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PREFACE 

This report focuses on key events in the evolution of urban transportation 
planning including developnents in technical procedures, litilosophy, 
processes and institutions. But, planners must also be aware of changes in 
legislation, IX>licy, regulations, technology. 'lbese events have been 
included to prOYide a rrore canplete picture of the forces that have 
affected and often oontinue to affect urban transportation plann.;.ng. 

The previous edition of this report, published in August 1983, described 
historical events to rnid-1983. 'nlis report updates the evolution of urban 
transportation planning and policy to the end of 1985. It also contains 

sane revisions and additions to the earlier edition. 

A Olronology of Significant Events has been added in an Appendix. It was 
originally prepared as lecture notes to assist the author in describing the 

subject matter. It is hoped that this chronology will aid the reader in 
following the sometimes intricate web of events in this field. 
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PREFACE 'ID FIBST BDITICfi 

Recent evolution of the urban transportation planning function has placed 

greater errp1asis on the role of State and local decisionmakers in the 
inplementation of transportation systan changes. In this context, it is 
important for these officials to understand the transportation and planning 
options which have been tried, and how they developed into the approaches 
we have today. ~is report describes the evolution of urban transportation 
planning over the last fifty years. 

This report is an updated version of 
Planning" which was published 

"Evolution of Urban Transportation 
in 1979 as Chapter 15 in Public 

Transportation: Planning. Qgerations and Management, edited by George Gray 
and Lester L. Hoel. The earlier version discussed urban transportation 
planning to mid-1976. This version extends the historical deveJ.opnent to 
mid-1983. 

Surrunarizing so much history in a short report requires difficult choices. 
The efforts of many individuals and groups made important contributions to 
the developnent of urban transportation planning. Clearly, not all of these 
contributions could be included or cited. This report concentrates on the 
key events of national significance and thereby tries to capture the 
overall evolution of urban transportation planning. Focusing on key 
events also serves as a oonvenient point to discuss developnents in a 
particular area. 

The report is generally arranged in chronologically. F.ach period is titled 
with the major theme pervading that period as viewed by the author. lt>t 

all key events fit precisely under a particular thane, but many oo. The 
discussion of the background for some events or the follow-on activities 
for others may cover m::>re than one time period and is placed where it 
seemed roost relevant. 
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over the years, the author has discussed these events with many persons in 
the profession. Often they had participated in or had first hand 
knowledge of the events. 'l'tle author appreciates their assistance, even 
though they are too nl.Jllerous to mention specifically. 

In preparing thi s updated version, the author was directly aided by 

several individuals who provided information on specific events. Their 
assistance is appreciated: Elizabeth A. Parker, Barry Berlin, Sam lea, 
Thomas Koslowski, lt>rrnan Paulhus, James A. Soott, lt>nnan Cooper, Camille c. 
Mittelholtz, Ira Laster, John Peak and car1 Rappaport. 

The author appreciates the review canrrents provided by: I))nald Emerson, 
David s. Gendell, James Getzewich, Qiarles H. Graves, Thanas J. Hillegass, 
How~rd s. Lapin, Alfonso B. Linhares, Gary E. Maring, Ali F. Sevin, Peter 
R. stoiiler, earl N. Swerdloff, and Paul L. Verchinski. 

The author acknowledges the special contribution of Dr. Peter R. stoiiler 
for his encouragement and persistence throughout this project. 

This report could not have been completed without the efficient typing and 

editing of Joanne Kornos, who always performed her work .in a cheerful 
manner. 

lmy errors of fact or interpretation are the responsibility of the author. 
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Olapter 1 

nmuxx:.L'ICfi 

Almost twenty-five years have passed since the Federal-Aid Higl'May Act of 

1962 created the federal mandate for urban transEX)rtation planning in the 
United States. The act was the capstone of two decades of experimentation 

and develoµnent of urban transEX)rtation procedures and institutions. It 
was passed at a time in which urban areas were beginning to plan Interstate 

highway routes through and aro~ their areas. The 1962 Act combined with 
the incentive of 90 percent federal funding for Interstate highway projects 

caused urban transEX)rtation planning to spread quickly throughout the 
United States. It also had a significant influence on urban transEX)rtation 

planning in other p:i.rts of the world. 

