better solutions to the
nation’s vexing metropolitan and regional transportation
problems,
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The Advisory Commission on Inter-
governmental Relations (ACIR) was
vreated by the Congress in 1959 o
maonitor the operation of the Amerl
can federal system and to recom-
mend improvements. ACIR is a
permanunt national bipartisan body
representing the executive and legs-
lutive branches of Federal, state, and
local government and the public.
The Commission 15 composed of 26
members — nine representing the
Federal government, 14 representing
state and local government, and
thrce representing the public. The
President appoints 20 — three pri
vate citizens and three Federal execu-
live uiticials directly and four gov-
ernors, three state legislators, four
mayors, and three elected county offi-
cials from slates nominated by the
Mational Governors’ Canference, the
Council of State Governments, the
MNational League of Cites/L.S, Con-
Ference of Mayurs, and the National
Association of Counties. The three
Sentors are chasen by the President

of the Senate and the three Congress-
men by the Speaker of the House

Each Commission member serves a
two year term and may be reap-
pointed

As a continuing budy, the Commis.
sion approaches its work by ad-
dressing itself to specific issues and
problems, the resalution of which
would produce improved COOpera-
livn among the levels of govern-
ment and more effective functioning

of the lederal system, In addition to
dealing with the all important func.
tivmal and structural relationships
among the various governments, the
Commission has also extensively
studied critical stresses currently
being placed an traditional govern
mental taxing practices. One of the
long range efforts of the Commis-
sion has been ta seek ways Lo im-
prove bederal, state, and local goyv-
ernmental taxing practices and pali-
cies to achieve equitable allocation of
resources, increased efticiency in col
lection and administration, and re-
duced compliance burdens upon the
taxpayers,

Studies undertaken by the Commis-
sion have dealt with subjects as di
verse as Lransportation and as spe-
cific as state taxation ol out-of-state
depositories; as wide ranging as sub
state regionalizm to the more spe-
cialized tssue of local revenue diversi-
Hication, In selecting items for the
work program, the Commission con-
siders the relative importance and
urgency af the problem, its man
ageability [rom the point of view of
tinances and staff available 1o ACIR
and the extent to which the Commis-
sion can make a froittul conribu-
tion toward the solution of the
prablem.

After selecting specilic intergovern-
mental issues for investigation, ACIR
follows a multistep procedure that
assures review and comment by rep-
resentatives of all points of view, all
affected levels of government, tech-
nical experts, and interested groups,
Lhe Commission then debates cach
issue and formulates its policy posi-
tion. Commission findings and rec-
ommendations are published and
draft hills and executive arders de-
veloped to assist in implementing
ACIR policies.
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