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Introduction 
Irving Hand, Pennsylvania State University 

Shortly after the Transportation Research Board acti-
vated its Committee on Transportation and Land Devel-
opment in 1972, the idea of a special working conference 
emphasizing discussion rather than formal presentations 
developed. The committee's primary purpose was to 
set up an agenda to analyze transportation effects on 
urban development. The committee's work since its. 
inception has reflected this responsibility, especially 
through increasing cooperation with other TRB groups 
such as the Committee on Social, Economic, and En- •  
vironmental Factors of Transportation, the Committee. 
on Citizen Participation in Transportation Planning, and 
the Committee on Joint Development of Land and Transit 
Systems. 

Throughout this development, however, the members 
of the Committee on Transportation and Land Develop-
ment have felt that more could be done to focus attention 
on the area of transportation and land development. The 
committee, reflecting the wide range of values, judg-
ments, and experiences of its members, wanted to make 
a difference and to suggest policies and programs con-
sistent with achieving desired societal conditionsi Thus, 
the committee has sought to go beyond its responsibility 
to provide a mechanism for communication and exchange 
of ideas and to develop a research agenda within its broad 
area of identified concern—transportation and land de-
velopment. The committee chooses to be a constructive 
critic, particularly concerning national leadership and 
how it deals with transportation needs, priorities, and 
directions as they influence our communities and our 
lives. 

The Conference on Transportation and Land Develop-
ment, held in Chicago on November 10-12, 1977, re-
flected this concern and desire. The meeting addressed 
a wide-ranging agenda through several plenary sessions,  

smaller workshop sessions, and an evening's informal, 
but somewhat structured, dialogue agenda. The con-
ferees were knowledgeable in their field, thus permitting 
a rather direct entry into discussion without a great deal 
of orientation. 

The conference stimulated discussions that can play a 
major role in the reexamination, reorganization, and re-
direction going on at the national level in transportation. 
In addition, such response at the national level will have 
an important effect on what will happen in the states, re-
gions, and communities. The discussion leaders and re-
porters for each session were asked to be alert to re-
search, policy, and program recommendations to be used 
in the preparation of an action agenda (see Part 3). This 
agenda should be of value to the work of TRB committees 
and to conference participants in their specific areas of 
responsibility. 

The Conference Findings and the Action Agenda reflect 
several concepts or themes that emerged from the meet-
ing. Some of these themes are based on the broad inter-
pretation the conference participants gave to the relation-
ship between transportation and land development. For 
example, conference participants felt that transportation 
policies and programs must be examined to ensure that 
they help achieve such purposes as revitalizing inner 
cities, encouraging development that is energy efficient, 
improving the environment and the quality of life, and 
facilitating mobility for disadvantaged people. 

It was recognized that economic development and ur-
ban revitalization do not necessarily accompany trans-
portation improvement. Other ingredients, such as 
housing or business opportunities, must be included also 
in an integrated, coordinated program. Such a program 
can be achieved only with a partnership of public and 
private interests. 



Conference Findings 
Irving Hand, Pennsylvania State University 

The proceedings reported here are the record of the 
Conference on Transportation and Land Development and 
its consideration of the meeting's central theme—stra-
tegic transportation investments to achieve urban and 
regional development objectives. The findings summa-
rized here represent points of emphasis, considerations 
that served as threads linking several sessions and in-
formal conversations, and observations useful in judging 
needed actions and in assessing impacts. 

Among recurring themes were those related to con-
serving energy, improving the environment and the qual-
ity of life, and revitalizing cities. Although several 
speakers referred to the role of transportation in the 
economic and social revival of downtown areas, there 
was a wide recognition that development does not neces-
sarily accompany transportation improvement alone. 
Since most urban places are already connected with other 
places, at least by automobiles, improvements in transit 
may have little effect on development nearby. For eco-
nomic development and urban revitalization to accom-
pany improvements in transportation, several speakers 
emphasized that transportation and other key ingredients 
such as housing must be tied together in an integrated, - 
coordinated program realized through a public and pri-
vate partnership. The city as the "new frontier" and the 
issues of efficiency and equity emerged as top candidates 
for priority attention. 

TRANSIT AND LAND USE 

In a critique and prescription for transit planning, Harold 
S. Jensen examined transit and land use impacts as a 
questionable link between public transportation and its 
role in assisting and enhancing the viability of a city. 
He decried the remoteness of reality that has been ex-
perienced in making relationships between transit and 
land use, suggesting that neither the planning process 
nor the implementation process are adequate to achieve 
this linkage. Abstract relationships and scenarios will 
not work, Jensen observed. He acknowledged transit as 
a very special economic development tool that could 
not stand by itself but, if coordinated with other lever-
age mechanisms and if tuned to the strengths of the city, 
could be instrumental in its rebirth. He called for co-
operative detailed planning before the route and mode 
are set and for a created capacity to carry out these de-
velopments through a public and private partnership. 

Jensen's admonition stimulated the observation that 
the committee should offer its assistance to watch the 
people-mover demonstrations. Some nonparticipant 
monitoring and evaluation might be strategically useful 
in both facilitating and strengthening the opportunities 
for and results of joint development. 

CRITICAL NEEDS 

Philip Hammer maintained that 

There is a large underutilized, underprivileged population within the cen-
tral city, a backwater economy that is not getting any more viable as time 
goes on. Land and buildings are underutilized. As a result, municipal 
corporations are under tremendous pressure in terms of revenue and tax 
support; at the same time, they are under tremendous pressure to main- 

tain service delivery to a large number of people whose service require-
ments are higher than average and whose service requirements are not 
proportionate to their ability to pay for them. 

He underscored the urgency of the economic develop-
ment of the city as a corporate unit and emphasized that 
the initiatives for such development should involve trans-
portation as well as housing and other programs. The 
revitalization of the nation's cities is imperative and 
represents an investment in people and capital funda-
mental to societal well-being. 

Hammer paralleled Jensen's sense of dynamic incre-
mentalism in commenting that "we are talking about 
using transportation as well as other devices tied to-
gether in an integrated, coordinated program, in very 
specific project terms, on specific pieces of land, doing 
specific kinds of economic activity, and hoping to get the 
kind of reinvestment response that makes some sense." 

He concluded that "there has to be a major commit-
ment by the public to deal with those problems, to build 
the infrastructure, to bring in transportation, and to 
make it work. if you do that, you can get private re-
investments." 

OTHER ISSUES 

In eloring relationships between city form and energy, 
Milton Pikarsky's conclusions called for energy com-
parisons derived from examining a transit- oriented en-
vironment rather than an automobile-oriented environment. 

William Ralsky suggested that "one ought to take 
every transportation program and ask: What are the de-
velopment aspects that we can identify? How can we 
benefit from this investment in terms of revitalizing our 
city? What can we do to try to take that project and to 
achieve other urban goals ?" Such questions would even-
tually lead to a new definition of efficiency. The new def-
inition of efficiency would take into account not only the 
lowest price, the most direct route, and the safest engi-
neering but also would consider the values that accom-
pany land development and the revitalization of urban 
areas. 

In the latter connection, Paul Davidoff highlighted the 
necessity of educating students in the field about the im-
plications of civil rights, class, and distributive justice 
for highway investment. Davidoff also prompted partici-
pants to think about raising the. consciousness of the ad-
ministrators of highway and mass transit funds regarding 
these issues. 

He emphasized that it is really very important for 
those in the transportation field to give consideration to 
the fact that these vital social concepts related to trans-
portation, mobility, and the right to travel are well 
within their domain. They have not yet been adequately 
developed as a social philosophy either in transportation 
or in national urban policy. 

Melvin M. Webber focused on several considerations 
for guiding policy and research on these equity issues. 
He noted that a high level of accessibility exists through-
out metropolitan areas (virtually every place is connected 
to every other place). This suggests that transportation 
additions to the system may not have a great effect on 



development decisions. He observed, however, that this 
range of accessibility is not available to those without 
automobiles. People without automobiles need nonprivate 
vehicular systems to facilitate their functioning in society. 

Congressman Robert W. Edgar shared a utilitarian 
agenda essential to the achievement of a national urban 
policy and a national transportation policy, efforts that 
are "the moral equivalent of the space program." His 
agenda consisted of four points: 

Planners must communicate with elected officials. 
Persons involved in transit and land development 

must know what is happening and must participate in the 
debate on transportation priorities in achieving a stable 
funding base, ending the urban-rural conflict, and 
achieving a single transportation policy. 

In spelling out a national urban policy we cannot 
talk only of cities but must address densities and pat-
terns of development, quality of life, and the interre-
lationships of transportation with other sectors. 

It is essential to recognize the interdisciplinary 
dimensions of a national urban policy and a national 
transportation policy and to make operational the planning 
and coordination of programs and projects that impact 
community development (e.g., transportation, housing, 
water and sewer facilities). 

NATIONAL AND STATE PLANNING 

In his review of national land policies and programs af-
fecting transportation, Bruce D. McDowell determined 
that transportation planners have a major stake in im-
proving the predictability of development; interrelating 
the locations of housing, jobs, and public services more 
efficiently; scaling development densities and public 
transportation more precisely to one another; and in-
creasing lead times in construction work. These goals 

could be approached through improved coherence in (a) 
the administration of all 448 federal grant programs, (b) 
the use of federally owned and managed lands, (c) the 
location of federal employees and contractors, and (d) 
the impacts of federal credit assistance, taxes, and 
regulations. The role of the federal government in sup-
porting and facilitating a state, regional, and local cre-
ative capacity to face problems and to manage oppor-
tunities central to these considerations was stressed in 
contrast to the imposition of rigid institutional models. 

Mortimer L. Downey reported on a number of U.S. 
Department of Transportation (DOT) activities central 
to the Chicago conference, including revitalizing central 
cities, equalizing cities and suburbs as residential. en-
vironments and as economic centers, and conserving en-
ergy. He emphasized that, to take advantage of benefits 
transit could provide in all of these considerations, pref-
erence will be given to cities that accent public transit 
as an eqression of coordinated transportation, land de-
velopment planning, and action. 

Roger L. Creighton called attention to the complexity 
of statewide transportation planning and cautioned agalnst 
attempting to do too much. To help state departments 
of transportation control diverse planning studies, he 
offered an approach for conducting, controlling, and 
monitoring studies that recognizes what exists now and 
what can be implemented. 

These observations and the principal presentations 
that follow may stimulate a personal action agenda, 
similar to the Action Agenda presented by the Committee 
on Transportation and Land Development for policy, 
program, and research purposes (see Part 3). This 
agenda can guide the committee's future activities and 
is suggested to the Transportation Research Board com-
munity and those government agencies and private-sector 
interests whose principal responsibilities concern trans-
portation and land use. 



Part 1 
Principal Presentations 

Transportation and Land Use Policy 
Robert W. Edgar, U.S. Representative, Pennsylvania 

This paper discusses an agenda essential to the achievement of a national 
urban policy and a national transportation policy, efforts that are "the 
moral equivalent of the space program." The agenda consists of four 
items: to talk to elected officials, i.e., to inform and guide them; to learn 
what is happening, for example, in bills affecting transportation; to de-
velop an urban policy that gives adequate consideration to transportation 
modes and how they relate to population density; and to work on an ur-
ban policy and a transportation policy that have interdisciplinary dimen. 
sions, i.e., that recognize economics, energy, housing, land use, taxes, and 
sewer and water policies as they relate to a comprehensive urban policy 
that includes transportation. 

First, I want to talk about what I do as a congressman, 
how I perceive transportation and land use planning, and 
how I would emphasize the need for an urban policy and 
a transportation policy. 

I think three words in the conference theme are ap-
propriate as starting points: strategic transportation 
investments. We are at a strategic place in history and 
it is not inappropriate for transportation planners and 
consultants to talk about the word strategic. 

In April 1977, President Carter said that we 
needed an energy policy that is the moral equivalent 
of war. I would just like to suggest that we need 
an urban policy and a transportation policy that are 
really the moral equivalent of the space program. 
To meet urban and transportation needs requires the 
same eagerness and the same energies used to get 
to the moon. 

HOW THE PROCESS WORKS 

I would like to present four agenda items that may assist 
you in realizing the extent of the problem and how it may 
be solved. The first item is to talk to elected officials—
and by that I do not mean just writing letters to, or just 
having casual conversations with, congressmen. How-
ever, it may also help to know something of how the pro-
cess works. 

In the first 2 years that I was in Washington, there 
were 20 000 bills introduced into the House of Represen-
tatives. Of those 20 000 bills, 2000 became law and 
1600 received a recorded vote on the House floor. 
Between 800 and 900 recorded votes take place every 
year. 

The 535 members of Congress are average human 
beings, who have been given the impossible task of sort-
ing through a maze of legislation and coming up with 
answers. On 95 percent of the votes those 535 people 
are generalists, voting their best judgment and using the 
skills available to them. On the other hand, they are 
specialists only in their committee and subcommittee 
assignments. 

Thus, you and I have to learn how to communicate 
with one another, talk with one another, and learn one 
another's specialties. You have to recognize that there 
are specialists in the House of Representatives in par-
ticular fields of interests. You have to figure out who 
they are and what their responsibilities are; then, you 
have to go to them and share your ideas and views. 

WHAT IS HAPPENING? 

The second agenda item requires that you have to learn 
what is happening. For example, there are three bills 
that you ought to know about. One is S.208, introduced 
by Harrison Williams of New Jersey. It passed the Sen-
ate and awaits a conference with the House. The second 
bill is HR.90:36. It was introduced by me as a companion 
bill to S.208. Probably more important than either of 
these bills is one introduced by James Howard of New 
Jersey. HR.8648 is going to be the framework around 
which public transit, highway, highway safety, and bridge 
legislation will be writtenfor the 1980s and 1990s. In fact, 
what gets placed in the legislation will have a major impact 
on what you will be doing during the next 20 to 25 years. 

Recently the House Committee on Public Works was 
given jurisdiction to deal with public transit issues—with 
legislation concerning the Urban Mass Transportation 
Administration (UMTA), with bicycle legislation, with 
legislation relating to something other than just highways. 
Therefore, for the first time in history, some House 
members have encouraged the committee to come out 
with a Federal Aid to Transportation Act of 1978 rather 
than with an UMTA act, or a highway bill. The reason 
for using such a broad title rather than a highway or a 
public transit title is to suggest that it is time to put the 
concept of transportation under one umbrella. It is time 
to make transportation policies flexible so that they rec-
ognize the economic, geographic, and political differ-
ences in the makeup of our nation. It is time for us to 
balance transportation priorities and not simply to em-
phasize highways to the exclusion of public transit. It 
is time to develop an adequate stable funding base for 
public transit. We have had the Highway Trust Fund for 
a long time, which has enabled us to build a highway 
system. We have simply said to public transit: "Go to 
general revenues for your funding." 

It is also time for us to end the urban-rural conflict 
that has prevented any opening'up of the Highway Trust 
Fund and that has entered into the debate each time a 
public transit bill has come before the House. We have 
always gone to the floor with an urban mass transit pro-
posal and have tried to convince the rural area repre-
sentatives that, if we vote for their agricultural bills, 
they ought to vote for our public transit legislation. 



However, this simply is not very positive for the nation. 
We ought to begin to develop a transportation system 

that works and that recognizes the importance of all 
parts of the system. There are also concerns develop-
ing in Washington about fewer' new "toys," about the 
Washington Metro as the prime example of public tran-
sit, and about carefully looking at what works in public 
transit, highway, and bridge repair and replacement. 

I would like to review briefly what is in bills S.208, 
HR.9036, and HR.8648. They will establish a funding 
level of approximately $4.2 to 4.5 billion for public tran-
sit. We are presently spending $3 billion. So, the pro-
posed legislation is at least an increased investment in 
public transit of $1.2 billion over the next 4 years. 

The major legislative debate focuses on how we fund 
public transit. Do we set up a Public Transit Trust 
Fund? Do we expand the Highway Trust Fund into a 
Transportation Trust Fund? Do we take Secretary of 
Transportation Brock Adams' suggestion to have a roll-
over concept for a 4- or 5-year period, thus ensuring 
funding for public transit through general revenues? This 
is a question that you may want to help answer. 

I think one of the important contributions made in 
the bill introduced in September 1977 is changing the 
three categories of section 3 funding to four categories. 
Under present law, you can replace your buses, you can 
modernize your system and replace your rail needs, and 
you can have new starts. We introduced a new area of 
concern and divided the funds differently. We suggest 
that you ought to replace and repair existing buses and 
rail systems, and you ought to have some money for new 
starts. We also recognize that in certain areas—for ex-
ample, Philadelphia, New York, Boston, and Chicago—
systems are in place that are energy efficient and that 
have suffered because all of the money has gone to new 
starts and not to modernization. If we are going to take 
public transit seriously into the future, we have to 
make sure that existing systems do not decline to the 
point of being unusable. 

The proposed bills will consider also the kind of rural 
operating subsidies needed, if any, and the problem of 
accessibility for the elderly and handicapped. I know 
that problem has affected a number of you. 

URBAN POLICY 

My third agenda item concerns the possibility of moving 
toward an urban policy. Other speakers observed 
that we ought to be concerned about cities, that we 
ought to measure a city by its corporate boundary 
lines and deal with them accordingly. Well, I am 
not sure that that is very realistic. If we are going 
to deal with urban policy, we ought to talk about den-
sity and not necessarily the boundary lines of a met-
ropolitan area, but they may also define an area that 
is in fact the best area in which to provide a certain 
quality of life. Some studies of density and its im-
pact on transportation and on some other areas would 
be very helpful. 

We really ought to look seriously at the quality of life. 
I think President Carter is right in stating that we have 
an energy crisis and that we ought to consider a more 
energy efficient life-style. 

It is important for us who are interested in trans-
portation to see the interrelatedness of transportation 
and some of the other important areas of concern. We 
ought to move as quickly as possible to work with those 
persons and agencies interested in putting together an 
urban policy. We ought to point out to them how trans-
portation can be a complement to urban policy, how 
transportation can add to energy efficiency, and how 
federal policy interrelates with transportation modes. 

The administration needs to be reminded that fixed-
rail transit can work. I know that light-rail systems 
work in certain circumstances. I know that heavy-rail 
systems work in certain circumstances. I know that 
there are multimodal approaches that work, given a cer-
tain density, a certain area, and a certain kind of sys-
tem. We ought to have the flexibility to move within that 
system. I would hope that we, as transportation plan-
ners, consultants, and researchers, could help to make 
a contribution as to where the lines ought to be drawn 
and how transportation can play a role in energy ef-
ficiency. 

INTERDISCIPLINARy APPROACHES 

The fourth area of my agenda recognizes that, while it is 
important to talk to elected officials, to know what is hap-
pening in the system, and to move toward an urban pol-
icy, we will not move very well in any of those directions 
unless we work on an urban policy and a transportation 
policy having interdisciplinary dimensions. I am talking 
about recognizing economics, energy, housing, land use, 
taxes, and sewer and water policies as they relate to a 
comprehensive urban policy, including transportation. 

A 1975 report of the Office of Technological Assess-
ment noted that: 

Federal action could [and I would like to change that word to should] 
seek to establish strong linkage between existing community develop-
ment programs and transit programs in order to effect a coordinated 
national urban growth management policy. Capital grants for sewer sys-
tems and water supply systems [should] be tied to the availability of 
transit services. Mortgages and subsidies for community development in 
fringe areas [should] be oriented toward multiuse clustered activity 
centers related to transit. Organized and systematic policies for public 
investment in the infrastructure [should] serve as an effective lever to 
guide and manage growth. Major public policy initiatives are required, 
which [should] respond to the interrelationship between development 
and transit. 

Some people at this conference observed that an inter-
disciplinary approach has existed for some time. I sug-
gest to you that that approach has not really been applied. 
The House of Representatives has 185 committees and 
subcommittees. We are fractured and divided into sub-
groups and into certain program areas. It is difficult, 
even in an energy bill, to talk about using some tax 
money for public transit. It is difficult, when a housing 
bill comes up, to talk about what kind of subsidies are in-
volved, where those subsidies are going, and how all this 
impacts transportation. 

The President has been talking about a new tax policy 
as well as an urban policy. Yet, one of the reasons the 
administration pulled back on tax policy was it recognized 
that it was encouraging the out-migration, out-dispersion, 
and write-offs of new investments, new plants, and new 
facilities; at the same time it was not giving very much 
credit to reconstruction in existing areas. I think that 
we have to look at all of those policy questions and their 
interrelatedness. I do not think that in 1977 we are pre-
pared in the House of Representatives or in the Senate to 
do it adequately. For example, under a recent Senate 
reorganization plan, five different committees to deal 
with transportation were formed. It dealt with those 
five committees in fractured ways rather than in one 
overall way. 

In essence, we have to find some new models, and 
those new models are what I think this conference is 
about. 



SELECTED COMMENTS 
This section highlights some of the comments made by 
Congressman Robert W. Edgar during the course of a 
question- and -answer period following his principal ad-
dress. 

What else can you say about congressional recognition of the effect one 
piece of legislation has on another? 

Congress knows that there is an interrelationship. But 
much of the time, there is a great gap between the leg-
islators and planners. I refer to my first agenda point 
about talking to one another. I think we have to develop 
some planning processes that are part of the legislative 
and administrative processes so that the planners know 
where we are going legislatively and can input there. It 
does not do any good to have a year 2000 plan for trans-
portation if that plan never gets communicated to the 
legislators and the executives who have to administer it. 
I wonder how many very good plans, saying what has to 
be said, are sitting on shelves but never really get im-
plemented. It would be helpful if planners did a better 
job in summarizing their proposals and communicating 
with elected administrative and legislative officials. 

Will subsidizing rural public transportation have an adverse effect on 
urban areas, thus encouraging more people to move to the suburbs? 

Yes, I think such subsidies will. I do not think operating 
assistance anywhere is very helpful because it causes 
many problems. That is not to say that we are not going 
to provide it, but rather that we have a dilemma with 
such assistance. In the urban area, it has been used 
pretty much as a bottom line figure in some contract 
negotiations. Many workers know that they can use 
those operating subsidy funds as a target figure for get-
ting wage hikes. However, I think there has been an in-
equity in terms of providing operating assistance out of 
section 5 funding, while making capital grants only in 
the rural areas. There seems to be a feeling of com-
promise there and we ought to deal with that. 

My concern is not whether operating assistance should 
be given to rural or urban areas, but whether public 
transit investments make the most sense in densely pop-
ulated areas. We ought to recognize what works in rural 
areas in terms of transit and use the best and most flex-
ible modes in the most desirable geographic areas. We 
need to have some rural public transit and to know the 
kind of operating assistance required. Our present 
policy and section 5 planning are good examples. The 
former provides about 10 cents/rider on public transit 
in urban areas; the latter, about 35 cents/rider in rural 
areas. That formula does not make sense. 

What we suggest in our bill is a two-tiered section 5 
formula grant program that would continue the existing 
program with its formula grants. However, the second 
formulation priority would go to those cities of over 
1 000 000 population. The formula would be related to 
their ridership and would try to get some section 5 dol-
lars to those areas in greatest need. 

This first comprehensive transportation bill would allow $4.2 billion for 
transit. Does this sum include funds for highways? 

I was misunderstood there. The $4.2 billion is for pub-
lic transit; there is an extra billion dollars for highways 
There is $2 billion in Howard's bill for bridge repair 
and replacement. His bill really includes four titles. 
The $4.2 billion is for one title, public transit; that fig-
ure also relates to Senator Harrison Williams' bill, to 
title 3 of Howard's bill, and to the bill I introduced as 

well. The Howard bill attaches highway safety to that 
public transit legislation, along with the continuation of 
the interstate, secondary, andprimary highway programs; 
urban highway systems; and a new bridge repair and re-
placement program. However, I do not think that $2 bil-
lion will be spent on bridge repair and replacement. 
There will be a little additional money in secondary and 
primary highway funding. But the significant thing is 
that, rather than taking these allocations out of three 
separate funds, they are combined. Thus, you can at 
least see some relationship to highways and public 
transit. 

Ideally, if it were possible, we ought to move toward 
the suggestion made by UMTA's Richard Page—i.e., block 
grant concepts, where designated recipients (depending 
on need) in urban metropolitan areas could receive fund-
ing for highways and public transit and the states would 
administer the rural operating and capital development 
program. Such action would try to get away from simply 
having all categories under highway, highway safety, 
bridge programs, or public transit. It is sufficient to 
say that the only real first step slated for 1978 in trans-
portation will be dealt with as much as possible in at 
least one piece of legislation. 

At present many categories exist under one bill. A federal bureaucrat 
tends to administer only that category assigned to a specific agency. 
What are you gaining by consolidating all categories in one bill? 

I think we gain something because such action indicates 
to the highway people, who have controlled and dominated 
the legislation for a long time, that there are at least a 
few other priorities to be considered. On the surface, 
that may look like a small achievement, but it is not. 
Introducing public transit only in the House or Senate 
would probably mean that legislation would never get 
sufficient votes for passage. 

How far would you go in tying sewer and housing policies to transit 
policy? Would you suggest actively promoting higher density in housing 
and the location of public housing? Would you support transit ridership? 
Do you have some specific ideas? 

That is a very sensitive area and one that will require a 
great deal of leadership. We will have to learn how to 
get a decision maker to be creative. But it is important. 
We need a transportation impact statement relating to 
housing policy and sewer policy. Those who are making 
decisions about housing grants ought to relate them to a 
transportation investment. Those who are making the 
investment in sewers ought to recognize where they are 
putting that sewer. If we allow existing policy, we are 
giving tax incentives for out-migration of industry. We 
are subsidizing the dispersal of people and the break-up 
of farmlands, and we will be continuing in the next 50 
years to form suburbs and exurbs at the present accel-
erated rate. 

We are going to find ourselves using up natural re-
sources, as well as a great deal of energy, time, and 
commitment. It would be much more appropriate for us 
in the early 1980s and 1990s to begin developing a posi-
tive response to the quality of life in all areas; there must 
be a limit to the amount of sewer construction that can 
occur and to the amount of out dispersal. At the mo-
ment, we are decreasing our birth rate and our work force. 
A determined effort is necessary to ensure that the qual-
ity of life within the urbanized setting is secure and sen-
sitive. This does not mean destroying rural America or 
small-town America; but, given the direction in which 
we have moved over the last 50 to 75 years, we run the 
risk within a relatively short time of cementing ourselves 
from border to border, ofallowing ourselves to be 



highway oriented, which has aided in the out-migration 
of people, and, then, of burying ourselves in cement. 

I frequently ask: How can we develop life-styles and 
quality-of-life statements within communities? The an-
swers are not going to be easy. Housing, sewer, zoning, 
and Internal Revenue Service officials are not going to 
like the answers. Nevertheless, we need to move in 
these directions. 

Would it be appropriate to merge the Urban Mass Transportation Ad-
ministration and the Federal Highway Administration? 

I think it will be, eventually. But I do not think that we can 
do it legislatively unless we get strong backing from the 
President, the Secretary of Transportation, UMTA, and 

FHWA. Otherwise, such a merger would be impossible. 

Since national urban policy does impact and interact with rural policy, 
would it be more helpful and useful to consider that topic jointly in 
terms of a national settlement policy specifically contemplating these 
interactions? Or is that going to compound the problem? 

Ideally, that is where we ought to be moving—toward 
looking at the totality of the problem. Realistically, 
the President is committed to an urban policy. Maybe 
the first step is to secure an urban policy that works, 
while recognizing that the total picture includes the whole 
quality of life in both rural and urban America as well as 
other issues that have been raised. 

Public Transportation and Land Use: 
A Developer's Perspective 
Harold S. Jensen, Urban Land Institute, Washington, D.0 

Transit and land use impacts have had a questionable linkage. Public 
transportation does not work automatically as a tool to assist and enhance 
the viability of a city. Transit can be a very special economic develop-
ment tool that cannot stand by itself but that, if coordinated with other 
leverage mechanisms and if tuned to the strengths of the city, can be in-
strumental in the rebirth of central cities. Cooperative detailed planning 
before the route and mode are set and a created capacity to carry out 
these developments through a public and private partnership are needed. 

My exposure to public transportation is threefold 

I am usually a commuter; 
I am a developer in an area where public transit 

is very important; and 
I chaired an Urban Land Institute task force that 

issued a policy statement in 1974 on development policies 
for urban mass transit station areas. 