In sane ways, the urban transEX)rtation planning process and planning 

techniques have changed little over the twenty-five years. Yet, in other 
ways, urban transEX)rtation has evolved over these years in reSEX)nse to 
changing issues, ronditions and values, and a greater understanding of 
urban transEX)rtation phenomena. Current urban transportation planning 
practice is ronsiderably roore SO:E;¥1isticated, complex and costly than its 
highway planning predecessor. 

Modifications in the planning process took many years to evolve. As new 
roncerns and issues arose, changes in planning techniques and processes 
were introduced. These TOC>difications sought to make the planning process 
more responsive and sensitive to those areas of concern. Urban areas which 

had the resources and technical ability were the first to develop new 
roncepts and techniques. These new ideas were diffused by various means 
throughout the nation usually with the assistance of the federal 
government. The rate at which the new ooncepts were accepted varied from 
area to area. C.onsequently, the quality and depth of planning is highly 

variable at any point in time. 
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F.arly higt,,,,ay planning cxmoentrated on developing a network of all weather 

higl'rtlays and with connecting the various portions of the nation. As this 
work was being accanplished, the problens of serving increasing traffic 

grew. With the planning for urban areas came additional problens of land 
developnent, dislocation of homes and businesses, environmental 
degradation, citizen participation, am social concerns such as providing 
transportation for the disadvantaged. ftt>re recenUy have been the concerns 

about energy conslltlption and deterioration of the transportation 

infrastructure. 

Urban transportation planning i n the u.s. has always been conducted by 

state and local agencies . This is entirely appropriate since higt,,,,ay and 

transit facilities and services are owned and operated largely by the 
states and local agencies. 'll'le role of the Federal government has been to 
set national policy, provide financial aid, supply technical assistance and 
training, and conduct research. CNer the years, the federal government 

has attached requiranents to its financial. assistance. Fran a planning 
perspective, the nost important has been the requirement that 
trans:EX)rtation projects in urbanized areas of 50,000 or irore in population 
be based on an urban transportation planning process. This requirement was 
first incorporated into the Federal-Ai d Hi ghway Act of 1962. 

Other requirements have been incorporated into federal legislation and 
regulations over the years. Many of these are chronicled in this report. 

At times these requirements have been very exacting in their detail. At 
other times, greater flexibility was allowed in res:EX)nding to the 
requirements. Currently, there is underway a devolution of federal 

involvenent in and requirements on local planning and decisionrnaking 
processes. Greater emphasis is being placed as well on involving the 

private sector in providing and financing urban trans:EX)rtation facilities 

and services. 

Over the years, a mrnber of federal agencies have affected urban 

transportation planning. (Table 1) The U.S. Bureau of Public loads was 
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Table 1 

DM.'ES SELEam PmERAL ~ WERE FSrABLISBm 

1916 Bureau of Public :RJads 
1921 Bureau of the Budget 
1947 Housing and Home Finance Agency 
1953 Deparbnent of Health, Education and Welfare 
1965 Deparbnent of Housing and Urban Developnent 
1966 Deparbnent of Transportation 

Federal Higl'May Administration 
1968 Urban Mass Transportation Administration 
1969 Council on Environmental Quality 
1970 Office of Management and Budget 

Environmental Protection Agency 
1977 Department of Energy 
1979 Department of Health and Human Services 



part of the U.S. Department of Coornerce when the 1962 Highway Act was 

passed. It became part of the U.S. Department of Transportation (001') upon 
its creation in 1966 and its name changed to the U.S. Federal Highway 
Administration. The federal urban mass transportation program began in 

1961 under the U.S. Housing and Horne Finance Administration which became 
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Developnent in 1965. The federal 

urban transit program was transferred to oor in 1968 as the u.s. urban 
Mass Transportation Administration. 

other federal agencies became involved in urban transportation planning as 
new issues arose. The Bureau of the Budget, later to become the Office of 

Management and Budget, issued guidance in 1969 to in-prove coordination 
arrong programs funded by the federal govermient. To address enviroranental 

concerns that were increasing in the latter part of the 1960s, the Counci l 
on Environmental Quality was created in 1969 and the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency in 1970. The U.S. Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare became involved in urban transportation in 1973 as part of its 

function to eliminate discrimination against handicapped persons in 
federal programs. In 1977, the U.S. Department of Energy was created to 
bring together federal energy functions. 