Based on these experiences, I maintain that (a) operating 
an efficient transport system is a very complex task, (b) 
transit development can cause problems for those who 
try to accommodate it, and (c) there is much we do not 
know about effective public transportation. 

I would like to giye you a developer's view of public 
transit and some of its problems. Then I want to outline 
my perception of the future of the city and, within that 
framework, to discuss how transit can fulfill its promise. 

TRANSIT EXPECTATIONS 

I believe that public transit has been colored by great 
expectations. Maybe it would be more accurate to say 
too many expectations. The public's expectations from 
transit cover at least five areas: mobility, mass transit, 
relief of congestion, energy conservation, and land use. 

Mobility 

Mobility appears to be a key word in the transit vocabu-
lary. Providing mobility is obviously the purpose of pub-
lic transit, but for whom and why? it is meaningless to 
say that a system should provide mobility for everyone. 

Specific groups of the population that can most effectively 
use the kind of mobility offered by transit need to be iden-
tified. I believe we have to be very sensitive to the eco-
nomic value of mobility, and this sensitivity must be ex-
plained to the public. For example, providing mobility 
for the mobility disadvantaged—i.e., the young, the old, 
and the handicapped who have no alternative transporta-
tion—may be adequate justification for a low-capital in-
vestment system, but we need much more extensive jus-
tification for a capital-intensive system. 

Mass Transit 

The word "mass" in mass transit can lead us astray. For 
example, the Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) system in San 
Francisco is carrying only 5percent of all peak-hour trips. 
The system is clearly not representative of mass transit. 
It also fails to meet the special needs of a very important 
segmentof its ridership—the office and service workers 
in downtown San Francisco. They do notwant to end up 
downtown still some blocks from their final destinations. 
My feeling is that commuters to downtown San Francisco 
would have been much happier with a system limited to the 
highly congested central area but with more frequent access 
points within that area. The automobile and the bus are 
today's mass transit vehicles; they will be for a long time. 
Despite energy costs, I believe the automobile will re-
main the overwhelming transportation choice for most 
Americans. Its advantages for most trips in terms of 
comfort, convenience, and time saved are significant. 

Congestion 

I tend to agree with Sumner Meyers of the Institute 
of Public Administration in Washington, D.C., who 
says there is little evidence that peak-hour highway 
congestion can be relieved by transit. There seems to 
be an unwritten law that, if an area has the basic eco-
nomic vitality to attract and generate a high volume of 
trips, available street and highway systems will be used 
to full capacity no matter what the alternatives. There 
will always be enough people who prefer to use and 



can afford their automobiles. 
Frankly, I do not think this failure to relieve conges-

tion detracts at all from the value of transit. While it 
would be nice to neatly tuck most people in transit vehi-
cles and leave room for you and me to drive downtown, 
I suggest we not raise the public's expectations about 
relieving congestion. 

Emphasis should be given to the impact that transit 
can have on automobile congestion—i.e., to neutralize it 
as a constraint to urban development, particularly in 
central cities. Transit helps to remove the congestion 
barrier. This is a very important benefit of transit and 
that fact should be made clear to everyone. Transit 
serves as a capacity builder in congested areas. It can 
do this task very well if properly planned and designed 
for that purpose. 

Energy Conservation 

Energy conservation sounds terribly important to me as 
a lay person and I believe it should be thoroughly ex-
plored. The problem is that the experts are confusing 
me. Some experts are saying that big transit vehicles 
(e.g., subway cars) are not as energy efficient per 
rider as a car pool van. Of course, it depends on 
what the vehicle usage and ridership patterns are. In-
formation from the land use field is even more puzzling 
Some research indicates that high-density areas easily 
served by transit, such as New York, are more energy 
efficient than sprawl developments. Other studies say 
very high-density urban development (i.e., high rise) is 
not as efficient as medium-density development (i.e., 
townhouses or garden apartments). I conclude that the 
matter is not yet resolved. 

Until we have a much better knowledge of the vari-
ables involved, promises of energy conservation should 
be minimized. 

Guiding Land Use Patterns 

The idea of using the provision of public transportation 
services—i.e., services provided by f ixed- guideway sys-
tems such as BART—as an important lever in making 
land use decisions is not new. Although it never received 
much attention outside professional circles, I cannot 
think of any other aspect of transit rhetoric that has been 
the subject of more spectacular failures. The failure of 
BART to generate the expected land use impacts is rather 
well documented, and the Metro system in Washington, 
D.C., is beginning to establish its own poor record in 
this regard. There are many reasons for this, but I lay 
the major blame at the doorstep of the transportation plan-
ners, who have dealt with the relationship between public 
transportation and land use much too abstractly. You 
looked around and saw high-rise building sprouting near 
subway stops in Toronto in the early 1960s. You put this 
information in your mathematical models and colored 
your maps accordingly. Despite your sophistication, 
you accepted the notion that some great inexorable force 
of nature was going to guide the decisions of large and 
small investors along neat predictable paths. But there 
is nothing inevitable about the business of urban develop-
ment. There are no statistical verities in development 
as far as I know. This is a business of self-fulfilling 
prophecies. You have to work very hard to make things 
come out the way you want. Throw away your models. 
You are wasting your time and probably my money. 
There are far too many variables to fit in any model. 
The details make the difference in land use. A variation 
of 30 or 60 m (100 or 200 ft) in the transit right-of-way 
can make or break a major development proposal and af-
fect all the related land use decisions that are supposed 

to fall in place. Individuals or citizens' groups who may 
not be visible to the regional transportation planner may 
have more effect on land use options than the most at-
tractive transit station. Using growth management tools 
or obtaining political commitments requires deliberate 
efforts; they are not predictable. 

So far, in the case of most of the new fixed-guideway 
transit systems, the effort has not been deliberate enough. 
For the most part the planning and implementation pro-
cesses have not been structured to ensure that urban de-
velopment would proceed as intended. To establish a 
strong link between transportation services and land use, 
you have to be very specific about current and prospective 
conditions—what you want and how you intend to get it.. 
Generalities will not work. 

The tendency of planners to deal with land use in ab-
stract terms would not bother me so much if in the long 
run it did not matter anyway. But the fact is that transit 
can have major impacts on land use. There are many 
land use situations where transit can play a very special 
and valuable role if a special effort is made to accommo-
date those needs in the location and design of the system. 
If we are to claim that one of the benefits of transit is to 
help guide land use, then some major changes will have to 
be made in the way we plan and implement transit systems. 

I think that part of this confusion about transit objec-
tives and benefits has to do with the separation between 
those who plan and implement transit proposals and 
everyone else. It is an institutional problem. In your 
isolation you can say that urban development ought to 
conform to an ideal transit system rather than that the 
transit system should conform to urban development pat-
terns that are feasible but never ideal. 

ROLE OF CENTRAL CITIES 

Central cities, particularly those in the East and Mid-
west, are indeed in a serious state of decline. However, 
the Urban Land Institute believes this should not prevent 
us from recognizing that central cities are changing their 
function and that, by and large, this change is not for the 
worse. Central cities are losing population and an in-
creasing proportion of the population is dependent. The 
housing stock is aging. Many cities are experiencing a 
net loss in employment. The most important job losses 
are in manufacturing. For a variety of reasons, cities 
are losing their advantages as manufacturing centers, 
and—from the standpoint of the national economy and its 
place in a highly competitive world economy—there seems 
little justification for incurring the extraordinary costs 
required to reverse the situation. Although central cities 
find these circumstances socially and politically unac-
ceptable and there are remedial efforts to stem the tide, 
sooner or later most large manufacturers will leave. 

However, while manufacturing job losses can mean 
net job losses for cities, many cities are experiencing a 
gain in government, finance, and service sector jobs. On 
a national basis the shift in the distribution of jobs from 
the manufacturing sector to the government, finance, and 
service sectors of the economy has been dramatic. Since 
1965, the latter type of employment has accounted for 70 
percent of the total rise in employment, a change in-
creasing its share of jobs from 37 percent of the total 
nonagricultural jobs to 43 percent. 

This fundamental economic shift is becoming over-
whelmingly important to the future of cities. Although 
cities have lost their relative advantage for manufacturing 
enterprises to suburban, nonmetropolitan, and even for-
eign locations, they remain very attractive for the ad-
ministrative or office functions that tend to be associated 
with financial, governmental, and service activities. In-
deed, most older cities are fairly advanced in the tran- 



sition from manufacturing to administrative centers. 
We have simply to look at the tremendous boom in office 
construction that has taken place in most cities over the 
last 15 years. Chicago, Philadelphia, and Denver are 
good examples. Since 1967 approximately 316 hm2  
(34 million ft2) of office space has been constructed in 
the Chicago region; approximately 80 percent or 253 hm2  
(27.2 million ft2) of this construction has been in down-
town Chicago. This translates into 133 000 new jobs 
downtown. Today some 90 percent of the region's of-
fice jobs are located in the downtown Chicago area. 
The city is projecting continued growth in downtown of-
fice employment at a level of about 21 500 new jobs/ 
year at least through 1980. Philadelphia has added 
more than 46 hm2  (5 million ft2) of office space since 
1970. Denver has experienced an expansion of more than 
28 hm2  (3 million ft2) in recent years, most of it in the 
central business district. 

Given the similar, if less dramatic, experience of 
most other downtown areas, I believe the economic base 
on which the future of central cities will rest is clear. 
Unfortunately there will be winners and losers in this 
change of employment base. The central cities that 
have flourished in the past as manufacturing centers 
with a large pool of low-cost labor are going to slowly 
lose their reason for being if they cannot capture or de-
fine an administrative function. 

The tough question before most cities with a strong 
administrative employment base is whether or not they 
can also capture the residential and trade functions 
needed to maintain vitality. The specter of central cities 
left with a residual, dependent population haunts us all. 
A look at current changes in more detail shows some 
hopeful trends. Emigration from rural areas has dried 
up. So while the proportion of dependent persons or low-
skilled persons may increase, the real number increases 
are slowing and are more or less stable in some cities. 

Families with children continue to leave central cities. 
In most cities this causes a net loss of middle- and 
upper-income families. On the other hand, there is also 
substantial immigration of middle-income households, 
particularly those without children. It is very important 
to realize that childless households now constitute ap-
proximately 60 percent of all households. This continued 
immigration is important even in declining cities be-
cause, although the numbers are small, it indicates a 
trend quite compatible with the changing economic func-
tion of those cities. 

In an increasing number of declining central cities, 
the strength of this small middle-class movement is be-
coming evident in investments in housing rehabilitation 
and restoration—a sign that people intend to stay. Better 
schools and play areas for children have become irrele-
vant to childless households. Proximity to jobs, adult-
oriented entertainment, and other leisure time activities 
have increased in importance and these are the advan-
tages the central city can offer in their competition for 
a share of middle- and upper-income housing demand. 

Another factor is that the young, upwardly mobile 
people moving into the expanding office employment sec-
tor in the central business district were reared in sub-
urbia. To many people, central cities are new and ex-
citing places where diversity in life-styles, ideas, and 
personal expressions is the norm. Finally, there has 
been a dramatic increase in households with two working 
adults, particularly in the professional, managerial, and 
clerical occupations, or occupations that tend to be as-
sociated with expanding administrative or office functions 
in most downtown areas. For these people the attraction 
of residential proximity to administrative centers is 
proving very strong. 

What we may be witnessing is the beginning of another 

significant, long-term trend in the central city population. 
Middle- and moderate-income blue collar workers will 
continue to follow factory jobs, moving to the suburbs 
and nonmetropolitan areas or retiring to the country; they 
will be gradually and partially replaced by professional, 
managerial, clerical, and service groups. While large 
dependent populations will continue to be a major prob-
lem for many years, there is some basis for predicting 
their eventual redistribution so that central cities will 
regain what might be called a balanced population—one 
well matched to the new employment base. 

Several other characteristics of the future central 
city are worth mentioning. First, they will be smaller 
than the huge manufacturing centers of the past. The de-
parting population will only be partially replaced. Mas-
sive concentrations of labor will not be needed. In addi-
tion, the labor pool for administrative and related service 
jobs will on the average receive a higher income than the 
previous manufacturing population. There is every indi-
cation that this new population will not accept very high-
density living arrangements. The preferred densities 
will lead, therefore, to lower total populations, no 
matter how healthy the local economy is. Given the tax-
generating capacity of a balanced population, this situa-
tion is not necessarily bad. 

What does all this mean? I can best summarize my 
prediction for central cities by saying that most will as-
sume the role that central cities performed prior to the 
industrial revolution. They will once again become pri-
marily centers of administration with all the accessory 
service, education, and cultural functions that thrive in 
an urban environment. This is a trend the Urban Land 
Institute observed 3 years ago in a study for the Federal 
National Mortgage Association. Events have continued 
to support our thesis and other people are beginning to 
make the same observations. 

Ironically, after many years of treating Washington, 
D.C., as the atypical city in this country, we may begin 
to see it as the prototype for this new type of city. Since 
it never suffered the ravages of industralization and has 
a very stable employment base, it enjoys certain unique 
advantages over other cities and is still worth watching. 

The process of change will be very uneven, and some 
cities will not make the adjustment. The precise timing 
and nature of changes will be very hard to predict. Also, 
there will be inequities and injustices normally associated 
with change. Nevertheless, change will occur. 

I have detailed the scenario of the future of central 
cities because (a) it is both a desirable and a feasible 
scenario and (b) public transportation can play a major 
role in helping central cities to reestablish their function 
as administrative centers and thus can contribute greatly 
to their revitalization. 

TRANSPORTATION—AN ECONOMIC TOOL 

Three avenues to improving public transportation as an 
economic tool will be explored here. 

1. Planners must play to the economic strength of 
central cities. While paying due attention to the social 
service role of transit and other worthy objectives, plan-
ners should use transit as an economic development tool—
specifically, as a tool to sustain or support growth in ad-
ministrative and related service employment in central 
areas. Unless this is done and done well, cities will 
continue to decline and so will their transit systems. Tran-
sit rhetoric should be modified to make policy makers 
and the public keenly aware that transit has a very special 
economic development role; in many cities this will be a 
primary role. 

Transit services will be most effective as an economic 
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development tool when they are used in conjunction with 
other incentives to investment. This calls for a higher 
degree of cooperation between transit and other organi-
zations than has been true in the past. The rewards of 
cooperation more often than not will be higher ridership 
for transit systems. 

I applaud the Urban Mass Transportation Administra-
tion's (UMTA's) explorations of an economic develop-
ment role for transit in Detroit. More of these types of 
ventures are needed. The recently completed Gallery 
Place project in Philadelphia is a good example of how 
all the elements of economic change in central cities can 
be brought together with transit as a key ingredient and 
catalyst with a very beneficial economic result. 

2. The public transportation planning process must 
be revised to ensure adequate consideration of the eco-
nomic role of transit services. Several specific steps 
can be taken. 

A detailed analysis of local conditions is needed. 
Decisions should not be made on the basis of a general-
ized regional analysis of the demand or need for services 
and transit route options. One must proceed to a very 
detailed level of analysis. 

The specific social, economic, and physical char-
acteristics of the areas to be served must be studied. If 
the area has an administrative employment concentra-
tion, planners must determine how it can best be served. 
Also, the social character of an area can make a differ-
ence. What appears to be a logical station location to a 
regional planner may make no sense at all to local resi-
dents. In how many instances have station decisions 
been made and financing committed before detailed 
feasibility studies—and not just engineering feasibility 
studies—have been completed' The results have not 
been inspiring to those of us in the development busi-
ness. The transition from the macro level of regional 
transit planning to the micro level of engineering too 
often skips the stage at which critical decisions should 
be made—the analysis of specific sites, modes, and en-
vironments that can make or break a project. 

The area availability for development near the 
system's proposed access points must be determined. 
Is the area really available for development, or does it 
just look that way on the aerial photographs? Parcel 
sizes, ownerships, costs, and the potential for assembly 
must be studied. 

Ease of access from developable areas or already 
developed areas to the transit system must be examined. 
Is the route on the wrong side of a railroad right-of-way 
or is it inconvenient to transit users? A classic case of 
how not to link transit and land use can be found at the 
Washington (D.C.) National Airport. The transit station 
ended up on an elevated structure several hundred meters 
from the terminal—an unacceptable arrangement for 
travelers with luggage. 

The political climate at the local level and the 
capacity and inclination of local agencies to make de-
cisions regarding transit service must be explored in 
detail. Unfortunately, evidence indicates that transit 
planners have not paid close attention to this matter. 

Due recognition to the dynamic and incremental 
character of urban development must be given. The 
Urban Land Institute and other people maintain that the 
one-shot construction of major regional systems such as 
BART or Metro is not necessarily a good idea. More 
flexible and incremental approaches that will allow vari-
ation in route plans as urban areas go through the pro-
cess of transition are needed. Incremental development 
also makes it possible to adjust system costs to the fi-
nancial and economic capacity of the areas served. I 
am very pleased to mention the downtown people mover 
demonstrations that UMTA is undertaking because these 

systems may be very suitable to the needs of growing and 
changing central business districts. These systems 
should always be planned with extensions and upgrading 
in mind. Similarly, experiments with light rail, exclu-
sive bus lanes, and other arrangements can be related to 
the dynamics of urban change. Finally, I think we have 
a great deal to learn from the Toronto experience with 
the incremental expansion of its subway system. 

The transit system must be planned in a way that 
will maintain a balance over time between costs and bene-
fits, including impacts on land use and private invest-
ment. If you accept the proposition that transit is an eco-
nomic development tool, I think you will accept the idea 
that the extent of capital investments in a transit system 
should be closely related not only to the numbers of riders 
carried and to other traditional measures of benefit, but 
also to such factors as the extent of private investment 
generated and the long-term economic value of jobs cre-
ated. However, in view of the operation of transit sys-
tems in San Francisco and Washington, it does not appear 
that the value of private investment will come close to 
equaling the public investment for many, many years. 
UMTA's Detroit experiences will no doubt teach us a lot 
more about how this matching of investment levels may 
be carried out. 

A link must be established between transit develop-
ment plans and private investment plans at the very be-
ginning of the planning process. Once the persons who 
affect transit planning and investment decisions have 
agreed to the proposition that transit services should be 
used as part of an economic development program, then 
communication should be established with all major ex-
isting or potential private investors in the service area 
before the first plans are drawn. This step is critical to 
setting private investment targets through a careful study 
of investment options. You cannot leave developers out 
of the process until the last moment. You need us as 
much as you need the public policy makers and citizen 
groups. You have to design joint development and other 
opportunities right into the system from its very concep-
tion. It is a matter of creating the right environment for 
development, either by public or private agencies. If you 
look closely at BART and Metro and other systems, you 
will see that this has not been done. Joint development 
has been an afterthought and accordingly the opportunities 
have been very limited. 

3. The institutional arrangements necessary to imple-
ment the community development plans related to public 
transportation improvements must be revised. There 
are two aspects to consider: 

First, we should seek to strengthen the institu-
tional links between the transit planning and operating 
systems and the units of general purpose local govern-
ment to be served by the improvements. I have no magic 
answers here; as I stated earlier, it is a matter of hard 
work and perseverance. I believe that the changes in the 
planning process I have suggested will help in this 
area. Cooperative, detailed planning conducted before 
route and mode decisions are made and a more flexible 
approach to adjusting the nature of the system to local 
economic and social needs and rates of growth should go 
a long way toward bringing local and regional perspec-
tives together. I see no future for huge monolithic tran-
sit systems imposed from the regional level. You need 
local support through the exercise of appropriate con-
trols and land regulations, and you desperately need lo-
cal political commitments. A very diverse system is 
likely to develop, but it will work. 

The second step is to create the capacity to carry 
out development projects through the formation of public 
and private partnerships, i.e., partnerships in which 
close cooperation exists between public and private en- 
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tities in project development, such as Gallery Place in 
Philadelphia. I said earlier that urban development is 
a matter of self-fulfilling prophesies. Nowhere is this 
more true than in projects closely related to transit de-
velopment. Deliberate initiatives have to be taken by 
the responsible public agencies to make such develop-
ment a reality. The Gallery Place project resulted from 
a public agency, in this case the redevelopment agency, 
pursuing the goal of joint development with great skill 
and considerable risk taking. The rewards have been 
commensurate. The Philadelphia agency realized that 
center city development can no longer be done under the 
old rules of urban renewal. It is necessary to be much 
more creative in the use of public funds. Joint public and 
private partnerships call for the use of a wide array of 
organizational relationships and financial arrangements. 
In all of them, the public agency must be capable of acting 
as a business partner, sometimes even an equity partner. 

Unfortunately there are not many public agencies ca-
pable of negotiating complicated development deals. 
Often, transit operating agencies either lack the authority 
to act as full partners in joint development deals or they 
lack the staff capacity to participate. Either this situ-
ation will have to be changed or the transit agencies will 
have to align themselves with agencies that can perform 
a development function. In many cities this means cre-
ating a new public development agency and, in turn, ob-
taining the necessary state enabling legislation. I do not 
deny that it will take some time before all our cities are 
equipped to deal with the new realities of center city de-
velopment. The least that can be done is to increase the 
staff competence of existing transit and local community 
development agencies to deal with public and private 
projects. A joint effort on the part of UMTA and the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development in con-
nection with the implementation of the new urban develop-
ment action grant program could go a long way toward 
increasing this capacity. 

Financing is always a major challenge when it comes 
to development in central cities. As part of the general 
adjustment in institutional arrangements, provision 
should be made for a variety of financing options and in-
centives. In a transportation task force report, for ex-
ample, the Urban Land Institute recommended that local 
authorities be authorized to insure private debentures 
required to carry out joint development projects. There  

are many other techniques such as subordinated leasing 
and tax abatement that should be considered for use by 
public agencies. They are tools that every central city 
is going to need to carry out development generally. 
People in the transit field should join with those in the 
housing, commercial, and industrial development fields 
to obtain the necessary authority and resources. 

I would be remiss if I did not say something about 
UMTA. I am encouraged to see UMTA beginning to ex-
press a more serious interest in joint development. 
With the advent of the Young amendment and with its 
evolving interest in economic development, UMTA has 
a chance to make a positive contribution to the land use 
side of the transit equation. I hope UMTA does not ap-
proach the issue too timidly. It must quickly get up to 
speed on how development proceeds these days and must 
not impose requirements that will frustrate joint develop-
ment. For example, I understand that Young amendment 
funds can only be received by an agency with transit op-
erational responsibilities. If this is true, there are go-
ing to be problems in areas where the operating agency 
has neither the power nor capacity to act in the fashion 
I suggest is necessary. UMTA should make sure that the 
local public agency responsible for joint development is 
fully competent to do the job, but, once that competency 
is established, the agency should be given wide discre-
tion in the uses to which funds may be applied. 

SUMMARY 

I believe that public transportation, particularly fixed 
guideway systems, has a very bright future and 'a very 
important role to play in the evolving revitalization of our 
central cities. However, the secret to the success of 
transit and of central cities will be the careful coordina-
tion of transit services with the dynamics of the urban 
development process. We must build on economic 
strength. Deliberate steps must be taken to revise the 
transportation planning and implementation processes to 
ensure that transit can perform an economic development 
mission. Public transit investments must be used to pro-
vide leverage for private investments. This can be ac-
complished best by involving the private sector in the 
planning process from the beginning. Together and in 
concert with many other interests we shall be able to 
bring vitality to cities and provide a better living and 
working environment for all. 

Land Use and Transportation in an Energy 
Efficient Society 
Milton Pikarsky, Regional Transportation Authority, Chicago 

Most people are aware of the close relationship between land use and 
transportation. However, little is known of how to apply this conceptual 
knowledge in achieving the goal of a mobile and energy efficient region 
and nation. Despite the research studies and publicity to the contrary, 
transit can be an energy saver; energy savings can be an argument for tran-
sit. The comparison should not be made simply between a bus and a van 
pool or between a streetcar and a heavy-rail vehicle but between transit-
oriented environments and automobile-oriented environments. 

I would like to examine some of the achievements of the 
Regional Transportation Authority (RTA) of Northeastern 
illinois and some of the new and important research that 
has been undertaken giving us vital new insights about 
public transportation's role in conserving this nation's 
precious and dwindling energy resources. 

In the 3 years that the RTA has been in existence, a 
great deal has been accomplished. Five of the region's 
commuter railroads are now operating under purchase-
of-service agreements with the RTA. Secretary of 
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Transportation Brock Adams has called these agree-
ments "models for future negotiations throughout the 
nation." Rail fares have been standardized. Hundreds 
of millions of dollars have been spent for improvement 
of track and purchase of new rolling stock for commuter 
rail lines throughout the region, and millions more have 
been earmarked for continued upgrading of our commuter 
rail network. Recently, RTA has taken delivery of the 
first of 28 new locomotives that will be serving our area 
on the Chicago, Rock Island, and Pacific Railroad Com-
pany; the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul, and Pacific Rail-
road Company; and the Chicago and North Western Trans-
portation Company. RTA also acquired 50 new commuter 
coaches this fiscal year to replace antiquated equipment. 

Surface bus systems have been markedly improved 
since RTA began operations. RTA subsidizes 24 bus com-
panies, including the Chicago Transit Authority (CTA), 
for 100 percent of their operating losses. A universal 
transfer and a regional fare structure have been estab-
lished for all bus companies. These innovations allow a 
passenger to travel throughout the region, transferring 
on or off any RTA bus, for a maximum trip cost of 60 
cents. Half-fare and priority seating programs for se-
nior citizens and handicapped persons are in effect on all 
RTA-funded carriers. More than 100 000 RTA Special 
User Travel Cards have been issued to date. 

In the suburbs lacking service, RTA has established 
more than 40 new bus routes; 39 others have been modi-
fied and improved. By the end of this fiscal year more 
than 470 new buses will have been added to our system, 
including 20 buses specially equipped for handicapped 
passengers. 

These are but a few of the highlights of the work we 
have been doing during the past 36 months. But how do 
these achievements truly relate to the pressing problems 
that face northeastern fllinois and other regions across 
the nation? The vitality of public transportation may 
have a much greater bearing on our economic and energy 
future than previously calculated. According to the most 
recent studies, public transportation may in fact be one 
of the keys to the continuing economic prosperity and 
well-being of the entire nation. The interrelationship of 
public transportation, land use, and energy consumption 
is undeniable. What are only now being analyzed and 
understood are the scope and importance of the relation-
ship of these variables. 

Everyone at this conference is aware of the close re-
lationship between land use and transportation. It is, 
after all, the theme of this meeting. However, we are 
less aware of how to take and apply this conceptual 
knowledge in achieving our goal of a mobile and energy 
efficient region and nation. Energy conservation is one 
of our most important aims and an issue I would like to 
address relative to transportation and land use policies. 
I especially want to emphasize some conclusions being 
drawn from new information on local transportation en-
ergy use and what this means in terms of what we ought 
to do within the time limits placed on our region and na-
tion by the energy crisis. 

Transportation and land use planners agree that a 
skyscraper such as the Sears Tower, employing 18 000 
people, is feasible only in a region with some form of 
rapid transit available. The kind of access needed for 
such a building cannot effectively be provided by the 
automobile alone. Conversely, rapid transit is only 
feasible if some type of strong central focus such as a 
large central business district exists. Chicago's Loop 
has about 465 hm2  (50 million ft2) of office space. 

Of course, if rapid transit becomes available in a 
city center, the land itself becomes more valuable and 
has greater loan potential. Bankers know this; property 
along a rapid rail route, providing almost unlimited ac- 

cess, has more value than similar properties along a 
highway where automobile access is limited even when 
very large parking lots are provided. The BART system 
in San Francisco was built to revitalize downtown San 
Francisco. BART added 191 hm2  (20.6 million it2) to the 
central business district of that city. Similarly, a new 
rapid transit system is under construction in Atlanta. 
When construction began 2 years ago, only $50 million in 
new offices and industrial building was under way; it soon 
boomed to over $300 million as a result of the anticipated 
transit system that will begin operation in December 1978. 
We believe that a similar building spurt will materialize 
in the Chicago area when portions of the old elevated 
come down and the new subway and O'Hare Extension be-
gin. The O'Hare Rapid Transit Extension, which is ex-
pected to be completed within 30 to 36 months, will cover 
a distance of only 13 km (8 miles) from the airport to the 
CTA Jefferson Park Terminal but will serve as the con-
necting link between the airport, Chicago City Center, and 
the entire CTA rapid transit and surface systems. By 
merely extending one fixed-rail system by a few kilo-
meters, the mobility of an entire area is improved. The 
O'Hare Extension will serve not only air travelers but 
also thousands of airport workers and employees in the 
hotel, commercial, and industrial areas near the airport. 
It is estimated that more than 36 500 riders/d will use the 
O'Hare Rapid Transit Extension. The strong interdepen-
dence between a vital central business district of a me-
tropolis and public transportation has been known for a 
long time. Perhaps some of you do not know the numbers 
involved, but you most likely know and grasp the concept. 

Similarly, most people are aware that low-density sub-
urbs cannot be served by conventional transit. The sub-
urban sprawl across the nation today was caused and is 
flourishing because of the automobile. Attention is fo-
cused on the suburbs because of the high energy use in 
these regions. The automobile in our society uses about 
half the oil we consume, and the long trips required by 
suburban life account for a large fraction of this. If we 
could cut out automobile use, we could completely elim-
inate all oil imports, since we import about half the oil 
we need. But the suburbs today could not function without 
the automobile. 

The suburbs use additional energy in other ways. 
Single-family dwellings have high heat loss when com-
pared to multiple-family dwellings or attached housing. 
These housing forms offer energy savings especially in 
their efficiency in space and water heating. Savings on 
the order of 50 percent are common when comparing the 
two kinds of housing. Fewer exterior walls and the ef-
ficiency of central heating units can be very important. 
Equally important is the greater efficiency of transit that 
such higher density housing makes feasible. 

We are just now beginning to find out how energy ef-
ficient higher density regions are. We have always 
known that dispersed housing and job sites were not very 
efficient, but we are just now learning in a very specific 
way what a tremendous difference it can make if housing 
is better organized and properly integrated with transit. 

Most people—land use planners, transportation plan-
ners, college professors, public officials, or the aver-
age citizen—can see that coordinated transit and housing 
development can be highly energy efficient. Most people 
would agree, however, that operating policies to stimu-
late this kind of transit-land use interaction do not exist. 
What we have had since World War II is a system where 
developers chose their development sites based primarily 
on optimizing profits. Very often these sites, which are 
often on the least expensive land, turn out to be areas 
having no transit or public utilities. As a result, many 
developers looked to the central urban area to make up 
for whatever deficiencies existed in a new community. 
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Cities provided schools, utilities, improved highway ac-
cess, sewers, reliable water supplies, governmental 
services, public transportation facilities, and many 
other elements that go into making a community a de-
cent place to live. This was done even though the cost 
was, and is, an ever-increasing burden that ultimately 
falls on the taxpayer. It is also very energy inefficient. 

To achieve a workable and effective joint land use and 
transportation policy, however, requires an irrevocable 
commitment to high-quality public transit facilities. That 
must really come first, and RTA has taken the initial 
major steps in developing plans for a comprehensive 
public transportation network. The second step must be 
the decision to support the transit development by co-
ordinated land use policies. 

The BART system is a good example of where this 
interrelationship broke down. BART is one of the most 
beautiful systems in the world and was constructed to 
serve suburban areas. Nonetheless, in most cases the 
commitment to build higher density housing forms near 
the terminals was not carried out. In some cases, the 
communities involved actively opposed higher density 
and more efficient construction. The new Metro system 
in Washington, D.C., is facing some of the same prob-
lems in certain suburban regions. There has to be some 
relation between the issuing of building construction per-
mits and the transit investment. In a new system in the 
final planning stages in Detroit, the federal government 
has insisted on an agreement with the city that new build-
ing permits must be for land along chosen transit cor-
ridors. That kind of coordinated policy must be devel-
oped everywhere if we are to make any headway on the 
low-density energy use problem. 

So, when we talk about coordinated housing and trans-
portation policies, we are really talking about a major 
change in the selection of investment priorities. The 
entire urban energy future rests clearly on altered pub-
lic investment policies. 

But policy change really only occurs during times of 
crisis. Though some planners and public officials saw 
the need for an areawide public transportation system 
in northeastern illinois, most saw the formation of RTA 
as a means of preserving existing public transportation 
services that were about to go bankrupt. If that hap-
pened, serious economic hardship would befall the en-
tire region. Now it appears that an altered public in-
vestment policy coordinating transit and land use needs 
will come into being, not because such a change in policy 
is needed, but because crisis conditions have developed. 

The so-called energy crisis is one such example. It 
is not really a crisis in the sense of being a single, 
unique, catastrophic event, but rather a series of om-
inous events and persistent, intractable problems that 
do not go away. 

Experts have long been saying that our oil reserves 
could not last forever. President Jimmy Carter is not 
the first leader to voice concern about our waning energy 
reserves. In 1907, President Theodore Roosevelt said 
in his annual message to Congress: 

We are prone to speak of the resources of this country as inexhaustible; 
this is not so. The mineral wealth of the country—the coal, iron, oil, gas, 
and the like—does not reproduce itself and therefore is certain to be ex-
hausted ultimately; and wastefulness in dealing with it today means that 
our descendents will feel the exhaustion a generation or two before they 
otherwise would. 

I do not think that any of us would argue with this state-
ment even though it was made 70 years ago. 

In earlier days wood was the source of energy and it 
was renewable. We could always grow more trees. But 
oil cannot be regrown, and so we find ourselves close to  

running out of oil just about 100 years after it was dis-
covered. 

As our domestic supplies have dropped, imports have 
risen drastically due primarily to the great increase 
in gasoline use. Our problem is not that oil supplies in 
the Mideast have been depleted—there is enough there to 
last 50 years—but rather that the export of our invest-
ment dollars in 1977 will exceed $40 billion. It is called 
the most massive transfer of wealth in the western world. 
The growing U.S. trade deficit is causing the value of the 
dollar to shrink in relation to other key currencies; this 
in turn is causing severe pressures on our international 
relations and is directly related to the unemployment and 
inflation cycles we are experiencing today. 

As a nation, we have not yet had time to adjust to what 
it means to have lost the power to set the price of oil. 
Until 1973, the United States controlled the price of oil. 
No matter what the crisis, the United States could out-
produce anyone so that no one could ever sell higher than 
we did. Other countries could only sell their oil at a 
lower price if they wanted to market it. Thus, when 
Egypt took control of the Suez Canal from England in 1957, 
oil to Europe was cut off; the United States simply over-
produced and met 90 percent of European needs without 
any interruption. In 1967, during the Six-Day War be-
tween Egypt and Israel, oil to Europe and other places 
was again cut off. Once again the United States over-
produced and met the needs with no price increase. But 
by 1973, during the Yom Kippur War, U.S. oil production 
was reduced. The United States was unable to meet its own 
needs, much less anyone else's, and the Mideast price 
of oil skyrocketed. We have not been able to do anything 
about it but pay the tremendous oil bills to the detriment 
of other domestic needs. When the depth of this crisis 
is fully understood by both our people and legislative 
leaders, then change in land use and transportation policy 
will occur. 

These concerns are particularly important as we are 
now entering a period of sustained urban growth due to 
the coming of age of persons born during the baby boom 
after World War H. These people have moved through 
our society like a platoon and, by 1981, will have reached 
their 20s and 30s. Planners call these years the age of 
household formation. Over the next 15 years this age 
group will place unprecedented demands on housing and 
municipal services, and there will be a dramatic in-
crease in public investment required to create and ser-
vice these new households. 

This immediate growth period then is an opportunity 
to introduce new urban design to better meet the needs of 
the next 15 to 25 years. If we are going to do anything 
about building a more energy efficient society, it must 
be within this time period. 

If regions and cities across the nation do not begin 
comprehensive programs of public transportation devel-
opment as RTA is doing in this area, we will not have 
maximum influence on city form and energy use. These 
programs must begin at once. If not, we will lose the 
opportunity to change the pattern and consequences of our 
unavoidable urban growth. We will find ourselves in a 
self-fulfilling prophecy of high energy consumption and 
a declining economy. 

Consequently, it is of critical importance that we 
gear up at once for a determined effort. One of the fac-
tors that has delayed progress is the misunderstanding 
about some of the relationships between housing And 
transit in terms of energy conservation. Until very 
recently, there has not been any disaggregate data to 
understand the relationships involved. But from what 
is available now, we can begin to see what most peo-
ple instinctively know: Transit, especially electric rail 
service, is highly efficient and plays an important 
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role in community energy use. 
In the past, planners had to make do with knowing 

about the fuel efficiency of a bus or train compared with 
that of an automobile. By making some guess on pas-
senger loading, they computed a theoretical efficiency 
that they hoped had some relation to the actual energy 
use of the community as a whole. What does this 
theoretical efficiency have to do with the real effi-
ciency? As we are finding out now, not very much. 
This kind of theoretical calculation fails because it 
does not take into account the most important hap-
pening, namely, the feedback effect of transit in re-
ducing automobile use. The overall amount of gasoline 
saved by communities that have transit compared with 
those that do not have adequate transit is striking, and 
it comes from measurement of actual gasoline sales in 
those cities, not from theoretical computations. 

Measurements of real efficiencies show the value of 
existing transit systems in conserving energy to be much 
greater than originally supposed. This confirms what 
most of us working in transit already knew. 

Some of you may have heard on national television and 
read in the newspapers about the new report from the 
Congressional Budget Office claiming that, when the en-
ergy involved in getting to the transit station was in-
cluded, it would have been better to put people in a car 
pool or other transit mode. Theoretical studies such 
as this use many assumptions and small changes can 
make a big difference in the results. It is not surpris-
ing then that the results do not reflect what actually hap-
pens in a community. 

A community with transit behaves differently from 
communities without transit. Housing is more dense, 
employment and shopping sites are better organized, and 
the automobile is not used in the same way as when rapid 
transit is not available. The result is that the total gas-
oline sales in such regions are far less than if transit 
were not available. No theoretical calculation could hope 
to account for all these variables. It is understandable 
then that the theoretical computation is in error. This 
situation is best illustrated by considering a typical the-
oretical comparison between an automobile and a bus. At 
rush hour, the standard 50-passenger bus, operating under 
express conditions, is highly energy efficient. Every 
day, buses on Chicago's Lake Shore Drive carry 70 pas-
sengers each. At 2.4 km/L(6 miles/gal) that is 168 pas-
senger km/L (420 passenger miles/gal). An automobile 
carrying only a driver, which is the case about 75 per-
cent of the time, will get at most 8 km/L (20 miles/gal). 
Of course, the bus has to make the return trip, so the av-
erage for the bus may drop to as low as 80 passenger 
km/L (200 passenger miles/gal). Further, on crowded 
streets the bus fuel consumption will increase, giving a 
lower efficiency of 1.6 km/L (4 miles/gal). Efficiency 
depends heavily on the number of bus passengers. Ac-
cording to theoretical comparisons, the average city bus 
must have at least five passengers to be as efficient as a 
driver-alone compact automobile. If the bus has fewer 
than five people or an express bus fewer than three peo-
ple, then the compact automobile would be more efficient. 

The obvious conclusion of this type of analysis is that, 
if bus ridership drops below these values, bus service 
should be curtailed then in the interest of conserving en-
ergy. However, that would be wrong. All theoretical 
computations of this type assume that the distance 
traveled is the same for the bus passenger and the auto-
mobile owner. Actually, passenger kilometers per liter 
is not the correct variable. What should be compared is 
the total gasoline per week used by the individual. 

Discretionary driving for automobile owners is about 
one-half of total driving. This is true whether the family 
has one or two automobiles. If the individual has the op- 

portunity for discretionary travel it will amount to about 
10 560 km/year (6600 miles/year5, or about 34 L/week 
(8.5 gal/week). In contrast, the individual who uses bus 
service will travel for nonwork purposes only once or 
twice a week, or at most 20.8 km/week (13 miles/week). 
Even if this person is the only person on the bus, travel 
will still only account for about 12 L of gas/week (3 gal/ 
week), or about one-third of the gasoline used by the in-
dividual who has an automobile available for discretionary 
use and who makes more trips. 

The car pool or van pool rider provides a different 
kind of example. Such a person may be reluctant to rely 
completely on the ride pool unless some type of transit 
is in operation to be used as an alternative, if for some 
reason the rider misses the pool on a given occasion. 
Thus, nonrush-hour train service with satellite feeder 
buses encourages car pool and van pool usage. In some 
cases, nonrush-hour transit service makes it feasible 
for a family to eliminate the second automobile. 

What, then, is the true efficiency of alter-hours tran-
sit service? Clearly, it is higher than that calculated 
on the basis of ridership figures alone. This energy sav-
ing should then show up in total energy use within the 
community. Such thinking is so new, however, that data 
on actual energy use in the region are difficult to obtain. 
For example, gasoline consumption and sales figures are 
traditionally reported by states and are not broken down 
on a city or regional level. Many cities do not know how 
many registered drivers they have, as this information 
is kept primarily on a state level. Today, the analyst 
wishing to show that cities with transit use less gas than 
cities without has difficulty in locating and collecting the 
relevant data. 

With diligence, some of these much needed sales data 
were obtained. Manhattan, for example, uses about 17.6 
L/driver/week (4.4 gal/driver/week). It is important to 
note that the figures are per driver, not per person. 
Clearly, many people in cities do not have automobiles 
because they use transit. In New York or Chicago, places 
where large percentages of people do not have automo-
biles, gasoline consumption per person is much lower 
than the national average. 

It is more realistic and objective to look at gasoline 
consumption per driver. For example, Chicago drivers 
use only about 28 L of gas/week (7 gal/week). For the 
entire city of New York, the average is around 39.2 L/ 
week (9.8 gal/week)—much lower than the 58.8 L/week 
(14.7 gal/week) national average. Washington, D.C., 
which had only a good bus system when these data were 
taken, has a low consumption rate also. It will be inter-
esting to see what effect the new Metro system has on 
these values. Washington drivers use only 32.8 L/week 
(8.2 gal/week). Other cities, such as Seattle, Los 
Angeles, Tucson, and Houston, are almost completely 
dependent on the automobile and so are closer to the 
national average. Many suburban areas such as Bridge-
port, Connecticut, are well above the average. 

The weekly gas consumption figures in the Chicago 
area vary almost directly with transit availability. Con-
sumption for Cook, DuPage, Kane, Will, Lake, and Mc-
Henry counties increases as the distance from the city 
center grows. McHenry county, the farthest from the 
city, has the largest value of 60.2 L/week (15.05 gal/ 
week), which is above the national average. The data 
also show that cities with transit have markedly lower 
consumption rates than their surrounding counties. This 
does not occur in cities where no transit or limited ser-
vice exists. 

There are many reasons why a central city will have 
lower gas consumption. Many older cities were built 
around streetcar routes. While they were never as dense 
as foreign cities that were initially pedestrian cities, 



15 

these streetcar cities were ecpanded by transit. There-
fore, they are reasonably efficient and dense. Cities 
tend to have shorter trip lengths and lower gas use. It 
is very common in the suburbs to drive 3.2 km (2 miles) 
for a loaf of bread, but not in Chicago. On the other 
hand, work trips in Chicago tend to be very long. The 
national average is 16.3 km/trip (10.2 miles/trip). Chi-
cago's average work trip is believed to be 12.8 to 16 km 
(8 to 10 miles). San Francisco, Los Angeles, and New 
York City work-trip distances tend to be much higher than 
other cities. Based on these considerations, it is not 
quite clear how much these other characteristics of 
cities affect the meaning of the numbers. There are not 
enough detailed data as yet to compare, for example, gas 
sales in areas of similar density and structure where one 
region has transit and the other does not. There is no 
indication either as to what the threshold of transit is, 
that is, how many buses should be on the street to in-
hibit traffic and reduce automobile trips. There are 
many missing pieces to the puzzle, and the rough data 
offer only clues. 

Consequently, it is well to look to other sources of 
disaggregate data such as the census. For example, the 
1970 census does contain specific journey-to-work data 
that at least permit work trips to be analyzed in detail. 

Sum Soot has been studying much of this census ma-
terial at the University of illinois under a federal grant. 
In analyzing the energy spent in the journey-to-work 
trip, he found detailed support for the conclusions drawn 
from the gasoline sales data. Patterns of journey-to-
work energy use were mapped and interpreted. Map-
ping showed that increasing amounts of energy are used 
for work trips in the Chicago area as the distance from 
the city increases. A distinct and unusual fingerlike 
pattern emerged when energy consumption was mapped. 
These finger patterns turned out to be the RTA commuter 
rail network. 

A map of those taking transit to work had a pattern al-
most identical to that of the energy map: the same f inger-
like patterns corresponded to the commuter rail lines. 

In determining how socioeconomic factors influenced 
these energy patterns, it was found that multiple-
automobile households correlated more closely than any 
of the 25 variables studied. Such households exist pri-
marily where transit is absent. Conversely, households 
having no automobiles correlated second highest in low 
energy use. Such households exist where there is high-
level transit service and, especially, rapid transit. 

Aside from whether households have automobiles or 
not, the next five most significant factors were all 
density related. These included such things as the age 
of housing. Tenants of housing built prior to 1950, for 
example, show strong transit use and low energy use. 
This is true whether the housing is rented or owned. 
Renters tend to use transit and have considerably lower 
energy use patterns. Households with one or two mem-
bers used far less energy in going to work than those 
with larger families. It is the medium-sized family, 
typically found in small suburban homes located away 
from rail lines, that does not use transit. 

Variables associated with personal characteristics 
such as age, occupation, income, and educational level 
had weaker correlations than did the automobile or den-
sity variables. Construction workers use more energy 
than other groups studied. This is true probably because 
they drive to work as their employment sites shift. Ex-
ecutives and managers also had nearly as high a rate. The 
lowest energy users among the occupations we studied 
were'clerical workers, who tend to live near transit and 
closer to their work. Heads of households aged 25 to 34 
had a pattern of high energy use. These young families 
tend to live in areas between transit corridors on gen- 

erally less expensive land parcels. These correlations 
were very weak, however; personal characteristics do 
not impact on energy use. Density and automobile use 
are the significant characteristics. 

If we examine again households without automobiles, 
which had the second highest correlation with energy use, 
it is interesting to note that this variable has a direct 
relationship with that for people who take transit to 
work. This happens in almost all major cities, leading 
to the observation that cities with rapid transit automat-
ically have higher energy efficiencies. Low-density re-
gions do not always correlate quite as directly as might 
be expected, in part because certain low-density areas 
on commuter lines have better transit service than might 
normally be expected. This is true of a number of sub-
urbs in the six-county region served by the RTA trans-
portation network. The pull of comprehensive public 
transportation and a large central business district ac-
counts for this efficiency. Thus, a centralized and strong 
central business district is a vital factor in energy ef-
ficiency. 

Generally, very low-density areas, such as those 
having new housing for moderate-sized families with 
fewer than 7.5 dweuings/hm2  (3 dwellings/acre), cannot 
support traditional transit service. However, special 
transit services such as van pools can be effective if 
there are centralized job sites. When the number of 
dwellings rises to 17.5/hrn2  (7/acre)—the typical single 
family residence on 18- by 30-rn (60- by 100-ft) lots—
then traditional transit service such as half-hourly bus 
service appears feasible. Special rush-hour buses or 
paratransit modes also can be effective at this density. 

When density reaches levels found with single-family 
houses on 9- by 30-rn (30- by 100-ft) lots, such as those 
found in communities like Wilmette, illinois, then these 
areas qualify for more frequent bus service and possibly 
light rail. This is particularly true when a community 
like Wilmette is part of a corridor leading to a central 
business district. When housing is attached, with 
about 62/hm2  (25/acre), then a wide array of transit 
is feasible. Apartment units together with lower den-
sity housing also qualify for frequent service. How-
ever, even high-rise apartment houses, which are iso-
lated from other housing and are not on a rail corridor, 
cannot support conventional transit. High-density areas 
such as the inner-city Chicago region with 33 000 people/ 
km2  (100 000/mile2) can support almost any type of tran-
sit service. Very high densities always discourage 
automobile use and encourage transit, thus conserving 
energy. 

It must be emphasized that we do not anticipate the 
permanent separation of the average American from the 
automobile—at least not in this century. The automobile 
in our culture does much more than provide mere trans-
portation. If the advertisements are to be believed, the 
automobile is not so much for getting us around asit is 
for satisfying certain cultural and emotional needs. For 
some, the automobile is an outlet for hostility and ten-
sion, for others it represents a fantasy love life. Ad-
vertisements speak of the power of putting a tiger in 
your tank, of luxury and prestige, of happy romantic 
couples. Humorists have observed these absurdities in 
our culture for a long time. For the transportation and 
land use planner, the automobile is a kind of X-factor. 
It is an unseen part of the charts, maps, and diagrams 
that we have just been discussing. Time and continued 
work will help to clarify the role of the automobile in land 
use and energy consumption, but its impact is undeniable. 

These are just some of the things RTA is learning and 
documenting about how we live and what trade-offs we 
have to be willing to make. Much of the information that 
I have discussed reflects what is already known within 
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the transit community—what kinds of people use transit, 
where they live, where they are going. These data have 
guided the RTA since its inception. But we need to 
know much more about such things to enable RTA and 
other transportation agencies to serve the people who do 
not yet use transit. It is especially important if we hope 
to change future urban growth patterns. 

Perhaps the most significant thing we are learning is 
how important transit is in saving energy, even when 
much of the community may not use it. Good public tran- 

sit decreases automobile use and changes mobility pat-
terns. At RTA we are seeing that transit can and does 
make a difference—a far greater difference than was 
thought previously. 

All of us at this conference have a special, vested in-
terest and responsibility in working together to commu-
nicate more effectively to the public that support for 
strong public transportation throughout the nation is 
synonymous with building a brighter and more prosper-
ous future. 

Transportation Programs and Investments to 
Deal With Critical Needs 
Philip Hammer, Hammer, Suer, George Associates, Washington, D.C. 

Revitalization of the inner city—or perhaps of the older city—is the most 
a-itical economic need that faces us today. We are not going to solve that 
problem by dreaming up some program and imposing it from the top. 
Rather, we need programs that will respond to and will encourage local 
initiative; the stimulus for improving the economy must come from 
the bottom. What is needed is flexible joint development. While the 
money may come from the top, work with local government and with 
private investors in realizing whatever potentials may exist at local 
levels is also necessary. 

We are at another of those turning points in national 
policy making where issues are discussed in concrete 
terms. Many at this conference have been in the field 
of land use and transportation for many years. Some 
time ago, we were talking about regional land use and 
transportation planning and joint development opportu-
nities at e,q)ressway interchanges. The new life was 
on the way; we were going to build a new America in 
the suburbs. 

In those discussions and in the planning and imple-
mentation that followed, all of us omitted a very impor-
tant factor. It was the existence of the arbitrary bound-
ary line that set off the central city from the rest of the 
metropolitan region. We discussed regional planning as 
if the central city did not exist. The city limits lines 
were deleted from the maps. We never showed where 
the city ended and the suburbs began. For highway and 
expressway planning, it did not seem to make much dif-
ference. 

The fact is that the existence of the arbitrary boundary 
line that separates the central city from the rest of the 
region is the most important single fact in our domestic 
polity today. I think it has been proved in the last 20 
years that our inability and incapacity within the central 
city area to maintain both private and public institutions 
for dealing with the central economy within that boundary 
line has been at the heart and source of most of what is 
called the urban problem. Most of the nation's unem-
ployed are within that boundary line; most of the nation's 
new job creation and new investment are taking place 
outside that boundary line. 

INSTITUTIONAL CRISIS 

We have, in effect, an institutional crisis. I think we 
are now aware—probably for the first time and with a 
willingness to recognize it—that we are going to have to 

deal with the urban problem more specifically as the city 
problem within the framework of the municipal corpora-
tion. We are going to have to think in terms of the 
pressure that the municipal corporation can exert on the 
economy within the city limits, if indeed we are to get 
any answers to our urban problem. 

This is not to say, of course, that there is not a re-
gional framework or that we should not continue to pursue 
regional approaches and get regional cooperation and co-
ordination. But until and unless we can develop the mus-
cle in city hall that is capable of using private invest-
ments as leverage within that boundary line, we are going 
to continue to throw public money down the drain. We 
will continue to have large "backwater" economies within 
our central cities. We will continue to have underutilized 
and unused resources in our cities—people, land, and 
buildings. We will not be able to make any fundamental 
gains in dealing with the urban problem. I am not min-
imizing the fact that we also have problems in the sub-
urbs nor am I minimizing the importance of a regional 
context for our overall planning. I am simply saying that 
the most important need is to strengthen the economy of 
the city, and this can be done only by strengthening the 
capacities of the municipal government in the area of 
economic development. 

The present administration is now beginning to put to-
gether an urban program that promises to deal more 
realistically with the problems and that highlights the 
decisive importance of the city as an institution. The 
leadership is talking about economic development within 
the city, of using public money as a leverage against, 
private reinvestment within the city, and of the capabili-
ties of municipal corporations. For the first time, 
Washington is talking realistically about how to deal 
with gut issues at the local level. 

We see this in the new definitions and regulations re-
lated to urban development action grants (UDAGs), to the 
deployment of community development block grant funds 
for economic development, and to the new urban thrust 
of the Economic Development Administration (EDA). We 
see it in the new guidelines that the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Administration (UMTA) is talking about regard-
ing the use of Young amendment money in transit develop-
ment. All of these are related to economic development 
with a primary emphasis on the city and its economy. 
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A NEW FRAMEWORK 

This activity sets a new framework for our joint trans-
portation and land use planning, a framework that calls 
for very concrete and specific developments within cities 
to create jobs and new investments and to help turn 
around the central city economy. I believe most of us 
recognize that we have been fighting a losing battle in 
our central cities. The biases in favor of private invest-
ment flow to the outlying areas have been overwhelmingly 
great. Between 80 and 90 percent of the new private in-
vestments made in the American metropolitan area have 
been outside the central city boundary lines. The great 
bulk of the investments that have gone inside the bound-
ary lines have gone to the central business districts. 
These downtown areas have done well for the most part, 
making the transition from an earlier monopolistic posi-
tion to a more modest specialized role in the metropoli-
tan area. But outside the central business district, the 
city economy has taken a beating. Across the board, our 
policies have worked in behalf of the strong forces al-
ready causing the deployment of private investment out-
side the city. 

There is a large underutilized, underprivileged pop-
ulation within the central city, a backwater economy that 
is not getting any more viable as time goes on. Land 
and buildings are underutilized. As a result, municipal 
corporations are under tremendous pressure in terms 
of revenue and tax support; at the same time, they are 
under tremendous pressure to maintain service delivery 
to a large number of people whose service requirements 
are higher than average and whose service requirements 
are not proportionate to their ability to pay for them. 
The heavy outlay of federal funds in our cities will con-
tinue to be merely a holding action unless and until we 
can get the basic economy of the city on its feet. 

This is, as we all know, a tremendously difficult task. 
It has direct implications for all public-sector policies, 
including those relating to transportation. We are talk-
ing about the need to deploy public, basically federal, 
dollars in such a way that they will have maximum lever-
age on private investment for economic activity within 
the city. I think it is clear in the approach of the Carter 
administration that the initiatives for deploying these 
dollars and effectively leveraging them against private 
investments will be local initiatives, not top-down initia-
tives. There will, of course, be some strings attached 
to the federal money to assure conformance with the leg-
islative requirements that the money be spent in the ap-
propriate ways. But I believe that the Carter adminis-
tration is looking to the local areas, with help from re-
gional and state levels, to get this job done. 

Thus, economic development will have to become an 
integral function of the municipal government for the first 
time. This is a tremendous undertaking for the city and 
it is politically difficult. Economic development is a 
much more complicated business than housing, where 
there are definable programs with deliverable and tan-
gible benefits. Economic development involves risk 
taking by political leaders—the mayor, the city council, 
and the administration. It means putting public money 
on front-end new investments and projects, in infra-
structure improvements, in land acquisition, even front-
end equity participation—sometimes with only the hope 
that private investment may be attracted. It means tak-
ing firm actions to create a new set of favorable condi-
tions for private investors and entrepreneurs. It calls 
for the municipal government to initiate rather than 
simply to respond to the actions that might trigger new 
investment and job creation. This is not easy. 