The involvement of these and other agencies at the federal, state and local 
level created an increasing challenge to agencies conducting urban 
transportation planning to meet all the requirements that resulted. Local 
planners devoted substantial resources to meeting requirements of higher 
level goverranents which often detracted from their ability to address local 
needs and objectives. These requirements, however, were also used by local 
agencies as the justification to carry out activities that they desired to 

but for which they could not obtain support at the local level. 

This report reviews the historical developnent of the urban transportation 
planning process in the u.s. fran its beginnings in early highway and 
transit planning to the nost recent focus on decentralization of 

decisionmaking. 
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Chapter 2 discusses the early beginnings of highway planning. 

Chapter 3 covers the fonnative years of urban transportation planning 
during which many of the basic concepts were developed. 

Chapter 4 focuses on the 1962 Federal-Aid Highway Act and the sweeping 
changes it brought in urban transportation planning in the U.S. It also 

describes early federal involvement in urban public transportation. 

Chapter 5 discusses efforts at intergovernmental ooordination, a deeper 

federal role in urban public transportation and the evolution to 
"continuing" transportation planning. 

Chapter 6 describes environmental revolution of the late 1960s and the 

increased involvement of citizens in the urban transp:>rtation planning 
process. 

Olapter 7 addresses the events which integrated planning for urban public 
transportation and highways. It included major increases in federal 
transit programs as well as increased flexibility in the use of highway 

funds. 

Chapter 8 focuses on the Arab Oil Errbargo which accelerated the transition 
from long-term system planning to short-term, smaller scale planning. It 
also discusses the ooncern for oost--effectiveness in transportation 

decisions and the emftlasis on transp:>rtation system management techniques. 

Chapter 9 highlights the concern for the revitalization of older urban 
centers and the growing need for energy conservation. It describes the 

expanding federal requirements on environmental quality and transportation 
for special groups. 

Olapter 10 describes the efforts to reverse federal intrusion into local 

decisions and scale back federal requirements. 
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Olapter 11 discusses the growing interest in involving the private sector 
in the provision of transp:,rtation services. 

Chapter 12 provides ooncluding remarks. 
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Oiapter 2 

FARLY BICDlAY FLANNIK; 

Need for Highwgy Planning 

In the early years of highway construction, the autaoobile had been 
regarded as a pleasure vehicle rather than an important means of 

transportation. Cbnsequently, highways consisted of comparatively short 
sections which were built frcm the cities into the countryside. During this 
period, urban roads were considered to be adequate, particularly in 
comparison to rural roads. Al though the concept of a continuous national 

system of highways was recognized in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1925, 
there were significant gaps in many important intercity routes. In 
addition, highway pavements were largely inadequate to carry major traffic 

loads. 

The need for a systematic approach to the planning of highways was 
recognized in the early 1930s as the rapid growth in autorrobile ownership 

and highway travel placed increasing demands on an inadequate highway 

system. It became clear that these growing problems necessitated the 
collection and analysis of information on highways and their use on a rrore 
comprehensive scale than had ever before been attempted. (Holmes and Lynch, 

1957) 

Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1934 

Beginning with the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1934, the Cbngress 
authorized that 1- 1/2 percent of the arrount aIJEX)rtioned to any state 
annually for construction could be used for surveys, plans, engineering, 
and econcmic analyses for future highway construction projects. The act 

created the cooperative arrangement between the U.S. Bureau of Public !bads 
(now the U.S. Federal Higiway Administration) and the state highway 
departments known as the statewide highway planning surveys. By 1940, all 

states were participating in this program. (Holmes and Lynch, 1957) 
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As an initial activity, these highway planning surveys included a canplete 

inventory and mapping of the highway system and its Eilysical 

characteristics. Traffic surveys were undertaken to determine the volumes 
of traffic by vehicle type, weight, and dimensions. Financial studies were 

made to determine the relationship of highway finances to other financial 
operations within each state, to assess the ability of the states to 
finance the oonstruction arrl operation of the highway system, and to 

indicate how to allocate highway taxes aroo~ the users. Many of the same 
types of activities are still being performed on a continuing basis by 

highway agencies. (Holmes, 1962) 