We have seen a crystallization of economic develop-
ment thinking in the fourth year of the community de- 

velopment block grant programs in cities around the 
country. In the first 3 years, most community develop-
ment programs were pretty eclectic programs that at-
tempted to meet a very wide range of community and 
neighborhood needs. As the cities move into the fourth 
year of this program, however, there is a much sharper 
focus on economic development, at least on the part of 
planners and chief executives. For example, there is 
new emphasis on neighborhood commercial revitaliza-
tion and industrial park development. It is clear that 
chief executives are having difficulties in getting support 
from city councils and aldermanic boards for these kinds 
of investments, which do not have an immediate political 
payoff, are risky, and call for a private-sector response 
that may not be immediately identifiable. Nonetheless, 
the effort is being made. 

At the national level, the counterpart to this local 
economic development thrust is a new attempt to coordi-
nate various federal programs to provide maximum as-
sistance to local program efforts. At the U.S. Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development, UMTA, EDA, 
and the U.S. Department of Labor, there is a degree of 
talking together and joint planning that we have not seen 
for a decade. The administrators of different programs 
are talking about tandem operations that can result in a 
piggybacking of funding at the local level. Those of you 
who have been working with federal administrators in re-
cent months have heard this story: "We will coordinate 
our efforts on this end so that the whole range of dollars 
will be available to you in the most effective way at the 
local level, but the initiatives for economic development 
must come from the bottom up." We are getting this word 
from Washington on matters relating to transportation as 
well as those relating to housing and other programs. 

So I think we are getting down to the serious business 
of coordinated transportation and land use planning on a 
very concrete basis. How do we use the leverage of 
transportation to help create new jobs and investments 
within the city? How do we move together on joint de-
velopment projects? How do we incorporate economic 
development objectives in our transportation planning? 

I think it is significant, as we move toward a greater 
emphasis on economic development in our transportation 
and land use planning, to note that there already is a sub-
stantial momentum toward public and private collabora-
tion in development projects in U.S. cities. I do not know 
of a single city in which local businessmen, financial in-
terests, and municipal governments have not joined in in-
novative approaches to project development—housing, 
commercial revitalization, and so on. Community de-
velopment money has been used as a loan guarantee, an 
interest subsidy, or even as a front-end investment to 
initiate some private development. Other devices, such 
as tax increment or tax abatement financing, have been 
employed to make private development projects work. In 
city after city, these collaborative approaches are being 
undertaken by conservative, private-sector leaders sit-
ting down with the politicians to get something done. It 
might be noted that this public and private collaboration 
is a response to the decentralization of responsibility 
that was inherent in the revenue-sharing decision made 
several years ago. Some people take a very dim view of 
revenue sharing, claiming that it was simply an ab-
rogation of federal responsibility. I think that it was a 
profoundly important step toward dealing effectively 
with the city problem. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT REORGANIZATION 

Another important trend following from the same forces 
is the beginning of a reorganization process in local 
governments. With the dismantling of the categorical 
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grant program and the shifting of development responsi-
bilities to local jurisdictions, the creation of community 
development departments and agencies in many cities is 
evident. There is an almost universal attempt being 
made to establish local goals for economic development 
and to set up a new framework for decision making and 
implementation in the economic development field. 

What are the prospects for turning around the sick 
economies of most central cities? Despite the moves 
that are made to stimulate new development within the 
city, most people believe that the prospects are only 
minimal. Clearly, even if you can offset the overall 
biases in favor of the suburbs that we still find in na-
tional policy, such as the biases of tax policy and the 
widespread availability of development subsidies, there 
are still major psychological and political barriers to the 
flow of private investments back into the cities. 

The appalling thing is how little we really know about 
the structure of the economy of the central city as a ba-
sis for understanding what the development prospects 
really are. In our move toward regionalism, we have 
tended to wipe out the integrity of the city as an eco-
nomic unit. The fact is, whether or not the concept of 
a city economy has any theoretical integrity, what hap-
pens to that economy is the guts of our urban problem. 
It is the range of activities that can be undertaken within 
that city economy that will determine whether or not we 
can get at the basic problems of unemployment and un-
derutilized resources. Clearly, the city economy is 
part of the regional economy. The question is, how big a 
part? What are the prospects of bringing enough jobs 
and investments back into the city to cut the unemploy-
ment rate and to maintain the viability of the municipal 
government? The problem is that we do not even know 
what the city economy looks like, much less what it can 
or should become. 

You cannot readily obtain statistics on the city econ-
omy. It takes special computer runs from regional data 
to find out by subcategory what the employment is in the 
average city. It is almost impossible to develop trend-
line information on what has happened to the city econ-
omy over the past 10 to 20 years. As a result, it is 
very difficult to determine the specific kinds of economic 
activities bleeding the central city so that we can deter-
mine the factors forcing relocation. What were the con-
ditions that prompted these relocation decisions? What 
could have been done to turn these decisions around? 
What can be done to obviate similar decisions in the fu-
ture or to attract some of these displaced activities back 
to the city again? 

I am not suggesting that there are any prospects for 
recreating the exact economic profiles of cities of past 
decades. Basic structural changes have taken place and 
the city's economy never again will be what it used to be. 
But we have clearly positioned ourselves to do something 
about revitalizing the economy of our cities and it is our 
job to get realistically on with it. Obviously, we can 
think in terms of getting some of our city people to go 
out to the suburbs where the new jobs are, either by re-
location or by transportation. But, even if we could go 
in that direction, this will not help much with the city's 
tax base and the viability of the municipal corporation. 
We need to stop the job losses from the city and we need 
to rebuild the city's employment base. 

There are few central cities in this country that have 
been able to maintain their employment levels. Most 
cities have been losing employment to the suburbs in 
nearly every employment subcategory. I contend that 
many of these losses have been unnecessary, i.e., they 
could have been obviated by public policy. I believe that 
a substantial part of the metropolitan employment gains 
projected for the future can be captured by the central  

city. This is where we are headed in our new public 
policies. It is what we are talking about when we refer 
to strengthening the muscle of the municipal corporation 
for economic development, for public and private collab-
oration in new project activities, and for coordination of 
land use and transportation planning. 

NEW OPPORTUNITIES 

There is a range of new development opportunities within 
the city that need to be vigorously pursued. There are 
unmet consumer needs that can support an expansion of 
activities in the city. There are economic functions for 
which the city has comparative advantages but that, for 
one reason or another, have not been fully exploited. 
There are other types of functions for which the city 
would have comparative advantages if negative factors 
were removed and positive incentives created for de-
velopment. Our job is to identify these opportunities and 
to devise the specific devices for capturing them. 

A large number of retail sales and service activities 
have been lost to the cities in the process of change in 
the mix and composition of the population and the out-
migration of the affluent consumer. The average city 
has only about two-thirds as many establishments in the 
consumer service field as it had 15 years ago. In some 
cities, the number of establishments has been cut in half, 
even as the population has remained about stable. In al-
most every city, we see neighborhood commercial cen-
ters with 30, 40, and even 50 percent vacancies in ex-
isting buildings. Yet the surrounding neighborhoods rep-
resent substantial markets whose needs are unserved. 

We have found that such situations represent large re-
development potentials. The markets are already there; 
it is simply a question of reorganizing these commercial 
districts to serve their legitimate functions. By bringing 
together city hall, local bankers, local merchants, and 
neighborhood representatives, many of these districts can 
be revitalized. Buildings can be rehabilitated, traffic 
and parking conditions can be improved, and a wide range 
of environmental amenities can be added. In city after 
city, this kind of grass-roots economic development ac-
tivity is taking place. The strategic use of community 
development block grants has been a major factor in many 
developments. 

There are many types of regional activities that can 
be located as advantageously within the city as on the out-
side but for which the city has lost its attraction. The 
challenge is to deal specifically with the negative factors 
that cumulatively have forced such activities from the 
city. Although the list of negative factors is discourag-
ingly long, I think we have come to the point where we 
either have to deal effectively with removing these dis-
advantages or we simply are not going to be able to meet 
our national objectives for employment and municipal 
stability. By concerted effort, most negative situations 
can be turned around. We can do something about land 
assembly, tax abatement, front-end subsidies, and sub-
sidies for adaptive uses of existing buildings. If we pin-
point the specific types of economic functions for which 
the city can compete under favorable circumstances, we 
can create those circumstances. It will take money, 
political effort, and the utmost in public and private col-
laboration, but it can be done. 

There are large areas in most central cities that are 
substantially vacant. It is estimated that as much as 30 
percent of the land in the average central city might be 
available for some type of better use (e.g., green space 
and open areas). There are old railroad lands, utility 
lands, warehouse areas, and other spaces that can be re-
developed. Clearly, the market forces cannot bring 
these lands into better use, but a strong public and pri- 
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vate effort might do so. There is no question about the 
heavy front-end investments that might be required with 
public funds—subsidies for land acquisition and improve-
ment and for provision of infrastructure and public ser-
vices. It is a question of priorities—whether we want to 
use our public funds for basic improvements that can 
generate private investments or to continue supporting 
the unemployed and welfare cases at present levels. 

It is precisely this approach that underlies the new 
UDAG program. It is also seen in the deployment of 25 
percent of community development funds for economic 
development. Clearly, the dollars available for these 
two programs are few compared with our total needs, 
but it is a beginning. We are starting to turn away from 
holding actions to actions that might encourage private 
investments. 

The land use and transportation objectives that we are 
now seeking are being increasingly framed in terms of 
the viability of the central city economy. We are talking 
about using transportation as well as other devices tied 
together in an integrated, coordinated program—i.e., in 
very specific project terms, for specific pieces of land, 
doing specific kinds of economic activity and hoping to 
get the kind of reinvestment response that makes some 
sense. 

The implications for transportation are obvious. Rapid 
transit and downtown people-mover systems can have a 
powerful effect on land development; activities generated 
at or around stations can become the catalysts for signif-
icant redevelopment. Transit systems can deliver pa-
trons, customers, and employees to specific locations; 
they can create site utility where none existed before. 
Combining transit-induced traffic with a comprehensive 
redevelopment approach in station areas gives us a new 
approach to urban renewal and new potentials for sub-
stantially reorganizing patterns of land use within a city, 
which is absolutely essential if the city is going to survive 
in competition with the outside areas. We are talking here 
about the possibilities for joint multiuse development at 
strategic places on transit and people-mover routes. 

TRANSIT AND LAND OBJECTIVES 

The urban highway system has been the primary re-
organizer of land use over the past 30 years. Our met-
ropolitan land use structure has been built on our high-
way network. Why is it not possible to view transit in 
terms of its reorganizing effect on land uses within 
our central cities in the future? Why can we not identify 
those nodes of potential development that can be gener-
ated at strategic central city locations by transit's power 
to deliver customers, employees, or tenants at locations 
where large-scale redevelopment can take place? There 
is no reason why we cannot combine UDAG, community 
development, and EDA funds in major transit corridors 
to begin a process of land use reorganization in many 
areas. This will not be possible in every city, of course, 
but it is symbolic of the joint planning and thinking that 
we need to do. 

At the other end of the development spectrum is the 
neighborhood commercial district, the revitalization of 
which can have a significant effect upon the city's tax 
base and employment and service levels. A lot is hap-
petting in these neighborhood commercial areas. A crit-
ical element in all of the revitalization efforts is the 
transportation improvements that are being made, e.g., 
traffic flow, parking, pedestrian movements, and the de-
velopment of new industrial parks within the city limits 
that can compete with similar developments in the sub-
urbs. Transportation access is the key to the competi-
tive advantage that the city park offers. 

In addition, my firm is working in Detroit on an eval- 

uation of what a proposed rapid transit system might be 
able to do in the way of generating new private reinvest-
ments within the city limits. You may recall that sev-
eral years ago DOT made a $600-million commitment 
for a regional rapid transit system if it could be shown 
that there would be a dollar-for-dollar matching of pri-
vate investments generated by such a system within the 
city limits. My company was given the task of evaluating 
this prospect. It involved a comprehensive analysis of 
the specific redevelopment potentials in the impact areas 
of more than 100 different stations and for 11 different 
transit system alternatives. It was a complicated piece 
of analysis. 

Our analysis clearly showed that the dollar value of 
the private investment potential in several of the al-
ternative systems would substantially exceed the $ 600-
million reinvestment target within a relatively short time 
frame. Not every station area offered redevelopment 
potential, of course, and the leverage of the alternative 
systems on private redevelopment potential varied a 
great deal. However, the aggregate impact of several 
of the alternatives on private redevelopment potential 
was found to be substantial, assuming a major develop-
mental effort by the city and involving land assembly, 
front-end improvements, and effective collaboration with 
the private sector. In virtually every impact area, the 
joint development potential would far exceed the normal 
development that might be expected in the absence of the 
rapid transit system. In the stronger development cor-
ridors, the transit system would act to create opti-
mum development through improved linkages among 
activity areas, functions, and markets; in the weaker 
corridors, the impact of transit would be to generate 
investments that would otherwise simply not take place. 
It is clear that a large part of the new development 
that the transit system would help generage in Detroit 
would represent a shift of activities from the suburbs, 
but this is precisely the point: There would be an over-
all reorganization of land use functions to help redress 
the imbalance that the highways have helped to create in 
the outlying areas. 

From a standpoint of transportation alone, it is more 
than likely that an expensive rapid transit system might 
not be justified for the Detroit region. This is an area 
with one of the finest expressway systems in the country, 
a system capable of moving people and goods at a high 
level of efficiency. However, the Detroit economy is a 
classic example of a declining economic structure in 
the central city located within a prosperous overall re-
gion. If you make an objective evaluation of what it will 
take to help turn around and revitalize the city economy, 
you would be hard-pressed to come up with any approach 
that would come even close to the cost-effectiveness of 
the regional rapid transit system in achieving your ob-
jective. Dollar-for-dollar, the rapid transit system 
would probably turn out to be the most cost-effective way 
to make basic structural improvements within the econ-
omy of Detroit. Coupled with an effective redevelopment 
program within station impact areas, rapid transit can 
generate developments that would otherwise not take 
place by picking up or delivering people at strategic lo-
cations within the city. 

This was not the case we set out to prove in the De-
troit study, but I think it could be proved in an objective 
evaluation of alternative ways to deal with the gut issue 
of central city decline. Although the academic argument 
is that the economy of the central city is not separate 
from the economy of the region, I feel it is a specious 
and unrealistic contention. Economists, city planners, 
and transportation people must begin to realize that for 
better or for worse we are going to have to deal with the 
realities of the economic structure within the boundary 
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lines of the city limits. We are going to have to deal 
with the powers of the municipal corporation to affect 
the economic activities that go on within those city limits. 
We are going to have to concentrate our efforts on mak-
ing the city competitive with the suburbs for a much 
larger slice of the private investment pie. Unless and 
until we do this, the money we are pouring into our cen-
tral cities for ostensible economic development activities 
will result in nothing more than holding actions on behalf 
of the unemployed and underutilized population. I do not 
mean that we should not be concerned about suburban 
problems or that we should not favor regional planning. 
Maybe some day we will have full-scale regional govern-
ments with no jurisdictional boundary lines to give us 
trouble. For a long while to come, however, we will 
have to deal with the reality of the city and the plight of 
the economy as it is now. 

COMMITMENT 

I firmly believe that we have a strong commitment in this 
regard on the part of the present administration in Wash-
ington. Whether or not we can get the job done, whether 
we can really create an economic development function 
within the city government that is capable of mobilizing 

our public and private resources and getting the neces-
sary political support for large-scale public risk taking, 
I am not sure. But I do know that we are not going to 
turn around the investment and entrepreneurial patterns 
until we take sure vigorous steps. The private dollars 
are not going to be available for major project develop-
ment within the city unless we create the appropriate 
conditions—unless we eliminate the long front-end delay 
in project development, cut down on the speculative risk, 
and commit ourselves to decisive public involvement. 
This means that there has to be a major commitment by 
the public to deal with those problems, to build the in-
frastructure, to bring in the transportation, and to make 
it work. If you do that, you can get private reinvest-
ments. 

I think that the new leaders in Washington with re-
sponsibility for urban programs come from backgrounds 
that include successful involvement in such redevelop-
ment efforts. The pressure is going to be on the cities 
to respond in concrete terms. Will it be done? Or will 
we find 3 years from now that we were not able to build 
a realistic approach to joint development in the cities? 
Will we then go back to categorical programs that will 
attempt to deal with the plight of the cities from the top 
down? We have the opportunity to do it right. 

Technics and Ethics in Transport Decisions 
Melvin M. Webber, University of California, Berkeley 

Long-term trends rather than shifts in fashion or fad should be sought in 
developing principles for research and policy. The demonstrations of the 
1960s led to some new concerns for personal liberties and for the needs 
of our multiple-minority society. The demonstrations prompted unusual 
roles for citizens in transportation and in other matters that had been 
considered technical and the province of specialists. Engineers' or econo-
mists' concerns for efficiency yielded to public concerns for equity. 
There is also a trend toward a high level of accessibility throughout 
metropolitan areas. Since virtually every place in the metropolitan area 
is connected to every other place, the influence of a new fixed-route 
transit system does not affect location decisions very much. However, 
high accessibility in metropolitan areas is not available to those who do 
not have automobiles; other systems are needed for these people. 

A British friend of mine observed that Americans tend to 
overreact to problems of the moment. Whether in re-
search circles or in government circles, we react as 
though a shift upward in the trend line is going to send 
the curve off the top of the chart, or a tip downward is 
going to send it past the bottom; Americans tend to re-
act, he said, as though they are constantly facing crises. 
Some of these crises that sent us to the barricade were 
forgotten shortly after. I want to see us avoid this I ad-
dish mentality and to search for the longer-term trends, 
for the longer-term problems, and for the tenable prin-
ciples that might guide our policy and research agendas. 

For example, several revolts of the 1960s have gen-
erated long-lasting political changes, including changes 
in the setting for transportation planning and transporta-
tion investments. The popular demonstrations and re-
volts of the 1960s reminded governments of neglected 
concerns for personal liberties. Thus, unusual roles 
were opened for lay citizen groups in areas that had been 
considered the province of technicians. In effect, many  

public works and public service program decisions be-
came politicized. Typically, they had been dealt with in 
the past as matters best left to engineers, economists, 
or public administrators; suddenly they became the media 
for polities and politicians. 

Then, when politicization of public works and public 
programs merged with the environmental movement in 
more recent years, a new populist politics emerged. 
In turn, the new politics has politicized concerns for ex-
ternalities, turning an arcane economic concept into a 
rallying cry for political action inside the new environ-
mental movement. 

In turn, engineers' and economists' concerns for ef-
ficiency were made to yield before various public con-
cerns for equity. In transport planning, as in many 
other fields, the determining criteria have been shifting 
from principles of least means to principles, however 
vague, of distributive justice. 

I suspect that most of us have come to think differently 
about our professional roles as a result of these shifts. 
We have been learning to ask almost reflexively and al-
most always: What are the distributional consequences 
of investing in one project or in one programmatic di-
rection versus another? Who is to pay and who is to 
profit? These are almost novel questions in some fields, 
for example, engineering. In other fields, most notably 
in politics, these are very old questions —perhaps the 
oldest and most important questions in politics. 

To admit questions about distribution is to deny a com-
peting concept, i.e., that there is one public interest or 
one public welf are to be served. As I will argue later, 
that is a potentially dangerous notion because there are 
several other subsidiary ideas behind this concept. One 
says that there is but one public. Hence, all people share 
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certain interests; what serves one serves all. I suggest 
that this idea denies the pluralism of modern societies 
and the diverse interests that mark them. 

Another proposition underlying the notion of one public 
welfare holds that there are larger communal interests 
overriding individual interests. That the majority should 
rule is one expression of this notion. Another is Jeremy 
Bentham's formulation, "the greatest good for the great-
est number." This concept is either a nonsense proposi-
tion or a very dangerous doctrine. These are principles 
potentially justifying the reign of a tyrannical majority 
and justifying the denial of rights to minority groups. 
Fortunately, the U.S. Constitution is very clear about 
these matters; the courts have been very clear about 
them most of the time; and effective citizens' groups are 
defending principles of individual liberty over those of 
collectivities. 

One outcome of the revolts of the 1960s was to put 
these questions at the top of the political agenda and to 
reopen questions about individual rights and the rights 
of minority groups. I do not mean only minority racial 
or religious groups. I mean the minorities whose in-
terests, values, behaviors, habits, or preferences are 
somehow different from other groups. I include among 
those minority groups people who like different styles of 
music, clothing, residential environment, and social, 
sexual, and interpersonal behavior. Each of us belongs 
to many minority groups. 

I do not suppose that many professionals are yet ready 
to yield to the proposition that their customers are al-
ways right. To do so would be to assume that prof es-
sionals and experts know what is right for their custom-
ers. I do expect though that the recent attacks on the 
professions in virtually every field of public service are 
sensitizing us all to the restiveness of individuals and 
members of minority groups everywhere. Despite our 
best intentions, a great many people are not satisfied 
with the quality of their lives, the quality of govern-
mental services they are receiving, or the opportunities 
that are open to them. 

As a further result of these diverse public expressions 
of dissatisfaction, many of us have been learning to ask 
different questions: What are the alternatives that might 
lie ahead? What are the likely consequences of pursuing 
any of those alternatives? 

Of course, among the outcomes of alternative options 
are varying distributions of incomes and rewards. To 
examine alternatives and to analyze repercussions is the 
essence of the planning idea. Many of us are beginning 
to understand that idea and are learning to think as plan-
ners. It has taken a long time for planners to internalize 
the cognitive style that compels them to look for poten-
tial outcomes and to pursue distributive justice. In this 
sense, this style of planning has a built-in ethic, an ethic 
that contends the customer is right and that the larger 
community has to yield to individual customers' prefer-
ences, not the other way around as city planners have 
long maintained. 

That all strikes me as a very good idea and a very 
fortunate sign. Although I have no way of being sure that 
this is a stable trend, I hope it is. A number of signals 
suggest that it may be. Certainly more and more people 
are thinking that way now than ever before. 

If that is so, if I am right, and if my hopes are rea-
sonable, what might be some implications for transit 
planning? To attempt to answer that, I need to identify 
a number of more concrete trends that are not going to 
be pushing us off the charts in the next few years. They 
are not short-run fads but long-run stable possibilities. 
Perhaps then we can search out some of the principles 
that might guide public policy and a research agenda. 

First, and perhaps most important for us, I expect  

that the automobile- highway system is going to be the 
dominant transportation system for a long time. Ours 
will continue to be an automobile-dominated civilization; 
our cities will be built around it, despite rising fuel 
costs, some improvements in transit service, and what-
ever efforts state, federal, and local governments make 
to deter automobile use. 

We will continue to maintain a high level of accessi-
bility, homogeneously, throughout our metropolitan areas. 
Thus, I suggest that it is too late to use fixed-route tran-
sit systems in the ways we have attempted before. It is 
too late because virtually every place in the metropolitan 
area is connected to every other place and because 
the accessibility surface is so high and so homoge-
neous that to add a few additional transit stops will 
not sufficiently increase accessibility to affect many lo-
cational decisions. 

Second, I suspect that there will be some movement of 
middle-class persons back to the central city, particu-
larly people without children. However, mass migration 
back to the city is not likely. Suburbanization is a long-
term trend that is going to be with us, along with ex-
urbanization, for a long time. Moreover, there will be 
explosive growth in the suburbs, resulting from the re-
cent boom in new households formed by postwar babies, 
who are themselves now having babies. 

Third, the costs of housing, fuel, and transport are 
going to remain explosive. This will pose some intrac-
table problems, particularly because some of the conse-
quences of those cost rises and price rises are contra-
dictory. Predicting the net effect of those consequences 
and the vector of those forces will be very difficult. 

Fourth, given the huge investment in present metro-
politan areas, it is not likely that metropolitan areas will 
be rebuilt very soon. It is not likely that any dramatic 
change in the overall spatial structure of the metropolitan 
areas will be made. Metropolitan areas are with us in 
essentially their present form for a long time, whether 
we like them or not. 

Those who anticipate that rising energy costs will 
cause massive recentralization of metropolitan areas 
and widespread abandonment of the automobile-highway 
system are, I suspect, fantasizing at best. I am guessing 
it would take a fivefold or tenfold increase in fuel prices 
to make a dramatic change in automobile use patterns, 
and a comparable increase in heating costs and cooling 
costs would accompany rising gas prices. But, since we 
have such a large investment and such a stable set of 
preferences, I doubt it will make much difference. 

Obviously, at the margin, it is already making some 
difference; that is the nature of marginality. Some 
people have changed from automobiles to buses because 
of petroleum prices. Some people have moved to differ-
ent kinds of housing because of the heating and cooling 
costs. But most people have a high tolerance for these 
increasing prices, particularly when wages are also in-
flationary and when their preferences are so deep seated. 

If we are to respond to consumer preference, we must 
continue to provide the sort of transport, housing, and 
environmental conditions that people are choosing. At 
the same time, however, we have to widen the array of 
options that are open to the average consumer and to the 
deviant consumer, because (a) everyone does not want 
the same thing and (b) a lot of people cannot now get 
what they want. 

The transport planner's task then, I believe, is to in-
fluence the transport system mix so that most, if not all, 
individuals can find the services and the modes they pre-
fer. The task also requires that those whose choice is 
constrained—whether by reason of income deficiency, 
age, motor and cognitive skill deficiencies, or whatever 
other cause—be supplied with those service packages 
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that best suit their capacities and their preferences. 
The fantastic success of the automobile -highway sys-

tem should provide a clear and unambiguous signal. It 
has beaten out its competition during the past 70 years 
because it provides a superior transport service to those 
persons who are able to use it. Its success makes it the 
standard against which alternative systems aimed at those 
who do not have automobiles will have to be tested. 

Given the high value that almost everybody places on 
ease of movement and door-to-door, no-wait, no-
transfer service, it looks as though alternative modes 
had better be competitive with automobiles on these ser-
vice characteristics and not others such as top speed. 
If those who do not have automobiles are not to remain 
transportation deprived, we shall have to find some al-
ternatives to present transit services and to automobiles 
that meet these criteria as closely as possible. If we are 
to develop effective alternatives for those who cannot 
drive or for those who cannot afford to drive, public 
transport systems must be designed that approximate 
the service characteristics of automobiles. 

We do have such a model already, of course, in the 
taxi. Despite its high user fees, I understand its major 
customers are poor people. If that is true, I wonder if 
we do not already have a ready-made solution that might 
simultaneously improve accessibility for those who are 
without automobiles, while also creating tremendous new 
employment opportunities for those who are jobless. 

The problem here of course is not one in mechanical 
engineering. It is not even one in the traditional formats 
of transport planning. The solution is patently political. 
Extended use of the automobile as a public transit ve-
hicle, e.g., as taxi or jitney or some other paratransit 
variant, is not going to happen on a large scale unless 
the political interests that now control those industries 
are somehow enticed into opening them up. 

The right answer, it seems to me, is not a technical 
one; it is inevitably a political one. It depends on whose  

interests are to be served, on which segment of the pub-
lic welfare is to be enhanced and which reduced. Inevita-
bly, somebody wins and somebody loses. That is the 
nature of the political world. 

In that sort of setting there are no correct answers. 
Technical skills will not answer the questions or solve 
the problems. They are inevitably questions and prob-
lems that are political in their fundamental character, 
and political, or distributive, questions and problems 
do not yield to technics. 

In that context, too, there is no right way to finance 
public investment. But the principles of equity would 
compel a political solution favoring progressive rather 
than regressive forms of taxation. Typically, that would 
drive us to something like federal and state income taxes 
rather than to county and city property and sales taxes. 
That of course shifts the locus of authority and raises a 
hornet's nest of political and jurisdictional issues. But 
I suggest that issues of equity will compel that kind of 
political contest. In this sense, the emergence of 
UMTA's financing represents a major advance over our 
prior modes that were relying primarily on property 
taxes rather than on the federal income tax. 

On the basis of our experience with the great new 
cities of the South and the West, it seems that an 
automobile-based, highway-dominated system works 
very well. Those cities and most of their citizens are 
prospering. 

Metropolitan areas that developed with automobiles 
need not rid themselves of automobiles in favor of tran-
sit services. The problem I suggest is not that metro-
politan areas need nonprivate automobile systems, but 
that some persons do. The transportation problem is 
that some have and some have not. It represents a prob-
lem that clearly shapes one of those long-term trend 
lines. Fortunately, we do have some principles to help 
us contest it, and it might then become a trend that can 
be deliberately pushed below the bottom of the chart. 