Toll &>ad stugy 

By the mid-1930s, there was considerable sentiment for a few long-distance, 
controlled-access highways connecting major cities. Advocates of such a 
highway system assumed that the public would be willing to finance much of 
its cost by tolls. The u.s. Bureau of Public R:>ads was requested by 

President Roosevelt in 1937 to study the idea, 

published the report, Toll Ppads and Free Roads. 
and two years later it 

(U.S. Cbngress, 1939) 

The study recommended the construction of a highway system to be comprised 
of direct, interregional highways with all necessary connections through 
and around cities. It concluded that this nationwide highway system could 
not be financed solely through tolls, even though certain sections could. 

It also recommended the creation of a Federal Land Authority empowered to 
acquire, hold, sell, and lease land. 'l'he report eJllIX}asized the problem of 

transportation within major cities and used the city of Baltinore as an 
example. (Holmes, 1973) 

Interregional Highway Report 

In April 1941, President Roosevelt api;:ointed the National Interregional 
Highway Ccmrnittee to investigate the need for a limited system of national 
highways to improve the facilities available for interregional 
transportation. '111e staff work was oone by the u.s. Public R:>ads 
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Administration, which was the name of the Bureau of Public :R::>ads at that 

time, and in 1944 the findings were published in the report, Interregional 
Highwa,ys. (U.S. Cbngress, 1944) A system of highways, designated as the 
"National System of Interstate and Defense Highways," was recornrrended and 
authorized in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944. However, it was not 

until the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 that any significant work on the 
system began. 

This study was unique in the annals of transportation planning and the 

implementation of its findings has had profound effects on American l i fe 
styles and industry. The study brought planners, engineers, and economists 
together with the highway officials responsible for implementing highway 
programs. The final route choices were influenced as much by strategic 
necessity and such factors as population density, concentrations of 
manufacturing activity, and agricultural production as by existing and 
future traffic. (Holmes, 1973) 

The importance of the system within cities was recognized, but it was not 
intended that these higl"Mays serve urban canmuter travel demands in the 
major cities. As stated in the re:E,X>rt, " ••• it is important, both locally 
and nationally, to recognize the reccmrended system ••• as that system and 
those routes which best and rrost directly join regi on to region and major 

city to major city." (U.S. Cbngress, 1944) 

The report recognized the need to coordinate with other nodes of 
transportation and for cooperation at all levels of government. It 

reiterated the need for a Federal Land Authority with the power of excess 
condemnation and similar authorities at the state level. 
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Chapter 3 

BmINNIN3S CF ORBAN TRANSPCRrATiai PLARl[R; 

Early urban Travel surveys 

f.k>st urban areas did not begin urban travel surveys until 1944. It was 
during that year the Federal-Aid Highway Act authorized the expenditure of 
fWlds on urban extensions of the federal-aid primary and secondary highway 
systems. Until that time, there was a lack of infoonation on urban travel 
which could be used for the planning of highway facilities. In fact, no 
comprehensive survey methods had been developed which could provide the 
required information. Because of the complex nature of urban street 
systems and the shifting of travel from route to route, traffic volumes 
were not a satisfactory guide to needed improvements. A study of the 
origins and destinations of trips and the basic factors affecting travel 
was needed. (Holmes and Lynch, 1957) 

The method developed to meet this need was the hane-:-interview origin-
destination survey. Household 
information on the mm1ber, purpose, 
trips made on a particular day. 
the planning of highway facilities, 

members were interviewed to obtain 
node, origin, and destination of all 
These urban travel surveys were used in 
particularly expressway systems, and in 

determining design features. The u.s. Bureau of Public R:>ads published the 

first, Manual of Procedures for Horne Interview Traffic Studies, in 1944. 
{U.S. Dept. of carrnerce, 1944) In that year the interviewing technique was 
used in Tulsa, Little Rock, New Orleans, Kansas City, MEmphis, Savannah, 
Oklahoma, and Lincoln. 

Other elements of the urban transp:,rtation planning process were also being 
developed and applied in pioneering traffic planning studies. New concepts 
and techniques were being generated and refined in such areas as traffic 
counting, higl'May inventories and classification, higl'May capacity, 
pavement condition studies, cost estimating and systen planning. The first 
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attempt to meld many of these elements into an urban transportation 

planning process was in the Cleveland Regional Area Traffic study in 1927, 

which was sponsored by the u.s. Bureau of Public ~ads. But, even in this 
study, traffic forecasting was a crude art using basically straight line 
projections. (Cron, 1975) 

In the Boston Transportation study, a rudimentary foan of the gravity nodel 
was applied to forecast traffic in 1926 but the technique was not used in 
other areas. In fact, the 1930s saw little advancement in the techniques 

of urban transportation planning. It was during this period that the 
methodology of higiMay needs and financial studies was developed and 

expanded. (U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1979a) 

By the 1940s, it was apparent that if certain relationships between land 
use and travel ex>uld be measured, these relationships could be used as a 
means to project future travel. It renained for the developnent of the 
computer, with its ability to process large masses of data fran these 

surveys, to peanit estimation of these relationships between travel, land 
use, and other factors. '!be first major test using this approach to 
develop future highway plans was during the early 1950s in San Juan, Puerto 
Riex>, and Detroit. (Silver and Stowers, 1964 and Detroit Metropolitan Area 
Traffic Study, 1955-6) 

Earl.Y Transit Planning 

During this period, transit planning was being carried out by operators as 
part of the regular activities of operating a transit system. Federal 

assistance was not available for planning or ex>nstruction and little 
federal interest existed in transit. In some urban areas, transit 

authorities were created to take over and operate the transit systan. The 
Cllicago Transit Authority was created in 1945, the Metropolitan Transit 
Authority in Boston in 1947, and the New York City Transit Authority in 

1955. 

12 



It was at this time that the san Francisco Bay area began planning for a 

regional rapid transit systen. In 1956, the Rapid Transit Corranission 
proposed a 123 mile system in a five-county area. As a result of this 
study, the Bay Area Transit District (BARl.D) was formed within the five 

counties. BAR'ID ccmpleted the planning for the transit systen and 
conducted preliminary engineering and financial studies. In November 
1962, the voters approved a bond issue to build a three-county, 75-rnile 
systen, totally with local funds. (Hornburger, 1967) 

Dawn of Ana,lyt.ical Methods 

Prior to the early 1950s, the results of early origin~stination studies 
were used primarily for describing existing travel patterns, usually in the 

form of trip origins and destinations and by 'desire lines," indicating 
schematically the major sp:1tial distribution of trips. Future urban travel 

volumes were developed by extending the past traffic growth rate into the 

future, merely an extrapolation technique. Sane transportation studies 
used no projections of any sort and emphasized only the alleviation of 
existing traffic problems. (U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1967b) 

Beginning in the early 1950s, new ideas and techniques were being rapidly 
generated for application in urban transportation planning. In 1950, the 

Highway Research Board published, Ibute Selection and Traffic Assignment 
(Crunp::>ell, 1950), which was a ccmpendium of correspondence sunmarizing 
practi ces in identifying traffic desire lines and linking origin

destination p:1i rs. By the rnid-1950s, Thomas Fratar at the Cleveland 
Transportation Study developed a computer method for distributing future 
origin-destination travel data using growth factors. In 1956, The Eno 

Foundation fo r Highway Traffic Control published, Highwey Traffic 
Estimation (Schmidt and carni;bel l, 1956), which oocurnented the state-of-the
art and highlighted the Fratar technique. 