Transportation Policies 
William Rafsky, Philadelphia City Planning Commission 

The narrow definition of efficiency of the past, based on aggregated total 
regional minimizations of travel time, is not really a very efficient way of 
distributing public funds or implementing public policy. In calculations 
of efficiency, land variables must be included. It is imperative that a land 
related impact (positive or negative) be included in calculations of cost 
and benefits; if this is done, a large portion of the equity question may 
be answered. 

There is little argument from professionals over the con-
cept that transportation must be considered in terms of 
land development and urban policy. However, in prac-
tice, it seems that we are doing very little about achiev-
ing such a relationship. 

Transportation in this country is being planned by 
people with backgrounds in engineering, traffic, land ap-
praisal, and related fields. By training or experience 
they are not able to grasp the key relationship of trans-
portation to land development. I am not being critical 
because this is true in any field. It takes a real effort to 
see the broader point of view. In the United States we 
have been able to achieve some successes, but it has  

meant forcing these people to recognize the importance 
of that relationship. 

About 10 years ago, the Federal Highway Administra-
tion, then under the U.S. Department of Commerce, re-
leased a study relating transportation to land develop-
ment. So the concepts were known and understood, but 
they were not followed. 

Basically, what happened was that the primary yard-
stick became direct cost. It became the efficiency factor. 
This has been our guide and our policy. Any successes, 
in terms of departing from a straight cost or efficiency 
factor, have come about because of political reasons. 
The people who have been affected adversely by trans-
portation have protested. So they have been able to save 
a historical monument in the path of a highway or to save 
a park or some residential subdivision that would have 
been adversely affected by some transportation develop-
ment. As a result, our decisions have not been made on 
merit or sound planning; they have occurred because the 
group having the loudest voice and the greatest political 
clout has urged them. So often, decisions have been 
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made in terms of stopping a very valid transportation ap-
proach only because a small group has known how to ef-
fectively mobilize and work within our political system, 
often to the disadvantage of the majority. 

NEED FOR COORDINATION 

There has been no real coordination in the places where 
it counts—the federal and state levels. I would like to 
mention an experience that I had in Philadelphia in terms 
of trying to deal with that kind of problem. Before there 
was a U.S. Department of Transportation, wehadproposed 
a mass transit project dealing with trying to connect two 
of our rail systems. We went, as was appropriate, to 
the Urban Transit Division within the U.S. Department 
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The project 
was presented and approved because it effectively inte-
grated land development and transportation in a very 
carefully developed city plan. Unfortunately, because 
of the requirements for labor union approval, the project 
was not approved in that particular fiscal period. In the 
interim, Congress created the U.S. Department of Trans-
portation (DOT). The urban transit unit was transferred 
from HUD to DOT. The project was resubmitted. The 
same proposal that had been approved earlier was re-
jected. Now, 10 years later, we are still struggling to 
get that particular project approved because of a lack of 
understanding on the part of officials. 

However, there are some signs now that perhaps 
things are going to be a little better. For example, one 
has to applaud the actions of the former U.S. Secretary 
of Transportation, William Coleman. A number of im-
portant major projects in urban areas throughout the 
country were approved on the condition that there would 
be some private investment clearly identified and pledged 
by those in that city and that this investment would be tied 
to the mass transit project. While this was an awkward 
way to relate and to plan for land development and trans-
portation, at least the principle was recognized. 

There is an experimental program onthefederal level, 
that which concerns 10 cities where grants by HUD, DOT, 
and the Economic Development Administration (EDA) 
have been combined for projects that link transportation, 
land use, and economic development. We hope that we 
will learn some techniques from that experience to en-
able us to achieve effective transportation and land de-
velopment goals. 

What should we be looking for in terms of revitaliza-
tion of cities and a new definition of efficiency, one that in-
cludes not only the lowestprice, the most direct route, and 
the safest engineering but also the values accompanying 
land development and the revitalization of urban areas. 

We all agree that there has to be integrated planning. 
We no longer can really talk about a transportation pro-
gram without knowing what it means in terms of land use, 
economic development, and social and human resources. 
We should no longer be satisfied with a transportation 
program that does not consider these elements. 

One ought to take every transportation program and 
ask: What are the development aspects that can be iden-
tified? How can we benefit from this investment in 
terms of revitalizing our city? What can we do with that 
project to try to achieve other urban goals? One then 
ought to look at some of the specifics: 

The use of alr rights in relation to transportation 
modes, 

The joint development schemes and mixed uses 
where foundations are built at the time of transportation 
construction and where future development can occur in 
line with a sound urban plan, 

The advantage of locating transit stations in terms  

of the development potential of the immediate area, and 
Other things that might be done to start invest-

ment for development by transit improvement. 

The increased value of land areas adjacent to or favor-
ably affected by transportation has an economic benefit 
that government ought to assess. The private developer 
who gains because of a transportation routing should have 
to pay for some of the advantages that he gains, either 
through increased assessments or taxes or both. A num-
ber of techniques have been developed, not only here but 
also in other parts of the world about how to do this effec-
tively. Thus, we can get a new definition of efficiency that 
will have a favorable impact on the revitalization of cities. 

EQUITY ISSUE 

What about equity? I think it is most appropriate to rec-
ognize that equity is just as important as efficiency. What 
are the benefits to a central city, not only for the city 
and its population but also for the entire metropolitan 
area? Those are factors that have a bearing on the way 
in which you invest in transportation and create trans-
portation priorities. This is particularly true of the 
downtown or central business district because it plays a 
core role for an entire metropolitan area. 

Equity requires that transportation be tied to opening 
up areas that are now restricted, as a kind of quid pro quo 
for transportation benefit. Freedom of choice should be 
given to all of the population in a metropolitan area. 

Equity also requires us to address the whole relation-
ship of the work place to the residence and the travel that 
may be necessary. Many people feel that perhaps the 
remedy in terms of economic disintegration of the inner 
city is to place economic activity within the worst areas. 
But they fail to realize that frequently this means a bad 
and uneconomic choice. Trying to place industry or 
those activities that create jobs in places already 
crowded and congested with truck traffic is self-defeating. 
They cannot compete with plants in more favorable 
locations. If improved transportation will open sub-
urban and exurban industrial parks, there ought to 
be a relationship between those who need jobs and 
who may live some distance away. Then the trans-
portation is developed. The transportation system has 
to recognize that one cannot penalize those who do not 
live near a plant. Special arrangements have to be made. 
Here again, there have been many suggestions on how 
that might be done and a number of experiments currently 
under way should be evaluated. 

Finally, in terms of equity, one has to mention the 
concern that all of us have had about the central city and 
the rest of the metropolitan area. I agree that we are 
not going to be able to readily change long-term trends 
with the tools and resources, much less the political or-
ganization, that we now have. We ought to be looking at 
how the benefits of transportation and land development 
can be better shared within the entire metropolitan area. 
For example, the seven-county area of St. Paul-
Minneapolis illustrates the ways in which the benefits 
from development and transportation can be applied to 
the inner city and its needs. Although the system is far 
from perfect and has not worked as well as some of its 
advocates hoped it would, the principle is a sound one 
and this, again, is a factor in equity consideration. 

The purpose of this conference is to try to develop a 
research agenda so that we can hopefully try to influence 
future transportation and land development policy. We have 
to open a dialogue with our legislative leaders in terms of 
presenting these ideas. It is not an easy job, but it is one 
that we must not be discouraged from pursuing. 

The question remains: What kind of national land use 
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policy should we ask for? Should we pursue it in view 
of the past defeats or should we have some modification? 

We have also talked about joint planning of transpor-
tation and land development. We must not impose trans-
portation plans on any existing city planning or urban 
planning, but they must be integrated. We must start 
them from the same base, rather than try to fit one into 
the other. I think the way that is done is an important 
research topic. We must recognize that development is 
not endless and that we have to relate it to transporta-
tion capacities; European cities have been doing this 
for decades, i.e., tying the building of highways to po-
tential development and relating it to the peak traffic that 
the highways and mass transit can carry. We must learn 
how to do that better in this country as well. 

In terms of this coordinated planning, we are talking 
about economic policy and about human resources policy 
as well. Coordination and how we can best accomplish 
it should be studied in terms of available HUD, DOT, 
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, EDA, 
and U.S. Department of Labor programs. The research 
agenda might also include a study of block grants, state 
legislation that impedes joint approaches, and air-rights 
legislation. 

Basically, we ought to find ways in which transporta-
tion officials can move away from the direct-cost factor 
and deal with more comprehensive and meaningful ef-
ficiency in terms of impact on the revitalization of cities 
and equity. Only in this way will we move from the dis-
cussion stage of the past 10 years to action. 

Effects of Questions of Equity, Efficiency, and 
Revitalization of Cities on Transportation Policies 
Paul David off,  Suburban Action Center, White Plains, New York 

A a'itical problem for society is the social injustice that maintains 
poverty and racism. There is no decent solution possible to the ur-
ban problem so long as poverty and racism exist. These issues must 
be tackled. They are the basis of a sound urban policy of which 
transportation is an essential part. Since mobility is one of the fun-
damental rights in our society, transportation plans should be checked 
to see whether some people have been neglected or have been de-
prived of this right. 

I want to talk about equity in our society as it affects the 
revitalization of cities and national urban policy in terms 
of distributive justice. I think the common ethic that 
joins those of us who agree on this matter is a concept 
of redistribution of wealth and redistribution of oppor-
tunity in our society. We share a commonality of feeling 
that wide disparities in such distributions in our society 
exist and that they are wrong and unjust. There are 
"haves" and "have nots," blacks and whites, and men 
and women in our society. But the way goods are dis-
tributed among these groups is not fair. The difference 
in the distribution of wealth or the distribution of income 
in our society is an area demanding attention. Nothing 
could be more important to the revitalization of cities 
than creating a full-employment economy. The mainte-
nance of a permanent unemployed class in our society 
is far too costly. 

Those of us who are concerned with housing, trans-
portation, and land use must, I believe, recognize the 
keys to establishing a good society, if we are to think 
integratively—and I do not mean in a racial sense. 
Rather, we must consider how we can achieve goals for 
our urban community or for our larger society. One 
way is to afford the opportunity for decent work to every-
one in society. 

In our discussions of the social problems of society, 
some comments were made about the people who do not 
have automobiles or who are poor. The problem is to try 
to structure a solution in which we eliminate the condi-
tion of poverty in this society. The goal is not to provide  

decent minimum housing for the poor. It is to enable 
those who are now poor to not be poor and to join a class 
or group that receives an adequate income in order to 
live decently and securely. 

Suburban Action is seeking to expand opportunities for 
minorities to gain access to those opportunities that exist 
in our suburbs. It also aims to have the suburbs share 
equally (or maybe more than equally where suburbs have 
more population or more wealth than the cities) in solving 
our social and economic problems. 

Suburban Action has not dealt much with transporta-
tion. We have been involved with exclusionary zoning. 
We were concerned with expanding housing opportunities 
in the suburbs because job opportunities had moved there. 
We observed that it was very inefficient to have inner-
city residents make very difficult commutes to those new 
employment sites. It was very hard for minorities to 
maintain their employment when their jobs moved from 
the cities to the suburbs. We were afraid that if we be-
gan to work on equity in transportation we might be giv-
ing an excuse to suburbs to avoid housing issues. Re-
cently, we realized that this position was not very sensi-
ble on our part, because the minorities who live in the 
city are going to be there for a long time, even if we open 
the suburbs and win all the court cases. Many will choose 
not to leave the city. Nothing is going to change very 
quickly. 

But there are problems of transportation, of access 
to the growing job base in the suburbs. We can keep talk-
ing about how it would be good to revitalize the cities—
and it would be—but we have failed at that. In the mean-
time, there is job growth in suburbia. However, we are 
not doing a good job of expanding opportunities for those 
who have the greatest need for. jobs or of accessing this 
growing suburban job base. Clearly, this is an issue of 
equity that has not been handled very well. It also leads 
to more severe problems ofmassive unemployment in 
the city. 

Suburban Action has been particularly concerned with 
the issue of corporate relocation, particularly in the New 
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York area, of leading corporations that leave the city 
to go to the suburbs. What happens to minorities who 
are left behind and who cannot afford the price of new 
housing in the exciusionarily zoned communities to which 
these corporations relocate? On the basis of title 7, Sub-
urban Action's position is that a company is engaged in 
employment discrimination when it moves to a suburban 
community, unless it takes steps to see that adequate 
housing is available in that community. We think there 
is also a violation of federal contract compliance pro-
cedures when a company moves from a place that has a 
20 or 30 percent minority population to an area having a 
2 or 5 percent minority population. I think the Federal 
Office of Contract Compliance will say in the future that 
companies have to maintain their city percentage of mi-
nority employment when they move to the suburbs. They 
cannot reduce it because they have moved to a place that 
has a relatively small minority population. 

Moreover, transportation issues are involved in cor-
porate relocation. Government dollars are being re-
quested to improve highways so that companies can leave 
the city and move to the suburbs. Such a move is energy 
inefficient, environmentally wrong, and disastrous in 
terms of racial policy because these moves are segre-
gative. They are enlarging patterns of discrimination 
in our metropolitan areas. Federal funds for highway 
improvement should not be used to make this possible—
on energy grounds, on environmental grounds, or on 
racial grounds. 

Finally, there are some interesting theoretical per-
spectives that I would like to briefly mention. For ex-
ample, people find a location for their home. Having 
found a residence, they look for a place in which they 
can compete for the goods of the world. Location is 
crucial. Making it possible for people to locate.in  a  

place of their choice is to offer them mobility. Mobility 
may be the underlying concept that ties together much of 
what we are talking about in equitable urban growth 
policy. Whether the term used is mobility or the con-
stitutionally protected right of travel, it is still the right 
to have spatial mobility, to move from place to place in 
order to find opportunity. 

The equity issue then becomes one based on the con-
straints imposed upon economic and racial minorities 
and how they operate to deny economic and social mo-
bility. The denial of spatial mobility results in the 
maintenance of the permanent underclass of economic 
and racial minorities. 

People involved in transportation must consider the 
fundamental importance of the right to travel. The U.S. 
Supreme Court has recognized that the rights to travel 
and to find a place of settlement are on a par with pri-
vacy and the right to vote. We were always free to have 
mobility. We celebrate the right of the black person to 
come from the South to seek greater opportunity in the 
North. We celebrate the right to travel of those who 
migrate to the sun belt seeking better opportunity, or of 
those who come from the Caribbean to New York and 
elsewhere to find a better place. This right is as cru-
cial as the right to speak. However, the right to move 
or to have mobility is constrained, denied, and rejected 
because people lack wealth and opportunity or because 
their color prompts discriminatory practices. 

It is really very important for those of you in the 
transportation field to consider these vital social con-
cepts as they relate to transportation, mobility, and 
the right to travel. They are well within your do-
main but have not yet been adequately developed as 
a social philosophy, either in transportation or in 
national urban policy. 

National Land Policies and Programs 
Affecting Transportation: Session 1 
Mortimer L. Downey, U.S. Department of Transportation 

The relationship between transportation and urban development is cen-
tral. The revival of cities as places to live as well as to work does not 
mean that the abandonment of the suburbs is imminent or even desirable. 
Instead, it means pursuing an equalization of city and suburb as residen-
tial, social, and economic centers. The present Administration seeks to 
revitalize central cities, to equalize cities and suburbs as residential en-
vironments and as economic centers, and to conserve energy. To take 
advantage of benefits that transit can provide in these areas, preference 
will be given to cities that accent publi6 transit as an expression of co-
ordinated transportation and land development planning and action. 
Transportation priorities will change from highway construction to 
maintenance and to making the best use possible of existing facilities. 
The process of developing policy is as important in staying abreast of 
trends as the policy and its resulting programs. Reform of current pro. 
grams is necessary in making more effective tools to reach policy ob-
jectives. 

The topic of this conference is of great importance to the 
present administration. We are in the midst of develop-
ing a strategy to coordinate the activities of the many 
agencies concerned with the health of urban areas. The 
sensitive relationship between transportation and the 
shape of urban development is a central concern in that 

strategy. Our contribution will be generally in the areas 
of physical  and economic development. 

The U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) is con-
cerned about all aspects of transport—domestic and inter-
national, economic and social, rural and urban—and many 
of the most difficult challenges relate to the needs of 
cities and those urban complexes that require planning 
and coordination on a regional basis. DOT believes that 
the revival of our cities as places to live as well as to 
work is necessary. This does not mean that the aban-
donment of the suburbs is imminent or even desirable, 
but it does suggest that DOT is not only responding to 
market forces but also is actively pursuing an equaliza-
tion of cities and suburbs as residential, social, and eco-
nomic centers. 

The energy situation is a most significant factor favor-
ing the return to the cities. Since local motor vehicle 
travel—e.g., shopping trips, driving the children around, 
and commuting to and from work—now requires approxi-
mately 22 percent of the petroleum products used in this 
country, costs of suburban living will necessarily rise. 
While rising costs are not usually encouraged, in this 
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case it may have long-run positive impacts. For too 
long our urban development patterns have been based on 
energy availability at far below the long-run costs of re-
placement supplies. 

For energy conservation reasons alone, we must re-
duce the number or length of trips made in urban areas, 
we must vastly improve the efficiency of urban and sub-
urban transportation, and we must moderate the total 
need for transportation. There is, for example, con-
siderable unused capacity because of the choices our 
road, rail, and bus systems afford. 

But efficient systems of transportation are necessary 
to our cities and regional urban areas for other reasons. 
Good public transportation—whether by rail, bus, or 
other modes—produces a number of social benefits, in-
cluding greater safety, reduced congestion, improved air 
quality, and a better use of scarce land in the central 
city. Well-planned urban transportation systems have 
tremendous potentials for improved land use, and better 
land use policies represent highly effective means of re-
ducing energy waste. Planners have long known about 
the costs of sprawl. High energy costs are bringing this 
fact home dramatically for the typical American con-
sumer. 

That is why, in our response to regional and city 
transportation applications, the Urban Mass Transpor-
tation Administration (UMTA) will give preference to 
those metropolitan communities that view public transit 
as part of a broader strategy to protect the environment, 
to preserve and revitalize the central city, and to pro-
mote orderly metropolitan growth patterns. The ad-
ministration is seeking ways to ensure that these factors 
are given greater consideration in our diverse grant 
programs. 

We must assist in the development of transportation 
systems that contribute to a community's economy, vi-
tality, and quality of life as well as just provide mobility. 
At the same time, we must be prudent in our investments. 
We will need the help of conferences such as this one in 
our efforts to quantify those factors that can justify our 
transportation investments in terms broader than just 
the number of people moved. 

PRIORITIES 

A change in our transportation priorities has been under 
way for some time. We are losing our preoccupation 
with new highway construction and moving toward a bet-
ter balance in surface transportation facilities and ser-
vices and a greater respect for maintaining existing 
highway and transit facilities. DOT hopes to accelerate 
that trend. 

Secretary of Transportation Brock Adams believes 
that the process of developing our transportation policy 
is as important as its substance. We must find ways to 
reflect the real needs of our transportation constituency 
and to make our programs compatible and our policies 
consistent. This can be accomplished best by bringing 
legislative proposals before the Congress that reflect a 
systematic assessment and definition of transportation 
options. Therefore, our recommendations for a trans-
portation policy will not be a laundry list of rhetorical 
promises. These recommendations will consist of a 
series of specific legislative proposals, organizational 
changes, and administrative actions that reflect present-
day realities and future considerations and that have a 
healthy regard for budgetary constraints. The structure 
of this policy should be emerging to you in actions we 
have taken in the first several months of this 'adminis-
tration. It will continue to develop over time. 

Several overriding considerations must influence the 
development of national transportation policy. The first  

is energy and its use. We are now importing slightly 
more than half of the petroleum needed to meet nation-
wide demand, at a cost of nearly $4 billion/month. 
Transportation consumes 26 percent of all the energy 
used and 55 percent of the petroleum. As President 
Carter said in his energy message last April, perhaps 
half of the fuel used for transportation is wasted. Tre-
mendous potential, but little incentive, for energy con-
servation within the transportation sector exists. We 
must change that through persuasion and legislation, 
where possible, and through economics by pricing energy 
at its real cost. We must conserve fuel by improving 
energy efficiency, especially in highway vehicles; admin-
istration actions are designed to produce safer, more 
fuel-efficient, less polluting automobiles. Our programs 
must be used to help shift away from energy- inefficient 
land development and to reduce our dependency on 
petroleum-based transportation systems. There are 
some very clear side benefits to be gained from this 
policy, too. For example, our efforts to save energy 
by enforcing the 88-km/h (55-mph) speed limit proved to 
be the most effective step yet taken for highway safety. 
This effort must and will be intensified. 

Reducing our energy dependence is not just an urban 
issue. It applies as well to long-distance transportation. 
By providing for future growth in intercity passenger 
travel through such projects as the Northeast Corridor 
rail reconstruction program and the maintenance of a 
basic national rail passenger service, the need for fur-
ther new highway construction in the busy Boston-to-
Washington corridor is lessened, airport and airway 
congestion is reduced, and the rights-of-way needed to 
serve future transportation demand in the coming era of 
energy scarcity are retained. 

Another overriding consideration that must guide us 
is the President's commitment to a balanced budget by 
fiscal 1981. We cannot count on steadily rising trans-
portation revenues or the continuing generosity of the 
general fund to sustain our programs. Although increased 
revenues may be realized through new or larger fees in 
some modes, in others—highways in particular— revenues 
may decline as fuel consumption is controlled. Realis-
tically, we must plan the allocation of limited fiscal re-
sources to get the greatest value possible from every 
transportation dollar, we must encourage the optimum 
use of existing systems and facilities, and we must con-
sider new revenue sources if new work is to be done. 

TRANSPORTATION AND NATIONAL 
OBJECTIVES 

Transportation programs may be used as effective tools 
in meeting other recognized national objectives. First, 
it is clearly a federal responsibility to promoteand, to 
some degree, protect interstate commerce. The federal 
role should be restricted to essential functions: safety, 
protection of the public from the abuse of monopoly 
powers, assurance of vital transportation services, and 
promotion of fair competition. We mean to reduce fed-
eral regulatory activities to the minimum necessary to 
meet these objectives. A significant legislative thrust 
toward reform of our obsolete system of airline regula-
tion has already begun. We need a regulatory.  system 
that protects the consumer and not the regulated industry. 

At the same time, there are areas where greater at-
tention must be paid to regulatory responsibilities, nota-
bly in the field of safety. We cannot be casual about the 
need to protect human life and the environment. This ad-
ministration is taking positive steps in areas ranging 
from automobile air bags to Transbuses to oil spills in 
order to carry out our environment- and safety-related 
mandate. We cannot rely solely on the free market 
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to produce acceptable results. 
Second, there is a national commitment to economic 

recovery. Opportunities abound to increase employment 
through investment in transportation systems and ser-
vices. While we hope that interstate highway construction 
will soon be completed, much work needs to be done on 
bridges and secondary roads. The rebuilding of the na-
tion's railroads also affords excellent employment op-
portunities; in the reconstruction of the Northeast Cor-
ridor alone we are creating an estimated 9000 jobs an-
nually over the next 4 years, and 15 percent of the 
contract work will be channeled to minority firms, 
thereby ensuring significant minority employment. 

Third, federal policies and practices can be used to 
preserve intermodal choice where economic and energy 
considerations make sense. We should not deny freedom 
of choice, butwe need not offer incentives for inefficiency. 
Used effectively and in a coordinated way, public trans-
portation, van pooling, and car pooling are the options 
that we hope will be encouraged locally in order to give 
people a real choice. Similarly, passenger rail and in-
tercity bus services provide alternatives to air and auto-
mobile travel; the growth of air freight signifies a widen-
ing of choice in the cargo market. We need to provide 
this range of choice wherever possible through the pri-
vate market, but the government must be ready to sub-
sidize services where necessary to achieve other poli-
cies and to avoid undue disruption of local economies. 
On the other hand, it is our policy to eliminate or re-
duce subsidies where they are no longer necessary or 
perhaps counterproductive. Thus, the administration 
has supported efforts to establish user charges on our 
waterway system. 

Fourth, since the federal government is a partner 
with state and local governments, shared priorities and 
mutual responsibilities exist. This is an area where 
greater opportunities for cooperative plans and efforts 
are possible, and transportation policy is expected to 
move DOT closer to state and local needs. Past federal 
practices, notably in the grant administration area, have 
demanded too much paperwork, promised too much 
money, and provided too little performance in supplying 
services that people need and deserve. 

We are working on legislation on highway and public 
transportation programs that the administration will be 
sending to Congress in the next session. We are devel-
oping this legislative initiative through public analysis 
of a series of options. These options—our work papers—
have been distributed to the appropriate congressional 
committees and have been discussed with concerned pub-
lic interest and government groups. 

The transportation grant programs that must be re-
authorized are very significant to the urban development 
process. In fiscal 1978, we will deliver $12 billion: 
$7.5 billion through the Federal Highway Administration, 
$3 billion through UMTA, and $1.5 billion through the 
Federal Aviation Administration, Federal Railroad Ad-
ministration, and the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration. 

As we ask ourselves how this money is being used, 
we have to consider where we have been as well as where 
we want to go. We are actually running today on the re-
maining momentum of a transportation policy that has 
been centered for two decades on the construction of a 
national superhighway system. Today, more money re-
mains to be spent on completing the Interstate system 
than its original estimated cost. Facing this fact, as 
well as the prospect that we might just run out of afford-
able motor fuel before the Interstate network is com-
pleted, redesign of the grant programs must be con-
sidered. 

To accomplish this transition in as orderly a manner 

as possible, Secretary Adams is going through an in-
tensive review process. As part of this review, groups 
of departmental officers, including myself, traveled 
throughout the country to meet with state and municipal 
officials to learn firsthand what the problems are and 
to solicit suggestions for program improvements. 

It is clear from our discussions thus far that there is 
no magic in the federal establishment likely to produce 
the perfect process that will satisfy all recipients. It is, 
in fact, unlikely that program levels and allocation for-
mulas can ever be set in ways to precisely match all state 
or local priorities. Through our studies, investigations, 
and conversations, a nearly universal desire was ex-
pressed for greater financial flexibility in planning and 
funding transportation programs. 

This flexibility can be achieved in several ways. The 
first would be through a severe reduction in the number 
of specific program categories. We do not know for 
certain how many live categories or special programs 
there are, but our best count identifies at least 40 in 
highway and transit programs. This is far too many for 
any kind of rational planning. In addition, there should 
be greater freedom to transfer funds between programs 
and to allow states and localities to establish their own 
priorities and make trade-off s as needed; it is also very 
important that federal requirements on each project be 
made less rigid and less of a delaying factor. There 
are, for example, nine categorical grant programs for 
urbanized areas. Each program has its own recipient, 
delivery system, eligible uses, matching requirements, 
and administrative procedures. Further, with the pres-
ent variety in matching ratios (90 to 10, 80 to 20, 75 to 
25, 70 to 30), there is a tendency for applications to 
gravitate toward the program authorizing the highest 
federal share, just as narrow categorical programs tend 
to perpetuate special purpose projects. A reduction in 
categories together with the establishment of a uniform 
federal share would surely help to minimize distortions 
in local decision making and broaden the expenditure 
choices available. 

OTHER ACTIONS 

A number of other actions to improve the effectiveness 
of the transportation grant program are possible. There 
could be 

Identical geographic coverage for all programs to 
correspond with population units; 

Coordination of DOT's planning requirements, en-
abling state and local officials to undertake comprehen-
sive intermodal planning and to concentrate on systems 
rather than projects; 

Inclusion in the planning process of a review of 
various transportation options, to help ensure a cost-
effective capital investment program; 

Development of a better mechanism for joint de-
velopment and planning; 

Establishment of a single review and approval 
process for national requirements that would cover civil 
rights, environmental standards, safety, and labor pro-
tection rather than a separate review for each; and 

Provision of grant assistance based on formulas 
that clearly reflect state and local needs and on the will-
ingness of the local community to share in meeting those 
needs. 

In seeking to restructure DOT's grant programs, we 
face some difficult issues and some long-standing tradi-
tions. We must proceed carefully and deliberately but 
nevertheless firmly. We hope that the end result of our 
efforts will be a consolidation of transportation programs 
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that will give planners and managers the flexibility and 
the resources they need to improve the movement of 
people and goods. 

In summary, we are at a transition point in transpor-
tation policy and, while all transitions are at times pain-
ful, they are eventually necessary. Our priorities are 
changing. Our policies must change accordingly if we 
are to shape, rather than be shaped by, our destiny. 

We sense very keenly our responsibility to communi- 

cate to the American people the need to effect some 
fairly substantial changes in our transportation habits 
and systems and to recommend the actions these changes 
require. Transportation change is at the cutting edge of 
a change in American life-styles. We want to bring 
about this necessary change in a way that the American 
people will accept and that will lead us gracefully into an 
era of permanent energy scarcity. 

National Land Policies and Programs Affecting 
Transportation: Session 2 
Bruce D. McDowell, Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Washington, D.C. 

This paper examines two assertions and two questions. The assertions 
are that (a) land use and transportation are inseparably linked and (b) 
the federal government affects land use in several ways. The questions 
are (a) Should the federal government's effects on land use be more co-
herent? and (b) Can the federal government's effects on land use be more 
coherent? The federal government affects land use through ownership 
and management of land, location of federal employment and contrac-
tors, federal-aid and planning requirements, and unplanned activities. 
There can be more coherence in the way the federal government affects 
land use, but this is likely to come incrementally and with difficulty. 
The current controversy about relative levels of aid to the sun belt and to 
the frost belt illustrates the complications inherent in directing transpor-
tation policy toward objectives other than those immediately affecting 
transportation. One area is growing faster than another, which is evidence 
of national policy working in a geographic region (the South and South-
east) that needed help. 

Examining national land policies and programs that affect 
transportation is a massive undertaking. So, to present 
an overview of this topic, I will examine two assertions 
and two questions. The assertions are that (a) land use 
and transportation are inseparably linked and (b) the fed-
eral government affects land use in several separate 
ways. The questions are (a) Should the federal govern-
ment's effects on land use be more coherent? and (b) 
Can the federal government's effects on land use be made 
more coherent? 

LINK BETWEEN LAND USE AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

The first assertion has been the theme of monograph 
after monograph for at least three decades and is deeply 
embedded in federal-aid transportation planning require-
ments. The only observation I would like to make con-
cerns the question of which comes first, the transporta-
tion or the land. The scenario has included a little de-
velopment and a little transportation, and a little more 
development, and so on in a series of successive approx-
imations that, hopefully, will not be too maladjusted to 
each other. 

Yet, despite this which- comes -first argument, it is 
helpful to conceptualize transportation as a means rather 
than as an end in itself. This view raises the question 
about what the ends should be. And that is what the next 
section is about. 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AND 
LAND USE 

The General Accounting Office (GAO) recently reported 
on the federal government's involvement in land use plan-
ning, management, and control (1). While that report 
does not go into the subject in depth, it does cite major 
federal laws in this area and name the congressional 
committees and other organizations concerned with it. 
The report lists the land use issues meriting priority at-
tention by the federal government. In the rest of this 
section, I will draw heavily on the GAO report and sup-
plement it where possible with other recent reports. 

Federal effects on land use may be classified into 
four broad categories: the ownership and management 
of land by the federal government; the location of federal 
employment and contractors; the wide-ranging system of 
federal aid programs and their planning requirements; 
and unplanned federal activities, including financial credit 
programs, taxes, and regulation. The land use effects of 
these activities are very substantial but not necessarily 
well understood. There is no attempt, at present, to 
orchestrate these policies toward any common objectives. 
It has been charged that, in fact, some of these policies 
cancel out others in terms of the type of development they 
encourage. Certainly, this brief paper cannot resolve 
such charges, but it will at least identify the policies and 
programs that do exist. 

Federal Ownership and Management 
of Land 

The federal government owns and manages about one-
third of the nation's land. Much of this land, of course, 
is in the West and Alaska and is not heavily populated. 
However, as GAO points out, these lands have consider-
able importance (2). 

Today the federal government owns about 700 million acres of land. . -. 
This land provides many resources essential to the economy and health 
of the nation, including energy fuels and other minerals, timber, range 
land, water, fish and wildlife, recreation and areas of scenic beauty. 

About 60 percent of the federal land is administered by the Bureau of 
Land Management, Department of the Interior, and about 25 percent by 
the Forest Service, Department of Agriculture. A summary of the acre-
age under the jurisdiction of the major federal land management agencies 
as of June 30, 1974, is as follows: 
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Thousands of acres 

Bureau of Land Management 470 341 
Fish and Wildlife Service 30812 
National Park Service 24819 
Other Interior agencies 12 535 
Forest Service 187 247 
Department of Defense 30 736 
Other agencies 4 042 

Total 	 760 532 

Of the above acreage. about 352 million acres are in Alaska and 346 mil-
lion in the 11 western states. The remaining 63 million acres are scat-
tered throughout the country. 

Extensive land holdings by the U.S. Department of De-
fense and research installations of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration and the U.S. Depart-
ment of Energy provide substantial employment. Minor 
parcels of land held throughout the country by the U.S. 
Postal Service, the General Services Administration, 
and other federal agencies also provide employment 
sites. In addition, the federal government owns a sub-
stantial amount of foreclosed or abandoned low- and 
moderate-income housing in urban areas. 

Besides outright ownership, the federal government 
retains mineral rights on large amounts of private land 
and on the 0.44 billion hm2  (1.1 billion acres) of the outer 
continental shelf. The Bureau of Land Management, with 
these mineral rights as well as the lands that it owns 
outright, has responsibility for a land mass as big as the 
whole continental United States (3). 

There are three issues conceFning federally owned or 
managed lands: (a) For what purposes and at what pace 
should they be developed? (b) How much federal inter-
agency coordination should there be in planning and man-
aging these lands? and (c) How much consistency should 
there be between the planning and management of federal 
lands and the planning and land use control processes of 
state and local governments? 

In the first instance, major changes are taking place. 
While forestry, grazing, outdoor recreation, and water 
supply have traditionally been the prime interests on fed-
eral lands, energy now is becoming much more impor-
tant than before. Energy in turn is raising major new 
questions about water usage. Coal, uranium, gas, and 
oil are found in great quantities on federal, or federally 
controlled, lands. Thus, competition for potential uses 
of these lands is growing rapidly, and the need for 
multiple-use planning is becoming more critical. The 
multiple-use approach already is federal policy, but it 
is difficult to put into practice. 

Obviously, if major new developments take place on 
federal and federally controlled lands, it will create 
major new transportation needs for highways, rail-
roads, and pipelines. Major controversies already have 
begun to arise over whether coal should be shipped by 
pipeline (with its accompanying huge demand on water 
supplies), by railroads (which could use the business), 
or by conversion to electricity and transmission by 
high-tension power lines to the major urban markets 
(which might have the least environmental impact). Po-
tential development of oil and gas fields on the outer 
continental shelf also has begun to raise substantial is-
sues about the onshore impacts. Increasingly, shore-
lines are being preserved for their natural and outdoor 
recreation values, so proposed pipeline routings and re-
fining and shipping sites will create major controversies. 

On the question of federal interagency coordination, 
there currently is no formal procedure to accomplish it. 
The six major and several minor federal land-owning 
agencies are supplemented by 65 congressional commit-
tees and subcommittees that have responsibilities related  

to land use (4). Essentially, each does its own thing, 
though soinelnstances of cooperation could be cited—for 
example, joint environmental studies by the Bureau of 
Land Management, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the 
Forest Service, and the Bonneville Power Administration. 
The National Land Use Planning Bill, considered but nar-
rowly rejected in previous congresses, would have cre-
ated a formal mechanism for standardizing federal land 
planning guidelines and coordinating the plans for federal 
lands by various agencies. 

Finally, a formal process also is missing for coordi-
nating the planning for federal lands with state and local 
planning processes. While actual development projects 
are subject to A-95 project modification and reviews by 
state and areawide planning organizations, this occurs 
well past the planning stage. In many instances, this 
process is bypassed. The current survey of the A-95 
process by the Office of Management and Budget (0MB) con-
cludes that compliance with the requirement that federal 
agencies submit their own projects for review "is spotty 
at best" (5). Strictly from an informational point of 
view, this is bad; state and local planning processes can-
not even react to federal initiatives on a timely basis. 
But, from the policy partnership point of view, it is even 
worse; state and local planners do not have an opportu-
nity to contribute to the federal planning process. Under 
these conditions, coordination takes place after the fact 
and is one-sided—with state and local plans requiring 
adjustment to federal initiatives. 

In the coastal zone, a narrow strip of counties along 
the two oceans, the Gulf of Mexico, and the Great Lakes 
(affecting 30 states), state and local governments have 
the authority to develop plans that, after receiving fed-
eral approval, become binding upon federal agencies un-
less waived in specific instances by the President. Of 
course, the amount of land covered by this procedure is 
relatively small compared to the nation as a whole, and 
even here federal agencies are beginning to chafe con-
siderably as the first state and local plans are being ap-
proved and the real effect of the law is being realized. The 
U.S. Department of Energy already is proposing that it be 
allowed to decide for itself whether to comply with these 
coastal plans (6). The National Land Use Planning Bill 
considered in previous congresses would have extended 
this provision for federal agency compliance with state 
and local planning throughout the nation. 

Obviously, lack of coordination between federal, state, 
and local planning processes is a problem. Rapid shifts 
in the use of federal lands, especially in relation to en-
ergy projects, already has begun to create serious boom-
town situations in which state and local services have not 
been adequately provided to new residents, and local f i-
nancial and service capacities have broken down (7). 
Community transportation is also a part of this picture, 
and long-range transportation systems are equally criti-
cal. Currently, the short-range policies of the federal 
government are to encourage the use of energy sources 
closest to the markets, but this policy has been chal-
lenged in the courts, and longer-range policies and plans 
are still in the preparation stage. 

Location of Federal Employment 
and ('nntrfnrs 

The federal government is a large employer, particularly 
in the Washington, D.C., area and the 10 cities that are 
headquarters for the standard federal regions, and at 
major defense, space, and energy research facilities. 
Federal employees work both on federally owned lands 
and in rented space on private property. In addition, 
the government contracts for massive amounts of de-
fense materials, office supplies, research and develop- 
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ment products, and other goods and services. 
Major government facilities and employment centers, 

especially those such as a large military base in a rela-
tively small town or rural setting, have substantial or 
even primary impact on local community development 
and transportation needs. In other areas, where these 
activities are small in relation to the total size of the 
area, federal activities simply contribute marginally to 
the area's development. 

Two basic issues arise with respect to the location of 
federal employment and contractors. The first concerns 
the sun belt and frost belt controversy, and the second 
concerns military base closings or other similar read-
justments at federal activity centers. 

With respect to the sun belt and frost belt issue, it has 
been charged that too much federal money has been going 
to the South and the West and too little to the Northeast 
and the Midwest. Many sets of competing figures have 
been cited on both sides of the argument, and political 
coalitions have begun to develop within the Congress, 
as well as outside of it, both to support present practices 
and to achieve some realignments. The outcomes of 
these tugs and pulls will be important for economic de-
velopment and transportation in the long run but are 
likely to make relatively little impact in the near future. 

On the other hand, the issue of base closings and other 
major shifts in the location of federal facilities may have 
quite immediate and substantial impacts on individual 
communities. The federal government does attempt to 
ease these readjustments through substantial interagency 
efforts, but the impact on the involved communities still 
can be quite traumatic. Advance planning typically is 
not afforded, since the federal planning in these cases 
generally is proprietary and secret until a decision has 
been reached. The issue is whether such planning could 
be opened up at much earlier stages and whether actual 
changes could be staged over a substantial period of time 
to facilitate needed readjustments. 

Federal Aid and Planning Requirements 

The latest count of federal grants to state and local gov-
ernments (as of fiscal year 1975) totaled 448 programs 
(a). This includes 442 categorical grants, 5 block 
grants, and general revenue sharing. These grant pro-
grams cover a wide range of activities and frequently 
require planning by the state and local recipients. 

For analytical purposes, the 448 grant programs may 
be classified as shown in the following table. 

Type of Program Number 

Basic 
Natural Resources and Energy 45 
Community and Economic Development (includes 

45 programs for transportation facilities and 
services) 103 

Human Resources Development (includes 45 
programs for transportation services) 258 

Nonbasic (protecting against side effects of basic 
activities) 

Environmental Protection 23 
Public Safety 14 
Policy Coordination 5 

Total 448 

As this table indicates, transportation is a prominent 
component of both the community and economic develop-
ment programs and the human resources development 
programs. Until recently, it has not been generally 
recognized how many social services programs provide 
funds for the transportation of their clients or how hap-
hazard and wasteful these programs are. 

The 448 programs are too numerous. It takes too 
much of everyone's time to find out the differences be-
tween them, the reasons why they should be coordinated, 
and the reasons why they cannot be coordinated. In 
short, the present grant system is a mess. 

Recognizing this, there has been a major effort 
throughout the 1970s to consolidate federal grant pro-
grams and to simplify their administration. A few con-
solidations have taken place, but nothing like the number 
proposed. Rules have been established to simplify and 
standardize such things as grant application forms, audit 
and reporting requirements, and joint funding procedures, 
but their use is far from universal. The coordinative 
reviews of federal aid projects by state and areawide 
planning bodies under 0MB Circular A-9 5 have been 
substantially improved, but many federal agencies have 
not made the best use of them. 

President Carter has renewed the effort to simplify 
federal aid and as part of that effort has called for a 
major zero-based review of federal-aid planning require-
ments. In its preliminary stage, this effort has identi-
fied about 150 federal-aid programs that have such re-
quirements. These are spread across all the types of 
programs listed above, and they account for $70 billion 
as of fiscal year 1977 (9). 

In reconciling this figure of 150 programs that have 
planning requirements with the total number of programs 
(448), it should be recognized that 

Most of the authorized grant funds are accounted 
for by the 150 programs; 

Some of the programs are for research from 
which no one knows what to expect, so they are not 
planned; 

The plan for other programs consists simply of 
congressionally set criteria for eligibility and formula 
distribution of funds, since transferring the money is the 
goal and managerial processes, which include planning, 
are not required; and 

Some planning requirements relate to multiple 
programs that may not have been enumerated in the 0MB 
study for the sake of avoiding redundancy, such as eco-
nomic development, water quality, and assistance to 
Appalachia. 

Still, it would be worthwhile to check this discrepancy, 
program by program, to see whether anything important 
has escaped the useful discipline of being subjected to 
reasonable planning requirements. 

Most of the planning requirements in the categories of 
natural resources and energy, community and economic 
development, and environmental protection have land use 
elements. Some of these requirements stretch back to 
1954, and they have played major roles in improving 
local planning and in establishing and guiding the forms 
of planning at the state and areáwide levels. Neverthe-
less, even those federal-aid planning requirements having 
land use elements are not necessarily coordinated with 
one another. 0MB Circular A-95 requires that, at 
least for the areawide level of planning, there is to be 
such coordination. However, OMB's current analysis of 
this circular shows that this requirement is among the 
least effective (10). In fact, these federal-aid programs 
actively support an amazing array of competing planning 
agencies at the local, areawide, and state levels. Thus, 
from the transportation point of view —and other points of 
view as well—the question is not whether to coordinate 
transportation with federally supported land use planning 
but which version of such planning should be chosen for 
this purpose. Furthermore, whichever one is chosen, 
it very well may not be a controlling influence in the 
state or community affected. 
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Recognizing that most planning in the United States at 
each level of government is only advisory and cannot as-
sure implementation results, each federal-aid program 
has determined to do better. This can be accomplished, 
administrators reason, by setting up new counterpart 
agencies at the recipient's level to do really significant 
action-oriented planning. This has created separate ur-
ban renewal and housing authorities at the local level 
(now being de-emphasized under the community develop-
ment block grant), a variety of single state agencies at 
the state level that governors find most difficult to inte-
grate into their management systems, and at least three 
or four federally spawned areawide planning bodies in 
every metropolitan and nonmetropolitan region of the 
nation. So, while federal aid has performed the essen-
tial task of actually establishing planning nationwide at 
all levels of government (except the federal level itself), 
it has done so in a most haphazard way. 

This federally supported planning has two major ef-
fects. First, it plans the use of federal funds and some-
times counterpart state and local funds as well. Second, 
it helps to determine the uses of private lands by stimu-
lating state and local promotional efforts and the appli-
cation of land use controls. 

Through a complicated system of fund allocation for-
mulas, discretionary grant applications, planning re-
views and approvals or disapprovals, and political influ-
ence, the money from 448 grant programs is distributed 
among the states and their political subdivisions. Some 
critics have complained that the resulting geographic 
pattern of eqenditures is not precisely what the country 
needs. In fact, this problem has been linked to the sun 
belt and frost belt controversy mentioned earlier in con-
nection with both the use and development of federal 
lands and the location of federal employment and federal 
contractors. The congressional process of reevaluating 
grant allocation formulas from this point of view has al-
ready begun. The recent reenactment of the community 
development block grant is a case in point and cer-
tainly not the last one that we will hear about. There is 
no planning structure at the federal level whatsoever to 
deal with this issue at the present time, save perhaps 
the 1970 requirement that the President prepare and sub-
mit to Congress a national growth report every 2 
years. That report until now has not confronted this 
issue or any other serious policies concerning where 
and how the nation should grow. 

There are three basic issues concerning federal aid 
and planning requirements: 

Should there be a conscious effort to plan the 
overall distribution of federal-aid funds? 

How can planning for the use of federal-aid funds 
be improved and made easier for grant recipients? 

How can the reliability of plans be improved for 
coordination purposes? 

With respect to the overall pattern of federal-aid ex-
penditures, some federal-level analysis unit would seem 
to be required. Various coalitions of governors and 
congressional representatives are making their own 
self-serving projects and using them as a basis for lob-
bying changes in individual programs. Substantial shifts 
in the distribution of these funds in the future may be ac-
complished by this process, but I doubt very seriously 
whether those participating in the process will have any 
idea at all about where the grant system as a whole will 
end up as a result, or what the relationship of these ad-
justments will be to the shifts that may be taking place 
at the same time in the uses of federal land and the lo-
cations of federal employees and contractors. If the 
overall geographic impact of federal activities on the  

nation is to become a major policy issue, a more sys-
tematic approach would be desirable. 

With respect to improving the quality of federal-aid 
planning and the ease of meeting federal requirements, 
a great deal could be done. Most of the work in develop-
ing administrative simplification techniques already has 
been done, so the main task there is to maintain pressure 
for greater use of these techniques. The more important 
problem, however, lies in changing the program struc-
ture. As the National Governors Association has sug-
gested, the present 150 sets of federal-aid planning re-
quirements should be replaced with something like six 
plans at each level of government (ii). Under this pro-
posal, any state, regional, or local government would 
be eligible to receive any federal aids available to that 
level of government upon certification of a single set of 
plans including such elements as management resources, 
environmental resources, human resources, economic 
and community resources, transportation, and law en-
forcement and public safety. 

This approach was proposed in the 1969 reports of 
the Planning Assistance and Requirements Coordinating 
Council, in the 1974 planning rationalization study pre-
pared by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment for the Domestic Council, and in some of the 
working papers included in the preliminary report from 
the current zero-based planning review effort of the 
Carter administration. This would not be easy to ac-
complish and probably should be worked toward grad-
ually, in stages. Yet it is the only approach that really 
could ultimately simplify and coordinate the present mix-
ture of federal planning requirements. Probably the 
best way to move toward this objective would be to group 
the present 448 grant programs into a much smaller set. 

Finally, with respect to the reliability of plans for co-
ordination purposes, there are some precedents. The 
highway and transit plans prepared for metropolitan areas 
under DOT requirements determine which projects may 
be eligible for federal funding, and the Environmental 
Protection Agency's water-quality planning at the area-
wide level has a similar effect. Only in the Minneapolis-
St. Paul area, as far as I am aware, does the metropol-
itan plan guide areawide public works programs and the 
exercise of local government land use controls and other 
local activities having metropolitan significance. Plans 
adopted at the state level require conformance in probably 
not more than six states, and the same can be said of 
local plans. Therefore, most plans—whether adopted at 
the state, areawide, or local levels—are essentially ad-
visory. Hopefully, they have a substantial persuasive 
effect, but often they do not. They can be ignored com-
pletely and too easily in too many cases. 

As federal-aid planning requirements are standardized, 
consolidated, and reenacted, conformance requirements 
could be placed in them more uniformly. The Advisory 
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations also has 
recommended that the A-95 review and comment process 
be upgraded to become one requiring that the reviewing 
agency resolve any substantial issues raised during the 
review before passing the application along for federal 
funding. If such steps were taken, adopted plans could 
be relied upon more in the coordination process. How-
ever, additional state action also would be required, 
since land use controls currently are under the exclusive 
jurisdiction of local governments in most cases and have 
only recently been subjected to federal-aid guidelines 
(like housing discrimination and sewer moratoria) and 
to state planning critical areas. 

Unplanned Federal Activities 

The federal government has established a large number 
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of credit assistance, tax expenditure, and regulatory 
programs that affect land use and development. On the 
credit side, for example, the Congressional Research 
Service has just produced for the House Committee on 
Banking, Finance, and Urban Affairs a catalog of federal 
loan guarantee programs listing 167 programs accom-
panied by a disclaimer that the list is incomplete. With 
respect to the effect of federal taxes in shaping urban 
development, the Urban Institute will publish a major 
report later this year suggesting that certain tax policies 

Favor investment in new structures; 
Favor low-density housing; 
Encourage central city revitalization; and 
Protect land conversion at the urban fringe 

With respect to regulation, the federal government di-
rectly regulates energy prices, interstate pipelines and 
common carriers, and a variety of environmental matters 
from drinking water to noise. 

The land use and transportation effects of these pro-
grams are neither well understood nor well documented 
and, except for some of the environmental elements, 
these programs are pursued outside of any planning sys-
tem. Unquestionably, though, they have substantial rel-
evance to a number of public policy issues ranging from 
the broad sun belt and frost belt question to local housing 
and zoning decisions. 

The basic questions that need to be answered in these 
programs concern the need for better analysis of their 
development impacts and the need to make them subject 
to some form of general planning or policy-making pro-
cedures. Criteria for the economic viability of indi-
vidual projects and equity toward individual owners and 
investors are not sufficient by themselves to protect the 
public interest. Many billions of dollars are involved 
in these programs, and the larger public interest 
should guide their use. 

COHERENCE OF FEDERAL LAND USE 
PROGRAMS 

It should be quite clear from the foregoing that the fed-
eral government has massive impacts on land use and 
transportation throughout the nation but woriies very 
little about the overall outcome. Some critics have ar-
gued that it should take on such worries. 

The American system of government, of course, is 
and always has been highly pluralistic. The nation 
thrives on conflicting values and protects individual 
freedoms to pursue those values. The various levels of 
governments, political parties, interest groups, and lob-
bies vie with one another freely and competitively to de-
termine the outcomes of individual issues. Planning has 
been embraced for private corporations and local gov-
ernments but seldom for states and almost not at all 
for the federal government. The planner's dream of co-
herence in public policies and coordinated public and 
private efforts to meet the needs of the nation has often 
been dashed. Nevertheless, there is more planning at 
each of the levels of government now than ever before, 
and public concerns about environmental protection, 
energy scarcity, and the scarcity of public funds appear 
to be coalescing at this time to produce an even greater 
consciousness of the need for planning. It would be un-
realistic to believe that the planner's dream of complete 
coherence and coordination among public policies will be 
achieved, but it probably is realistic to believe that some 
improvements in the planning system will be made in the 
near future. 

If this proves to be the case, substantial benefits 
could accrue to the transportation community. The 45  

natural resources and energy programs of the federal 
government attempt to move supplies across the nation 
to meet demands; so greater coherence among these pro-
grams would give greater coherence to transportation. 
The 103 community and economic development programs 
attempt to place residential and job opportunities near 
one another and to tie them together properly with public 
facilities; so greater coherence here would give greater 
coherence to transportation. The 258 human resources 
development programs attempt to provide public services 
to those who need them, but they need their own trans-
portation networks to bridge the distance between where 
these people live and where they can receive services; 
so, here also, greater coherence among these programs 
would lead to greater coherence in transportation. Thus, 
transportation planners have a major stake in improving 
the predictability of development; interrelating the loca-
tions of housing, jobs, and public services more effi-
ciently; scaling development densities and public trans-
portation more precisely to one another; and increasing 
lead times in the planning process to accommodate the 
increasingly lengthy lead times in construction work. 
These goals could be approached through improved co-
herence in (a) the administration of all 448 federal grant 
programs, (b) the use of federally owned and managed 
lands, (c) the location of federal employees and contrac-
tors, and (d) the impacts of federal credit assistance, 
taxes, and regulations. 

Even if it could be agreed that such coherence is de-
sirable, there are very substantial questions about the 
feasibility of obtaining it. Still, there are ways to move 
in that direction. Their success hinges on the answers 
to two questions: (a) Who should do the coordinating? and 
(b) What kind of coordination tools should they be given? 

Who Should Coordinate? 

First, below the federal level where most coordination 
has been hoped for up to now, all of the federal-aid plan-
ning funds should go to a single carefully selected unit at 
each level rather than be scattered among a large num-
ber of competitive units. At the state level, it prob-
ably should be the governor; at the local level, the 
mayor or chief executive; and at the areawide level, a 
single comprehensive regional council. Consolidation of 
planning programs would help this process, but the desig-
nation of a common recipient for separate programs would 
have much the same effect. 

Transportation agencies also need to coordinate better. 
At the national level, DOT should consider program re-
structuring and administrative reorganizations to facili-
tate intermodal solutions and broader perspectives in its 
relationships to other agencies. At state and local levels, 
more DOTs are needed (despite the fact that 37 states 
now have what they call DOTs). At all levels, fuller co-
ordination needs to be developed with comparable agencies. 

Constructive relationships among comparable agencies 
and effective coordination cannot be expected on a large 
scale, however, without some outside force. Thus, cen-
tral management needs to be improved. A few local chief 
executives and state governors have developed enviable 
central management systems, but most state and local 
governments and the federal government have little cen-
tral policy management. 

At the federal level, the President is emphasizing 
cabinet government, the Executive Office of the President 
is getting smaller, and the Federal Regional Councils are 
being allowed to wither. Numerous suggestions over the 
years that 0MB or some other part of the Executive Of-
fice take on major planning and interagency tasks have 
been uniformly rejected. Prospects for improved cen-
tral management at this level, then, do not look hopeful 



33 

at this time. At the state and local levels, there are ef-
forts to build greater central management capacity, but 
fragmented federal aid and other forces are arrayed 
against these efforts. In addition, to date the national 
growth policies process established by the Housing Act 
of 1970 has been almost invisible. It has not been used 
either to interrelate the policies of various federal agen-
cies or to establish working relationships between plan-. 
ning at the federal, state, and local levels. 

Thus, one may ask whether new legislation is needed. 
Some have said yes. Three types of proposals, particu-
larly, have been suggested: (a) national land use legisla-
tion, (b) the Magiiuson-Ashley Intergovernmental Coordi-
nation Act, and (c) the proposal by the Advisory Commit-
tee on National Growth Policies Processes for a new 
national growth and development commission and an ac-
companying intergovernmental planning process. Many 
controversies surround these proposals, but each has 
some essential concepts worth considering. 

National land use legislation may not be needed in one 
sense, since its basic thrust was to provide grants to 
support state planning. HUD's 701 program already does 
this, and now requires both land use and housing ele-
ments. Better funding and amendments, giving 701 plan-
ning greater status with respect to federal agency activ-
ities, would accomplish much the same purposes as the 
basic provision of the National Land Use Planning Bill. 
However, the planning of federal lands would not be cov-
ered this way. A separate bill probably would be needed 
to establish the contemplated use of federal lands and the 
opening of this process to participation by state and local 
governments. 

The Magnuson-Ashley bill would funnel all areawide 
aid programs through a single regional planning body and 
work program. It would also require federal-aid con-
formance to the resultant plans. 

The proposal for a national growth and development 
commission would establish an independent body at the 
national level to focus directly on this work, un-
hampered by the more immediate tasks that have ef-
fectively removed the Domestic Council from the existing 
national growth policies process. This proposal also 
calls for the compilation of state and regional plans and 
intergovernmental analyses of territorial aspects of na-
tional planning. 

Coordination Tools 

Coordination tools are basically project review and 
plan conformance techniques in all of their variations. 
The A-95 process could be improved moderately as 
suggested currently by 0MB or in major respects as 
suggested by the Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations. State legislation could strengthen 
this procedure by expanding its scope to state and local 
projects. 

Unified planning requirements in federal-aid programs 
and greatly simplified certification procedures could pro-
vide for multifunctional programming of funds on realis-
tic bases by the single designated policy-making author-
ities at the state, local, and areawide levels. This 
would strengthen the quality and usefulness of planning 
substantially. 

CONCLUSION 

Moving incrementally toward improved program coordi-
nation is a thankless task, highly frustrating but essen-
tial. The directions in which to move are clear, but the 
tactics and timing of success are murky. Psychological 
problems about the inappropriateness of planning in the 
American system of government need to be accommo-
dated, and the techniques of actual coordination need to 
be mastered much better than they have been to date. 
My only prescription for success is to keep at it and to 
hope for small successes. 

REFERENCES 

U.S. General Accounting Office. Land Use Planning, 
Management, and Control: Issues and Problems. 
U.S. General Accounting Office, CED-77-101, July 
28, 1977. 
U.S. General Accounting Office. Land Use Planning, 
Management, and Control: Issues and Problems. 
U.S. General Accounting Office, CED-77-101, 
July 28, 1977. 
J. Bavarskis. The BLM's Big Dilemma: Tussle 
Over Federal Lands. In Planning, American Society 
of Planning Officials, Chicago, Vol. 43, No. 5, 
June 1977. 
U.S. General Accounting Office. Land Use Planning, 
Management, and Control: Issues and Problems. 
U.S. General Accounting Office, CED-77-101, 
July 28, 1977. 
U.S. Office of Management and Budget. Interim 
Report on A-95 Clearinghouse Survey: Findings 
Leading to Short-Term Recommendations to 
Strengthen A-95 Operations. U.S. Office of Man-
agement and Budget, Oct. 1977. 
Land Use Planning Report. Business Publishers 
Incorporated, Silver Spring, MD, Vol. 5, No. 4, 
Oct. 31, 1977. 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
and the Federal Energy Administration. Rapid 
Growth From Energy Projects: Ideas for State and 
Local Action. U.S. Government Printing Office, 
Washington, DC, 1976. 
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Rela-
tions. Categorical Grants: Their Role and Design. 
A-52. U.S. Government Printing Office, Washing-
ton, DC, 1977. 
U.S. Office of Management and Budget. Preliminary 
Working Papers: Review of Federal Planning Re-
quirements. U.S. Office of Management and Budget, 
Oct. 1977. 
U.S. Office of Management and Budget. Interim 
Report on A-95 Clearinghouse Survey: Findings 
Leading to Short-Term Recommendations to 
Strengthen A-95 Operations. U.S. Office of Man-
agement and Budget, Oct. 1977. 
National Governors Association. State Intergovern-
mental Planning Strategies: Toward a National In-
vestment Partnership. National Governors Asso-
ciation, Washington, DC, Nov. 1, 1977. 



34 

Statewide Transportation Planning: Detailed 
Studies, Unifying Controls, and 
Performance Monitoring 
Roger L. Creigh ton, Roger Creigh ton Associates, Inc., Delmar, New York 

Statewide transportation planning involves at least five freight modes, 
four passenger modes, four levels of jurisdictions and hundreds of indi-
vidual jurisdictions, private carriers, and many agencies dealing with land 
use, economy, social welfare, and environment. To help state depart-
ments of transportation maintain control over diverse planning studies, 
an approach is offered involving detailed studies, maintenance of unify-
ing controls (e.g., demand estimates and environmental reports), and 
performance monitoring (e.g., recognizing key objectives such as safety, 
energy consumption, and costs). This approach recognizes the inevita-
bility of detailed studies, the need to control and monitor studies, and 
the need to implement the approach with only minor organizational 
changes. 

More than 30 states have established departments of 
transportation (DOTs). These departments are extending 
their activities and concerns beyond highways alone to 
other modes of transportation needed for people and 
freight. Initially, the greatest activity related to the 
nonhighway modes is planning. An important question 
for state government is: What approach should be taken 
to planning, which affects both public and private pro-
viders of transportation services? Planning identifies 
both present and future problems that may call for re-
medial actions by the state. 

Statewide transportation planning must deal with mul-
tiple modes, multiple jurisdictions, and the many dimen-
sions of a state (e.g., population, economy, land develop-
ment pattern, and environment). At the state level, there 
are at least five freight modes, four passenger modes, 
four levels of jurisdictions and hundreds of individual 
jurisdictions, private carriers, and many agencies deal-
ing with land use, economy, social welfare, and environ-
ment. All have a number of legitimate goals; some are 
shown in Figure 1. In addition to transportation goals, 
other dimensions and objectives of state life, such as 
the following, should be acknowledged. 

Economy: maintaining technological efficiency; 
increasing economic activity; reducing trade deficits; 
increasing productivity; reducing unemployment; pro-
moting free enterprise. 

Society: increasing personal real income; reduc-
ing poverty; providing security, health, and adequate 
housing; increasing educational opportunities; promoting 
the equitable distribution of wealth; providing equal em-
ployment opportunities and increased cultural and recre-
ational opportunities. 

Land use: preserving prime agricultural lands, 
scenic areas, coastal zones, historic buildings and sites, 
and park and open spaces; making urban areas attractive, 
functional, and economic; eliminating urban decay. 

Natural resources: using energy efficiency; pre-
serving wildlife habits, natural environment, and en-
dangered specie; reducing pollution. 

The length of these lists is a measure of the difficulty 
facing policy makers and professional planners at the 
state level. It is essential, however, to comprehend and 
deal with these multiple goals and objectives, not only as 
a means to preserve sanity and self-respect but also to 
enable professionals to ep1ain them to policy makers. 
Developing a philosophy for planning with multiple ob- 

jectives is, therefore, the problem to which this paper is 
addressed. 

To make the problem both more difficult and more 
real, the actual issues that are facing planners and 
policy makers at the state level must be considered. A 
survey taken in five states in 1974 for National Coopera-
tive Highway Research Program Project 8-17, which 
focused on freight transportation planning at the state 
level, disclosed that there were at least 74 issues of 
real concern to planners (1). A revised version of these 
issues, limited to the rail mode, was included in the 
Federal Railroad Administration Rail Planning Manual. 
These issues included threatened termination of service 
on light-density lines; freight-car supply; condition of 
roadbed and track on light-density lines; taxation of road-
bed facilities; quality of rail service; restructuring of 
rates and other regulatory controls; improvement of. 
ground access to freight yards and terminals for inter-
modal services; provision of new and improved inter-
modal transfer facilities; development, testing, and 
marketing of new services to promote rail use; develop-
ment of a national or regional rail systems plan for 
mainlines; construction of rail bypass routes around 
urban areas; replacement and modernization of termi-
nals and yards; condition of roadbed and track on main-
lines; merger of competing or complementary rallroads; 
and passenger services. 

The situation facing state transportation planners is 
a difficult one. The planner and the policy maker are 
confronted with a host of issues and with competing and 
often conflicting objectives that are in need of satisfaction. 
One problem is which issue to address first. A more dif-
ficult problem is how to determine whether a recommen-
dation for a given project or policy will be wise when rel-
event objectives selected from the entire range of objec-
tives are taken into account. The following are examples 
of such problems: 

The plan for a major interstate highway is stalled 
because it conflicts with the objectives of environmental 
groups. However, failure to build the highway may be a 
significant factor contributing to urban economic decline. 

A plan for rail freight transportation correctly 
permits the elimination of a few light-density lines in a 
state. However, the plan is silent on positive state ac-
tion that is needed in industrial location policy and 
in rate making. Action in these two fields could in-
crease rail utilization and hence support the rail industry. 

A plan for statewide rail and air passenger service 
discloses that there will be shortfalls in operating costs 
if service is improved as indicated by the plan. Should 
these funds come from state highway sources, replacing 
maintenance or capital activities in the highway sector? 

In each case, both the state transportation planner and 
the policy maker are faced with a decision that involves 
multimodal, multijurisdictional, and multifaceted ob-
jectives. Gains toward one objective mean losses from 
other objectives. Dozens of such balancing acts must be 
performed each year. How is the planner to work in this 
kind of situation? 

In past urban area transportation planning, planners 
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Figure 1. Goals related to transportation 
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were able to deal fairly successfully with very large sys-
tems in their entireties. However, success was due in 
large part to limiting the planning process to four major 
objectives (speed, safety, vehicle operating costs, and 
capital costs of new roadways), to a single client (the 
policy committee), and to the practical exclusion of land 
use and other considerations through making independent 
estimates of a single land use scenario for which the new 
transportation system was to be planned. These limita-
tions cannot be accepted for today's state-level planning. 

An alternative is to continue with the old idea of a 
single transportation planning process, but to expand 
that process to encompass the multiple goals that we 
have identified and to deal also with plural land use sce-
narios, plural energy scenarios, and other variable con-
ditions. This approach becomes ponderous in the ex-
treme and will probably fail of its own weight, or else 
become so generalized as to be meaningless. 

The approach that I advocath recognizes the extreme 
practical difficulties of attempting too much. What is 
needed is a means by which a state department of trans-
portation can maintain control over diverse planning 
studies so that it can interpret and evaluate those studies 
in the light of a common series of benchmarks. Four 
are critical: 

Future population and economy of the state; 
Future land development; 
Environment; and 
State's financial resources. 

If separate, specialized transportation plans are related 
to these benchmarks, then their worth can be established. 
Accordingly, each state department of transportation 
must recognize that certain ordinary tasks—detailed 

studies, maintenance of unifying controls, and perfor-
mance monitoring—need to be performed in a highly co-
ordinated way. 

The first task is to respond to particular issues (such 
as uneconomic light-density lines, need for commuter 
air service, or need for high-speed rail passenger ser-
vice) by detailed studies of that particular issue. This 
is hardly novel, but the approach recommended here 
would impose three significant conditions on such studies: 

I. Thestudies would have to accept state-generated 
population and economic growth projections by appropri-
ate geographical subarea as inputs to any demand estima-
tion by the detailed study. 

The studies would have to produce selected, pre-
specified estimates of economic, social, environmental, 
and energy impacts. These estimates would relate to 
certain unifying controls. 

The studies would have to produce both capital and 
operating cost estimates, to fit into the state's capital 
budgeting process. 

The second action is for the state to maintain certain 
unifying controls (estimates, plans, and processes) as 
the means for judging each detailed study and the de-
sirability of its recommendations. There are four im-
portant unifying controls (3): 1 

Demand estimates. Most detailed studies develop 
their own estimates of passenger and freight demands, 
often using different population and economic forecasts 
as bases. It is very important for state DOTs to main-
tain, as a unifying force, a common set of demand esti-
mates based on a common set of population and economic 
forecasts. 

Target for state development. Some codified view 
of development targets for the state is needed, if only to 
provide the basis for criticizing detailed studies and their 
specialized demands for land, or impacts on economic 
growth. 

An environmental report. Maintaining and im-
proving the environment of the state is an important goal 
that may influence decisions in the transportation field. 
A statewide environmental impact report should be pre-
pared describing (a) the present conditions of the en-
vironment in terms of air quality; water quality; wild-
life; endangered species; and (if environment is very 
broadly defined) the social, economic, and "built en-
vironment" conditions within which the population of the 
state resides. It is desirable for the subject of energy 
to be dealt with in the environmental report since the 
consumption of energy is a major source of pollution. 

A capital and operating program. The recommen-
dations of most detailed studies are judged by their finan-
cial requirements, and these requirements can best be 
judged in terms of their impact on other capital and 
operating projects that compete for available resources. 
Hence, there is a great need for programming as a uni-
fying element. 

The third action is for the state to monitor its trans-
portation system to determine performance levels in 
terms of a relatively small number of key objectives, 
such as safety, energy consumption, speed of travel, 
reliability, costs to users, costs to the state, and con-
dition. The monitoring activity would produce informa-
tion that would help to identify important issues needing 
detailed study. This, therefore, completes the cycle of 
statewide transportation planning. 

The. three kinds of tasks described form a statewide 
transportation planning cycle (Figure 2). Critical issues 
lead to detailed studies. The detailed studies are con- 
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Figure 2. Elements of the statewide transportation planning cycle. 
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trolled by, and evaluated in the light of, four unifying 
elements, one of which leads directly to implementation. 
The performance of the state's transportation system is 
monitored continually, and this leads to a performance 
report and provides the basis for evaluating which issues 
are most critical. 

I favor this approach because 

It recognizes the inevitability of the detailed 
studies that address individual issues. 

It provides a means whereby the state DOT can 
consciously control and evaluate detailed studies on a 
uniform and objective basis. 

It provides a recognized place in the planning cy-
cle for performance monitoring. 

The entire cycle is readily implementable in state 
DOTs with only minor organizational changes. 

Basically, this is an institutional, rather than a highly 
technical, response to the world of multiple objectives. 
This is not to say that technique is not vitally important; 
it is, and in all three kinds of tasks. However, an in- 

stitutional recognition of the need to structure statewide 
transportation planning along the recommended lines is 
the first order of business. Without coordinating these 
parts, facts cannot be coordinated or presented in a 
fashion that will permit policy to be developed objectively 
and systematically. 
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Part 2 
Session Summaries 

Using Transportation Programs and Investments 
to Deal With Critical Needs 
Rodney E. Engelen, Barton-A schman Associates, Inc. 
Oscar Sutermeister, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

Speakers: Milton Pikarsky 
Philip Hammer 
Bernard Ford 

One way of characterizing Milton Pikarsky's message 
from the perspective of a transit operator and a transit 
manager is "Yes, there is a Santa Claus." Despite all 
of the research studies and publicity to the contrary, 
transit can be an energy saver; energy saving is an argu-
ment for transit. The case was rather well made that 
we should not simply compare a bus with a van pool or 
a streetcar with a heavy-rail vehicle, but rather that we 
should be comparing transit- oriented environments with 
automobile-oriented environments. If any action is to 
be recommended on behalf of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Land Development, it should be to urge 
that the Urban Mass Transportation Administration, 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, and 
other similar agencies conduct further research on this 
subject. 

Philip Hammer made a point that is also made by 
the federal government: Inner-city revitalization—or 
maybe older-city revitalization—is the most critical 
economic need facing us today. He emphasized that it 
is essential to have programs that will respond to and 
will encourage local initiative. The stimulus for im-
proving the economy will have to start at the bottom. 

He urged that we be prepared to work in a flexible, 
joint development context. The possibility of using tran-
sit investments as a way of helping to stimulate local in-
vestments was suggested. 

One frequent observation is repeated here for empha-
sis: Decision making and management at local levels, 
at the level of the central city, and within metropolitan 
areas must be strengthened, if either economic or en-
ergy objectives are to be achieved. Thus, if we are 
identifying opportunities and trying to implement proj-
ects at the local level, effective planning and decision 
making at the ldcal level are necessary. Furthermore, 
the federal government needs to make a determined ef-
fort to clarify and rationalize decision making at that 
level if progress is to be made. 

There are several major federal programs under way 
on which the Committee on Transportation and Land De- 

velopment may have an impact. One is the urban devel-
opment action grant (UDAG) program. Because we are 
concerned about the coordination of transportation and 
development, and since the program regulations as they 
now stand do not mention the word "transportation," the 
administrators of that program and the U.S. Department 
of Transportation (DOT) might give further attention to 
coordinating the use of UDAG and DOT funds, whether 
they are for transit or highways. If the administrators do 
do not want to put something in the regulations about fund 
coordination, then a major educational and informational 
effort should be made. Some of the work done on joint 
development 5 to 10 years ago may be used in this effort, 
if necessary. It is critical that more information be 
made available about the importance of joint and coordi-
nated development and about some of the techniques to 
achieve coordination. 

A similar effort is needed regarding the community 
development block grant program and the people-mover 
demonstrations. At present, 8 to 10 such demonstra-
tions are under way in this country. Unless some watch-
fulness is exercised and some diligence and expertise 
are applied, we may very well build systems that do not 
relate as well as they should to land development. If we 
do not make those people-movers successful, the idea of 
people-movers and joint development will be set back 10 
to 20 years. 

Finally, the point has been made repeatedly that we 
must institutionalize the coordination of our policy de-
velopment efforts at the national level. C. David Loeks 
indicated that we did not discuss the substance of national 
policy but rather have talked a lot about processes. We 
need to get to substance immediately. There is an effort 
under way in the formation of the national urban policy 
report to use an ad hoc group to develop national policy 
and to achieve coordination among various federal agen-
cies in that regard. The role that ad hoc group plays 
must be more formally structured so that it can support 
an ongoing process. 

37 
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Patterning Cities and Change: Choices and 
Implications 
Hays B. Gamble, Pennsylvania Stale University 

Speakers: Doris Holleb 
Larry Dallam 
C. David Loeks 

The growing ascendency of multicentered or nodal 
cities—urban centers within the metro region—is an 
unmistakable trend, according to Doris Holleb. These 
growth centers present a very disparate socioeconomic 
settlement pattern and reflect the upper-income, white 
preference for country living. Centers are tied together 
with highways. They are atomized politically but united 
economically. Holleb said that we must plan with the 
grain of change, not attempt to return cities to their 
19th-century mold. Institutions are needed to enable a 
sharing of fiscal resources and to accomplish integration. 

Some very specific issues were mentioned. 

A national policy to.revitalize our railroads is 
needed (this would greatly help the central business dis-
trict). 

The automobile serves much of the suburban com-
muting needs that exist. But this works against the vi-
ability of rail transit. Therefore, people must be urged 
to live closer to their places of work, shopping, and rec-
reation. Then, they will use automobiles less often and 
make shorter trips. 

Holleb suggested the following policy options 

Strengthen multiurban centers and minidowntown 
centers; 

Increase housing opportunities for low- and 
middle-income families in the suburbs, nearer to their 
work; and 

Improve mass transit facilities between satellite 
urban centers. 

Larry Dallam explained that, in 1975, the Metropolitan 
Council of Twin Cities adopted a development framework, 
or growth policy, described by five identified areas: 

Old downtown (a 24-hour city, not just an 8-to-5 
place, containing new office space and new commercial 
activities); 

A fully developed suburban ring just outside the 
central business district (maintain and upgrade invest-
ment here); 

Urban service area (planned urbanization area 
where growth is now occurring and where services will 
be provided, with lots of room for expansion; all planned 
growth should be located here); 

Small, free-standing growth centers (old rural 
centers, 'offering small town life-styles surrounded by 
farming areas that can accommodate many life-styles); 
and 

Undeveloped rural areas (maintain agriculture by 
not providing services in these areas). 

Development framework is based mostly on sewers, 
not transportation. Highways are designed to meet off-
peak demand, not commuter demand. Commuters can 
be accommodated by car pooling. They are not going to 
accommodate a commuter demand of 1 occupant/ve-
hicle. 

The transit plan is to encourage people to live, work, 
and shop in a subregion. Formerly, transit planning was 
oriented to downtown or radial movements. 

C. David Loeks suggested two approaches to the future 
patterning of cities: 

Intelligent cooperation with the inevitable. Ob-
serve where things are going and what people want, and 
move that way. This is politically acceptable planning. 
Protect what we have, protect the integrity of highways, 
and do not keep adding land uses that will explode the 
system. We are running out of fiscal resources, en-
vironment, and public patience. 

Meeting the future on purpose. Try to modify be-
havior so as to achieve goals. This involves choices 
that rely on changes in people's perceptions. 

We have a choice in size of developments: residential, 
commercial, industrial, and spacing. What mix of urban 
configurations (big or small, dispersed or clustered) are 
transportation investments oriented to? The federal gov-
ernment must make policy decisions on the kinds of de-
velopment needed and where money should be invested. 

In discussing some of these ideas, Rodney E. Engelen 
made the point that we do not need more highways; rather 
we need to improve what we have through such con-
cepts as automobile-restricted zones, pedestrian malls, 
and street beautification. Jack Meltzer stated that a 
new kind of central city may be emerging, one serv-
ing a new clientele. Hays B. Gamble pointed to a 
gap in the discussions at the conference regarding the 
translation of good transportation planning into actual 
land use development. Despite the best of comprehen-
sive planning and public intentions, in most cases local 
elected officials are severely constrained in thwarting 
unsound siting decisions by developers. Institutional 
arrangements for land use control need to be developed 
that will provide local officials with the backing and the 
power they need in order to veto bad plans and to control 
development in a manner consistent with good transpor-
tation and community planning. 



Value Capture and Joint Development: Fad 
or Future 
Robert J. Harmon, Robert J. Harmon and Associates, Inc. 
Snehamay Khasnabis, Wayne State University 
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Speakers: .CarI Sharpe 
Alex Aiias 
David L. Callies 

There are at least three studies under 1kay on joint de-
velopment. One study, sponsored by the Urban Mass 
Transportation Administration (UMTA) and directed by 
Carl Sharpe at the Rice Center for Community Design 
and Research, is looking at the joint development and 
value capture potentials at 49 transit stations in 14 U.S. 
cities. Alex Anas of Northwestern University is con-
ducting a study sponsored by the National Science Foun-
dation. The project is investigating the theoretical and 
empirical aspects of joint development. Snehamay 
Khasnabis of Wayne State University is conducting an 
UMTA-sponsored research study that willinvestigate the 
joint development potentials of five selected stations on 
the proposed transit system for the Detroit metropolitan 
area. The legal, institutional, and economic constraints 
related to joint, development projects will be studied also. 

A number of new research areas were identified dur-
ing this group discussion, including: 

1. Joint development in smaller communities. Al-
though some research work has been done on joint devel-
opment aspects for large cities, practically none has 
been conducted so far for small suburban communities. 
It will be interesting to find out whether the tools and  

techniques identified for implementing joint development 
in large urban areas are applicable for smaller commu-
nities or whether these have to be modified. 

Coordinating funding for joint development. The 
second area of research is related to a need for coordi-
nation between various funding sources at the federal 
level for implementing joint development programs. Spe-
cific mention was made of the UDAG program, the Young 
amendment of the Urban Mass Transportation Assistance 
Act of 1964 (providing assistance for compatible develop-
ment near transit facilities), and the programs of the 
Economic Development Administration. 

Identifying optimal locations. This area relates 
to the development of a procedure for identifying optimal 
station locations from a list of candidate station locations 
where the potentials of joint development are high. Thus, 
the product of such research may enable the planner to 
select 5 station locations from a list of 40 candidate 
stations where joint development is both desirable and 
feasible. In an urban area, if we are working with 10, 
15, or 20 station areas, is there any objective means 
that will pinpoint those with the most potential for joint 
development? Is there any objective means for identi-
fying how these few stations could be selected? 

Short-Range, Politically Acceptable Planning 
Versus Long-Range, Overview Planning 
Jonathan B. Howes, University of North Carolina 
Vincent Moore, Adirondack Park Agency 

Speakers: Walter Johnson 
Thomas H. Roberts 
Charles D. Bigelow 

The consensus among participants in this group was that 
its title presented a needless dichotomy, that there was 
a need to do long-range planning in a realistic political 
context. Politically responsive planning should be done 
in a long-range planning context. Both are necessary, 
and they should not be incompatible. It was observed 
that there is some evidence of an attitude antithetical to 

long-range planning in the U.S. Department of Transpor-
tation, particularly in the Federal Highway Administration. 

The speakers suggested that research is needed: 

1. On better methodologies for small-area and aggre-
gate projections of population and economic activity, as 
well as economic and demographic analyses (transporta- 
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tion studies of the 1950s   were considerably off the mark 
in their projections); 

On institutional models for regional planning and 
development, including careful analyses of factors con-
tributing to success and failure; 

On planning methodologies for smaller commu-
nities; 

On planning impacts of energy supply and costs; 
and 

On the demographics of the central cities, e.g., 
factors inducing the return of the middle class and its 
impact on emerging black political strength. 

The principal points regarding policy included 

1. With renewed policy emphasis on revitalizing 
central cities, consideration should be given to placing  

all urban transportation programs in the U.S. Department 
of Housing and Urban Development. 

To provide top-level federal coordination, an 
Office of Planning Coordination in the Executive Office 
of the President should be established. 

Federal policy should eschew the imposition of 
rigid institutional models on local areas. (This point 
was made in particular regard to one-person-one-vote 
construction of regional bodies. This is an appealing 
political concept that would destroy many existing, suc-
cessful regional agencies such as the Atlanta Regional 
Commission.) 

Coordination of measures affecting land use at 
local levels by the Office of Management and Budget A-9 5 
regulations was found to be a successful mechanism that 
should be strengthened through stronger federal en-
forcement. 

State Transportation Planning to Achieve 
Multimodal, Multijurisdictional, and 
Multifaceted Transportation Objectives 
William I. Goodman, University of Illinois 
Charles F. Floyd, University of Georgia 

Speakers: Pearson H. Stewart 
J. Douglas Carroll, Jr. 
Roger L. Creighton 

There are two widely separated in 	views of 
state transportation planning. One maintains that fed-
eral agencies are imposing increasing and burdensome 
personnel costs on state DOTs (adding annually some 8 
to 10 percent in personnel requirements through the ad-
dition of regulations, guidelines, and documentation and 
through courtroom appearances and resulting court in-
terpretations). Another is based on the feeling of federal 
officials that the states are unwilling or unable to accept 
the eiilarged concepts and objectives that are critical to 
current and future transportation planning; that they are, 
in effect, still building the Interstate highway system in 
the post-Interstate era. 

Pearson H. Stewart, a state transportation official, 
agreed that the states do not have a firm grasp of their 
responsibility. The so-called multimodal planning that 
is practiced today consists largely of stating platitudinous 
goals rather than setting forth specific targets to be acted 
upon, Stewart observed. He felt that specification of 
population, economic, and settlement targets and growth 
trends must be a given before the state transportation 
planning process can take root. 

J. Douglas Carroll, Jr., a regional planning director, 
emphasized the need for more joint action between the 
cities and the state, vis-â-vis federal agencies, in deal-
ing with their problems. The basic problems are energy 
conservation, environment, and equity; these elements 
are too tough to be resolved without the formation of co-
alitions in which the state takes the lead, in conjunction  

with central cities and suburbs. 
Roger L. Creighton, 'a consultant, felt that the trans-

portation planning possibilities, incorporating multi-
modes, multiobjectives and facets, and multijurisdic-
tions, could produce so many combinations to investigate 
(he called it the problem of the 3Ms, with each M standing 
for 1 million combinations) that it becomes a chaotic ex-
ercise. Therefore, planning needs to be tied down to a 
disciplinary set of steps. For example, statewide trans-
portation planning involves at least five freight modes, 
four passenger modes, four levels of jurisdictions and 
hundreds of individual jurisdictions, private carriers, and 
many other agencies dealing with land use, the economy, 
social welfare, and the environment. To help state de-
partments of transportation maintain control over diverse 
planning studies, he offered an approach involving special 
efforts to coordinate three ordinary tasks: (a) detailed 
studies, (b) maintenance of unifying controls (e.g., de-
mand estimates and environmental reports), and (c) per-
formance monitoring (e.g., recognizing such key objec-
tives as safety, energy consumption, and costs). This 
three-pronged approach recognizes the inevitability of 
detailed studies, the need to control and monitor studies, 
and the need to be able to implement such an approach 
with only minor organizational changes. 

Other points made by group participants included: 

1. Recognition of different planning needs for cities 
of different sizes is needed. 
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A national multimodal transportation plan, not 
just selective attention to single modes by individual fed-
eral agencies, is required. 

Transportation planners tend to emphasize tech-
niques and fail to grasp policy principles and implications. 

State DOTs are still preoccupied almost exclu-
sively with highways and have established few mecha-
nisms to respond to other modes. 

Many state DOTs see themselves almost exclu-
sively as builders and operators of a highway system. 
They need to look at transportation in a governmental 
and institutional sense. 

Long-range planning has been de-emphasized in 
favor of incremental planning, but we may have gone too  

far in retreating from long-range planning. 

William Goodman maintained that action items should 
address themselves not to techniques but to the institu-
tional structure, the planning process, the decision-
making process, and financing. In addition, reform 
should be focused at the state level as the critical link 
in the transportation planning process, mediating be-
tween federal funding and legislation and local community 
needs. Actions should address the role of the executive, 
the responsibilities of the planning agency, the criteria 
for evaluating objectives by the state transportation de-
partment, and the need for monitoring existing systems. 

Transportation Policies, Programs, and Priorities: 
Questions of Equity, Efficiency, and 
Revitalization of Cities 
Anthony R. Tomazinis, University of Pennsylvania 

Speakers: Melvin M. Webber 
William Rafski 
Paul Davidoff 

Melvin M. Webber urged a search for longer-term trends 
rather than shifts in fashion or fad in developing princi-
ples for research and policy. He noted that the demon-
strations of the 1960s have given rise to some new con-
cerns for personal liberties and for the needs of our 
multiple -minority society, i.e., not only racial or re-
ligious minority groups but also groups of people who 
like different styles of music, clothing, residences, or 
games. The demonstrations also led to unusual roles 
for lay citizens in transportation and in other matters 
that until then had been the province of engineers or 
economists. Concerns for efficiency yielded to public 
concerns for equity. 

Webber identified another trend: a high level of ac-
cessibility throughout metropolitan areas. Virtually 
every place in the metropolitan area is connected to 
every other place, so the influence of a new fixed tran-
sit system does not affect location decisions very much. 
However, high accessibility in metropolitan areas is not 
available to those without automobiles, and nonprivate 
automobile systems are needed for these people. 

He contended that the definitive trait of the planning 
approach is the identification of alternatives and the eval-
uation of the chains of consequences associated with each 
alternative course of action. Webber particularly em-
phasized redistributive consequences associated with 
each, i.e., the differential effects as they fall upon dif-
ferent population groups, each with its peculiar wants 
and preferences. In a highly pluralistic society, the 
thousands of minority groups belie the prospect of a 
single public interest; each public has distinct interests 
and wants. Those conditions of pluralism also deny the 
possibility of ever finding the single best solution. 

In search of what he called distributive justice, Webber 
argued that there can be no technical way of discovering 
which of the alternative courses of action and conse-
quences is the "right" one, let alone the "best" one. 
He argued that only the give-and-take of political 
processes can determine the acceptable course. So, in 
the interest of individual and minority rights, Webber 
supported increasing politicization of the transport plan-
ning process, increasing voice for consumers, and rela-
tively lessened roles for technicians. 

William Rafski challenged the definition of efficiency, 
indicating that the narrow definition of the past, based on 
aggregated total regional minimizations of travel time, 
is not really a very efficient way of distributing public 
funds or implementing public policy. He indicated that, 
in calculations of efficiency, land variables must be in-
cluded. It is imperative, Rafski indicated, that a land-
related impact (positive or negative) be included in calcu-
lations of cost and benefits; and if this is begun, a large 
part of the equity question may be answered. 

Paul Davidoff then challenged some fundamental no-
tions about the legality and the ethic under which trans-
portation planners operate. He called on planners to ex-
amine whether by their actions some individuals had been 
deprived of their constitutional rights, especially regard-
ing travel and mobility. Planners usually neglect to check 
the final outcome of transportation plans, i.e., to see 
whether some people have been neglected or have been 
deprived. 

Participants met in four groups to discuss some of 
these issues, and summaries of those discussions follow. 
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GROUP 1 DISCUSSION, Anthony R. Tomazinis 

The Group 1 discussion was based primarily on remarks 
by Congressman Robert W. Edgar of Pennsylvania and 
Lawrence J. Harman of Call-A-Ride, Hyannis, Massa-
chusetts. The discussion focused on definitions of effi-
ciency and equity. Discussants agreed that the definition 
of efficiency needs revision. Under a broad concept of 
efficiency, one may include a significant part of equity, 
i.e., if efficiency is translated as cost effectiveness in 
reaching social objectives, including equity. The defini-
tion of efficiency is extremely important; it can easily 
include the revitalization of cities and the distribution 
of equity. 

The notion of equity, it was pointed out, is universal. 
It is not really addressed to any specific individual or 
group. The notion of due consideration exists because, 
at any given time, a segment of society is in one way or 
another being deprived of equal consideration. It was 
noted that efficiency is much easier to quantify and, in 
fact, our definition of efficiency comes from the need to 
ease our work, to include only the things that we can 
control, that we can judge, and that we can measure. 
We limit, then, the definition of efficiency to serve 
our convenience and to permit our professional sur-
vival. When it comes to equity, we never are against 
equity—no one is for inequitable treatment of anybody—
but we may leave for somebody else the task of pro-
viding equity. 

There is a real need to review the planning process 
in a manner that would permit us to take equity consider-
ations or broader definitions of efficiency into account. 
Two tools were suggested and both could be helped de-
cisively by the legislative and executive branches of the 
federal government. 

The first tool would be the inclusion of the client 
group in the planning process itself. Since a broad no-
tion of efficiency includes definitional elements, and any 
definition of equity includes similar elements, those who 
can provide the best help in firming up such definitions 
are the client groups. Therefore, the workshop con-
cluded that the planning process must consciously and 
structurally include the client groups to make sure that 
the planning process is consistent, coherent, and effective 

The second tool suggested during the workshop, but 
not outlined in detail, was the potential establishment of 
a referee group in each metropolitan region. That ref-
eree group could review the output of a metropolitan 
planning organization for the year 2000, for instance, to 
make sure that certain basic notions have been treated 
in the best way. The referee group should be inde-
pendent, uninfluenced by the people who made the 
plan, and responsible to the public perception of what 
is right and wrong, what is good and bad. Some 
thought that an administrative judge could serve in 
this capacity and could call hearings. Others said 
that a peer review of top professionals from the na-
tion could be formed to review, accept, and analyze 
regional plans; each state or region could establish 
a review group. Street demonstrations were not to 
be considered a permanent solution to expressing dif-
ferences of opinion. Similarly, taking planning proj-
ects or proposals to court is very unsatisfactory, 
Something structural must be included in the planning 
process. 

GROUP 2 DISCUSSION, Edward W. Wood 

Group 2 concentrated on several research ideas. First, 
Paul Davidoff' s concept of the right of travel and mobil-
ity in American life is, perhaps, a key right that we have 
never really talked about. We need to begin a "think" 

piece on what mobility has meant and will mean to this 
country, particularly as we enter a period of energy 
shortage. Davidoff was raising the issue: Is there a 
right to travel? What does that right really mean in the 
United States today? What might it mean in the future? 

From the discussion we derived two other potential 
studies which might prove quite interesting. First, we 
approached the problem of data. We do not know much 
about central city suburban flows or central city flows 
when a detailed disaggregation by class, income, and 
race is made. An enormous amount of generic informa-
tion exists, but it must be broken down into such cate-
gories as who are the disadvantaged in terms of trips and 
for what purposes are trips being made. 

Perhaps what should be done is to take a variety of 
energy scenarios in reference to the future and talk about 
distribution of jobs, residences, shopping, and leisure 
in terms of these scenarios. What could happen as en-
ergy begins to become scarce might then be calculated. 
We could really talk about the role of transportation vis-
à-vis the kinds of changes that are occurring in reference 
to the distribution of jobs and residences and the issues 
of equity and efficiency. 

The right to travel as an equity issue was a recurring 
discussion topic. Participants would structure research 
into the concept of the right to travel in terms of equity 
and efficiency. They would examine the equity issue in-
volved in travel: Who in this country can and does travel? 
What benefits are received from these trips? The right 
to travel may, in fact, be an essential issue of the next 
few decades. We would relate this to efficiency and to 
the potential economic importance of travel. Travel 
has been built into the American psyche. What happens 
if that right is infringed on? What happens to those who 
have never been included in that right? 

GROUP 3 DISCUSSION, Leonard Simon 

Samuel J. Cuilers began the Group 3 discussion session 
by noting that Paul Davidoff and Melvin M. Webber raised 
interesting points, but they were not getting at the funda-
mental problem of revitalizing central cities. He sug-
gested that we were placing too much emphasis on estab-
lishing a federal public system; the programs that we 
were talking about tend to create new institutions. Cullers 
suggested that regional planning agencies are relatively 
useless because planning and implementation have not 
been united. 

Martin Convisser stated that we have looked at the 
concept of efficiency from too narrow a base historically—
that we have to bring externalities into transit decision 
making. He offered the Uniform Relocation Assistance 
Act of 1970 as an example of taking externalities into ac-
count. Other examples were legilation about air and 
water quality, noise control, historic preservation, and 
weUands. Convisser noted that, while these externalities 
are good, we do not have the tools to deal with them prop-
erly. He also stated that expanding the joint develop-
ment concept might help incorporate externalities into 
transportation decision making. Convisser then reviewed 
some of the policy initiatives that the U.S. Department of 
Transportation will be undertaking in the coming months, 
including the consolidation of planning programs and the 
introduction of greater flexibility in categorical and for-
mal programs. 

The group discussion then shifted to the need for a 
closer working relationship among federal agencies and 
a need to better coordinate federal resources at the local 
level. The consensus was that, while the federal govern-
ment can help, there is a great burden on the local gov-
ernment. The group then turned to a discussion of re-
gional decision making and its problems. Evaluations 
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of councils of governments, metropolitan planning orga-
nizations, and agencies involved in land planning activi-
ties under Circular A-95 of the Office of Management and 
Budget's coordination regulations were discussed. The 
general conclusion was that all of these were necessary 
and desirable organizations, but that none of them had 
sufficient resources to do their job properly. In addi-
tion, they were hampered by such problems as lack of 
proportional representation and inherent national suspi-
cion of regional planning; without resources and conf i-
dence they are reduced to paper-shuffling organizations. 

Specific recommendations from this group included 
(a) a proposal to explore direct federal funding for A-9 5 
agencies, perhaps in the form of a HUD formula grant 
dispersed according to population, poverty, or other 
factors indicating need, and (b) a proposal to explore the 
establishment of a strong federal mechanism to coordi-
nate federal grants at the federal level. 

GROUP 4 DISCUSSION, Kathleen Stein Hudson 

Group 4 first took note of the frustration felt in contem-
plating the very complex problems of transportation, 
land use, and development. On the one hand, response 
has been an urge to make things neat, clear, and coordi-
nated. Alternatively, perhaps, accepting nonrationality 
(not irrationality) is a more realistic way to view the is-
sues. As others did, this group focused on the impor-
tance of distinguishing between conditions in the sun and 
snow belts and between areas experiencing growth, sta-
bility, or decline. The need to avoid broad prescriptions 
for all areas, and instead to respect differences and to 
work with the forces of change, was stressed. 

Much of the work that has been done in transportation 
with a focus on development and rejuvenation of center 
cities has been a process of random innovation. Many 
measures have been palliatives. Two improvements are 
needed: first, more deliberate and thoughtful anticipa-
tion of actions and what their consequences might be and, 
second, better evaluation of the consequences of those 
actions. 

Considerable time was spent discussing declining 
areas. It was observed that many measures, such as a 
string of small grants, are really palliatives that work 
against the forces of change, prolonging the agony of de-
cline instead of working gracefully with the forces of that 
decline. 

It was thought important to step back and look at tran-
sition areas in our country for lessons that might be 
applied to center cities. In this regard, some important 
problems were noted in transition areas—e.g., economic 
problems in Appalachia and class problems in the center 
cities, usually taking the form of racial conflicts. Civil 
engineering and technical solutions are not the answer 
to such problems; rather, answers lie more in the areas 
of finance, organization, marketing, and dealing with 
equity issues. 

It was also observed that many needs do not require 
major construction or new capital investments; smaller 
tools will do. Much energy has been spent on broad pub-
lic actions, but discreet actions zeroing in specifically 
on the private market, including direct cash grants and 
incentives for private subsidy, deserve much more at-
tention. 

Several observations were made about the federal 
government and about localities. At the federal level, 
an aggressive response is needed in the way of national 
policies on development, but these alone are not suffi-
cient. Administrative arrangements and practical tools 
to implement development policies and to ensure that the 
policies are responsive to differences between areas are 
also needed. Even the best of policies do not take care 
of themselves; deliberate efforts to see that they happen 
as intended and fit real situations are as critical as the 
formulation of policy. 

In the area of current federal policy, transportation 
seems caught in a critical struggle between two irrecon-
cilable objectives. On the one hand is the striving to 
achieve objectives for national level programs for de-
velopment (i.e., development broadly defined), and on 
the other hand is the striving to meet pluralistic objec-
tives for local determinism. 

It is important for localities to play a critical role in 
pulling together transportation and land development. 
However, localities desperately need help from the fed-
eral government in two forms: first, pure dollar assis-
tance and, second, financial assistance against a back-
drop of federal development policy. Many localities 
jealously guard their prerogatives and are plagued by a 
kind of parochialism that works against carrying out a 
national policy. The impact of broad regional plans in 
obscuring important, vital, local differences that used 
to exist in more locally based planning and development 
was discussed. Answers to these questions did not ma-
terialize, but the complexities of the problem were 
pointed out. 

The need for coordination and cooperation was noted, 
but some people expressed a fear about the potential 
move toward massive organization in order to become 
more efficient. The consequence could be to resolve 
some of the morass of little things that concern us now, 
but potentially at a very great cost. Melvin M. Webber 
observed that two warring notions currently exist in our 
society. There is a doctrine at the public level that du-
plication within government is a sin; yet, as expressed 
in the Sherman Act, duplication in the private sector is 
regarded as something very good. 

Finally, while planners have had bad experiences with 
coordination and it is easy to be critical of it, perhaps a 
more constructive response would be to look at some ex-
amples of where coordination has been attempted and to 
evaluate them very carefully for what is happening. From 
such evaluation, it can be determined how best to draw 
on these experiences. 
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Informal Discussions of Selected Topics 
Daniel R. Mandelker, Washington University School of Law, St. Louis 

Speakers: James Pickford 
Arthur Davis 
Anthony J. Catanese 
Oscar Sutermeister 

The speakers focused on topics that mirrored changing 
priorities in transportation and land use policies as they 
affect governmental responsibilities at each government 
level. Stress was placed on emerging initiatives in the 
present administration for a new national policy on urban 
growth and development at the same time that priorities 
in public programs are either changing or under stress. 
Note was taken, for example, of a popular vote in one 
major eastern city that favored job stimulation over en-
vironmental regulation, while another panelist stressed 
that our national concern with growth problems and 
growth management has not allowed us to concentrate 
sufficiently on the problems of declining areas. 

Transportation programs were seen to provide new 
initiatives in community building and land development, 
at the same time that national and state agencies were  

unsure of themselves in responding to these initiatives. 
An example was the opportunity to create multicentered 
suburban activity centers that is provided by newly 
planned radial mass transportation systems. State gov-
ernments and regional agencies were also seen to face 
an uncertain future as the roles allotted to them in na-
tional planning and related programs remain unclear. 
One panelist indicated that the role of state planning and 
development agencies remains unclear in an administra-
tion that apparently intends to place greater stress on 
regional solutions to urban problems. At the same time, 
regional transportation planning agencies were seen to be 
struggling with their new planning mandates, and some 
urged a review of e,qerience to date under unified trans-
portation planning programs. 

National Land Policies and Programs Affecting 
Transportation: Group Discussions 
Ralph Widner, Academy of Contemporary Problems, Columbus, Ohio 
George T. Lathrop, John Hamburg and Associates, Inc., Chapel Hill, North Carolina 

Speakers: Mortimer L. Downey 
Bruce D. McDowell 

U.S. Assistant Transportation Secretary Mortimer L. 
Downey commented on several activities in the U.S. De-
partment of Transportation (DOT) including city revital-
ization (particularly in central cities), equalization of the 
city and the suburb as residential environments and as 
economic centers, and energy conservation. 

Concerned with city revitalization and equalization of 
cities and suburbs, Downey urged better planning and 
programs to stimulate transit investments. DOT will 

f
ive preference to cities that emphasize public transit 
not necessarily subways); this emphasis may become 

a requirement for participation in some programs. 
Transportation priorities will shift from highway con-
struction to maintenance and the best use possible of ex-
isting fadllities. The present administration believes 
that the process of developing policy is as important as 
the policy itself. 

Secretary Downey also referred to DOT's participa-
tion in the Urban Policy Task Force, which is concerned  

with a solution to such problems, as were highlighted by 
a visit President Jimmy Carter made to the South Bronx. 
Downey noted that people usually suggest transportation 
as a solution, but transportation facilities in the South 
Bronx already are very extensive. Also, programs of 
the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
currently in effect in the South Bronx are inserting about 
$2000 to $3000/person into the economy annually—close 
to the concept of the guaranteed annual minimum wage. 

Downey also noted that local motor vehicle travel con-
sumes about 22 percent of the petroleum used in this 
country, that all transportation consumes about 55 per-
cent, and that about half of the energy used for transpor-
tation is wasted. There is tremendous potential for en-
ergy conservation in transportation but little incentive. 
Downey urged a policy of pricing energy at its replace-
ment cost; planning should be based on what energy will 
cost, not what it costs now. Plans should be made to 
improve energy efficiency, to reduce travel, to reduce 
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the unused capacity among alternative transportation 
modes, and to take advantage of the benefits that transit 
can produce. Three techniques are available: persua-
sion, economics, and, as a last resort, legislation. 

National objectives affected by transportation include 
reducing federal regulatory activities, encouraging eco-
nomic recovery, and preserving intermodal choice. Reg-
ulatory activities will be restricted to safety and protec-
tion from monopoly and will protect the consumer and 
not the regulated industry. Rebuilding bridges, secon-
dary roads, and railroads can put many people to work, 
with 15 percent of the contract work going to minorities, 
Downey stated. 

Downey also commented on the shortage of funds for 
transportation and the national objectives that transporta-
tion can help achieve. Funds for transportation, partic-
ularly highways, may suffer because of efforts to balance 
the federal budget by fiscal 1981 and because revenues 
may decline as fuel consumption is controlled. 

In response to a question on railroad reconstruction, 
Downey referred to the question of nationalization or em-
phasis on the private sector. So far, under the Railroad 
Revitalization and Regulatory Reform Act, DOT has found 
that the successful private railroads are not interested in 
government assistance. In the middle are a large num-
ber of railroads that are looking for help but want to 
preserve their own identity and are not interested in na-
tionalization. A third group, particularly those in the 
Northeast, are interested in money and reorganization; 
DOT is looking for levers to provide assistance to them. 
Areas in which it appears that there may be some prom-
ise for offering assistance to the railroads include (a) 
waterway user charges, (b) perhaps, highway user 
charges, (c) improved management, (d) improvement of 
labor relations and current labor agreements, and (e) 
changes in the regulatory structure. 

Bruce D. McDowell emphasized the ways the federal 
government affects land use through ownership and man-
agement of land, location of federal employment and con-
tractors, federal aid and planning requirements, and un-
planned activities. McDowell indicated that there can be 
more coherence in the way the federal government affects 
land use but that this is likely to come incrementally 
and with difficulty. 

McDowell said that the current sun belt and frost belt 
controversy is another example of the complications in-
herent in directing transportation policy toward other 
than immediate transportation objectives. Briefly, the 
situation is that one area is growing faster than another. 
This differential growth rate is evidence of national pol-
icy working in the South and the Southeast, regions of the 
United States that needed help. The nation is homoge-
nizing; what is happening is what should be happening. 
The observed outcome includes a completely different 
phenomenon, i.e., central city decline, which happens 
to be concentrated in the Midwest and the Northeast. 
Now there is a mixture of effects, which are being trans-
lated into differential growth rate but are, in fact, two 
separate and distinct issues. These issues are differ-
ential growth and geographically concentrated central 
city decline. 

Ralph Widner emphasized McDowell's comments by re-
counting some of his e,qeriences in examining New Eng-
land and the Midwest in the context of the differential-
growth-rate controversy. He observed that much of the 
physical decline in the New England area is occurring as 
a result of the fact that the physical arrangement of cities 
and towns, industries, work places, and residential lo-
cations in the New England area is the result of growth 
that took place in the context of the transpOrtation sys-
tem of 50 to 75 years ago. Now, these artifacts of that 
earlier development and transportation system are ad-
justing to new patterns of development activity, leaving 
excess capacity and unused facilities in some places, 
while new construction and development take place in 
others. 

Widner called attention to the policy recommendations 
in the remarks of McDowell and Downey. For example, 
there is a struggle to bring coherence out of the U.S. sys-
tem but without giving up the diversity and pluralism 
everyone wants. Apparently the administration would 
like to move toward more of a market in terms of shop-
ping for transportation services. Widner noted that both 
Downey and McDowell seemed to be emphasizing trans-
portation at some subnational level, i.e., transportation 
systems that are larger than metropolitan areas or a sin-
gle state, such as the Northeast or the South. 



Part 3 
Action Agenda 
Irving Hand, Pennsylvania State University 

This Action Agenda is offered by the chairman with the 
concurrence of the conference steering committee as a 
suggested guide for the Committee on Transportation 
and Land Development; it may also be used by agencies 
and individuals having transportation and land use re-
sponsibilities; Items included in the Action Agenda re-
flect conclusions from the conference and represent mat-
ters discussed by the committee at meetings prior to the 
Chicago conference. In the three parts of the Agenda-
policy, programs, and research areas—urban revitaliza-
tion, energy conservation, economic development, and 
improved quality of life are given as examples of basic 
needs. 

I. POLICY 
A. 	The revitalization of inner cities is the most 
critical economic objective facing the United States 
today. This objective might include a consideration 
of people, space, and facilities that identifies al-
ready existing capacities and that motivates a public 
and private enterprise using those capacities. Such 
action is central to the national social, economic, 
and political health. 
B. 	The coordination of planning and development 
policy at the representative levels of government 
should be institutionalized. 

Particular reference to the federal govern-
ment suggests that the formulation of a national 
urban—formerly growth—policy may warrant 
something more than biannual ad hoc attention. 

State activities should address a determina-
tion of state purposes and a participation in the 
national process that includes both formulation 
and implementation. 

Local initiatives ought to seek adequate ex-
pression in national and state efforts as well as 
bring about a capacity for local planning and 
management essential to the task. 

The role of the federal government as a 
partner with state and local governments should 
reflect shared priorities and mutual responsi-
bilities. The federal government should prom-
ise less and deliver more. 

C. 	Federal policy that imposes rigid institutional 
models on state, regional, and local areas should 
be avoided. 
D. 	A national transportation policy should be en- 
sured. Such a policy ought to stress 

Revival of American cities as places to live 
as well as to work; 

Development of transportation systems that 
contribute to a community's economy, vitality, 
and quality of life and that provide mobility; and 

Incentives for energy conservation. 
E. Comparative advantages of central business dis-
tricts to revitalize railroads should be recognized 

in national policy. 
Land use planning [as specified by federal agen-

cies such as the U.S. Department of Housing and Ur-
ban Development (HUD) and the U.S. Department of 
the Interior] as an element of comprehensive plan-
ning should be required, thus reflecting a close co-
ordination with transportation planning. Similarly, 
land use planning should be required by the U.S. De-
partment of Transportation (DOT) as an element of 
comprehensive planning. 

An Office of Planning Coordination in the Exec-
utive Office of the President should be established. 

II. PROGRAMS 
A. 	Federal funding sources in dealing with the na- 
tion's communities and the quality of life should be 
coordinated. This action includes particular refer-
ence to current efforts concerning transportation and 
land development such as: 

Urban development action grant programs 
that use DOT money, whether for transit or 
highways; 

Urban Mass Transportation Administration 
funds under the Young amendment for compatible 
development near transit stations; 

Economic Development Administration 
funds; 

HUD community development block grants; 
and 

Environmental Protection Agency water-
and alr-quality programs. 

B. 	Downtown people-mover demonstrations should 
be monitored and evaluated to ensure maximum in-
terrelationship between the respective system and 
land development. The responsible and participating 
federal agencies (HUD and DOT) should issue fre-
quent (e.g., at least quarterly) periodic reports on 
the status of these projects. 
C. 	Transportation programs could be used as tools 
to meet other recognized national objectives, in-
cluding: 

To promote and strategically protect inter-
state commerce; 

To support the national commitment to eco-
nomic recovery; 

To support the national commitment to en-
ergy conservation; and 

To preserve intermodal transportation 
choice where economic and energy considera-
tions permit. 

D. 	The mechanism provided by Circular A-9 5 for 
coordinating measures affecting land use planning 
could be strengthened through firmer federal en-
forcement. 

III. RESEARCH AREAS 
A. Transportation, energy and conservation, and 
management environment 
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1. Transit ought to be studied as an energy 
saver, as a transit-oriented environment versus 
an automobile-oriented environment. 
2. 	Ways to motivate people to live nearer to 
work, shopping, and recreation should be ex-
plored, including 

The place and role of multiurban 
centers; 

Housing opportunities for low- and 
middle-income populations near their 
employment; 

Mass transit between sateilite urban 
centers; and 

Transit focused on the region and sub-
region and its relative feasibility. 

3. The substance, activities, needs, and ca-
pacities of the new central city should be ex- 
amined. 
4. 	The planning impacts of energy supply and 
costs of alternative policies, programs, and re-
search solutions in transportation and land de- 
velopment might be considered. 

B. Transportation and economic development 
Local initiatives and the role of transporta-

tion and economic development within the muni-
cipal corporate unit, including structure, orga-
nization, application, results, monitoring, and 
evaluation, should be studied. 

Planners should formulate, apply, monitor, 
and evaluate tools and techniques of joint devel-
opment for the small community. 

Better methodologies ought to be developed 
to serve 

Small-area and aggregate projections 
of population and economic activity and 

Economic and demographic analyses. 
C. 	Transportation and national urban policy 

The formulation and application of policy 
dealing with the future patterns of cities and de-
velopment could be analyzed. An examination 
of intelligent cooperation with the inevitable 
versus meeting the future with purpose should 
occur. 

The application of transportation as an ex-
pression of and an element in national policy 
should be identified. Then an evaluation of that 
experience and clarification of the role of trans-
portation in achieving national objectives could 
take place. 

The interactions of economics, energy, 
land use, housing, water and sewer facilities, 
for example, should be examined as they relate 
to national urban policy but with particular ref-
erence to transportation. This might lead to a 
better understanding of transportation's stra-
tegic place in national policy definition and ap-
plication. 

D. 	Transportation and state planning 
1. 	The statewide transportation planning cycle 
should be reexamined to identify process modi-
fication and institutional change so that control 
over diverse planning studies might be facilitated. 
This should help states to interpret and to eva!- 

uate these studies in light of a common series 
of benchmarks, including future population and 
economy of the state, future land development, 
environment, and financial resources as a 
means of strengthening the link between plan-
ning and implementation. 
2. 	Institutional models for regional planning 
and development, including a careful analysis 
of factors contributing to success and failure, 
ought to be developed. 

E. Transportation and decision making in local and 
areawide government 

Decision making and management at the 
local level might be strengthened with a focus 
on transportation and economic development as 
an expression of planning and its application. 

Local elected officials should be recognized 
as vital participants in the planning process. 
From that perspective, the best method of re-
lating transportation and land use planning to 
reasonably ensure desired, on-site, actual de-
velopment ought to be examined. 

Planning methodologies for smaller com-
munities should be identified and evaluated. 

F. Transportation and land development 
Transportation planning and land develop-

ment decision making—sound planning versus 
political clout—requires a consideration of the 
dynamics of planning and its application. 

How the benefits of transportation and land 
development can be better shared within the en-
tire metropolitan area might be considered. 

G. Transportation and equity concerns 
The planning process should be reexamined 

to explicitly treat the issue of efficiency and 
equity, including the shift in determining cri-
teria from principles of least means toprinci-
ples of distributive justice. 

The right of travel and mobility in American 
life, including the constitutional setting versus 
operational reality with particular attention to 
implications for transportation planning and land 
development, should be studied. 

H. Transportation and applied research 
Criteria for post-evaluation studies should 

be developed. 

The Proceedings and the Action Agenda of the Con-
ference on Transportation and Land Development give 
first priority to these considerations: 

Older city revitalization, equity, economic de-
velopment, and energy and resource conservation ought 
to be recognized as primary objectives of transportation 
programs and investments. 

The institutional arrangements and decision-
making capabilities related to the coordination of trans-
portation and development could be strengthened, es-
pecially at levels that are critical to implementation. 

Research in several key areas should be advanced 
in the interest of understanding better the relationships 
among transportation, development patterns, and basic 
economic, social, and resource needs and objectives. 
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