During this period, the BPR sponsored a study on traffic generation at 

Columbia University whi ch was conducted by ~bert Mitchell and Chester 
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Rapkin. It was directed at improving the understanding of the relationship 

between travel and land use through E!tlpirical methods and included both 
persons and goods rovement. Mitchell and Rapkin state as a major premise 
of their study: 

"Despite the considerable arrount of attention given in various countries to 
rovernent between place of residence and place of work, the subject has not 

been given the special emphasis suggested here1 that is, to view trips 
between home and workplace as a "system of rovernent," changes in which may 

be related to land use change and to other changes in related systems of 
urban action or in the social structure". (Mitchell and Rapkin, 1954, Page 

65) 

They derronstrated an early understanding of many of the variables that 
effect travel patterns and behavior. For example: 

"systems of round trips from places of residence vary with the sex 

composition and age of the individuals of members of the household. The 
travel patterns of single individuals, young married couples, families with 

young children, and households consisting of aging persons all show marked 
differences in travel behavior". (page 70) 

They also anticipated the contribution of social sciences methods to the 

understanding of travel behavior: 

"However, inquiry into the rotivations of travel and their correspondence 
with both behavior and the actual events which are consequences of travel 
would make great contributions to understanding why this behavior occurs, 
and thus to increase the possibility of predicting behavior". (Page 54) 

They conclude with a framework for analyzing travel patterns which included 
developing analytical relationships for land use and travel and then 

forecasting them as the basis for designing future transportation 

requirements. 
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Breakthroughs in Analytical Technigues 

The first breakthrough in using an analytical technique for travel 
forecasting came in 1955 with the publication of a paper entitled, "A 

General 'lbeory of Traffic Movement" by Alan M. Voorhees. (Voorhees, 1955) 

Voorhees advanced the gravity rrodel as the means to link land use with 
urban traffic flows. Research had been proceeding for a number of years on 

a gravity theory for human interaction. Pre\Tiously, the gravity analogy 
had been applied by sociologists and geographers to explain population 

oovenents~ Voorhees used origin-destination survey data with driving ti.me 
as the measure of spatial separation and estimated the exponents for a 

three-trip purpose gravity rrodel. others conducting similar studies soon 

corroborated these results. (U.S. Dept. of C.Ornmerce, 1963a) 

Another breakthrough soon followed in the area of traffic assigranent. The 
primary difficulty in traffic assignment was evaluating the driver's choice 

of route between the origin and destination. F.arl cart,p::>ell of the Highway 

Iesearch Board proposed an "S" curve which related the percent usage of a 
particular facility to a travel-time ratio. A number of empirical studies 

were undertaken to evaluate the theory using diversion of traffic to new 
expressways fran arterial streets. Fran these studies, the American 

Association of state Highway Officials published a standard traffic 
diversion curve in, "A Basis for Estimating Traffic Diversion to New 
Highways in Urban Areas," in 1952. However, traffic assignment was still 
largely a mechanical process requiring judgment. (U.S. Dept. of Commerce, 
1964) 

Then, in 1957, two papers were presented which discussed a minimum 
impedance algorithm for networks. One was titled, "The Shortest Path 
Through a Maze," by F.dward F. f.k>ore, and the second was, "The Shortest 
R:>ute Problem," by George B. Danzig. With such an algorithm, travel could 

then be assigned to minimum time paths using newly developed computers. 
'!be staff of the Chicago Area Transportation study under Dr. J. Douglas 

car roll, Jr. finally developed and refined computer programs which allowed 
the assignment of traffic for the entire Chicago region. (U.S. Dept. of 

Corranerce, 1964) 
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National Conmittee on Urban Transportation 

While highway departments were placing major emphasis on arterial routes, 

city street oongestion was steadily worsening. It was in this atnosEilere 

that the Corranittee on Urban TransfX)rtation was created in 1954. Its 
purpose was, "to help cities do a better job of transfX)rtation planning 

through systenatic oollection of basic facts ••• to afford the public the 

best fX>ssible transportation at the least possible oost and aid in 

accomplishing desirable goals of urban renewal and soUll:l urban growth." 

The corrrnittee was corrposed of experts in a wide range of fields, 

representing federal, state and city governments, transit, and other 

interests. It developed a guidebook, Better Trans,wrtation for Your City 
(National c.ommittee, 1958), designed to help local officials establish an 

orderly program of urban transportation planning. It was supplemented by 

a series of 17 procedure manuals describing techniques for planning 

high-lay, transit and terminal improvements. The guidebook and manuals 

received national recognition. Even though the guidebook was primarily 

intended for the attention of local officials, it stressed the need for 

cooperative action, full oommunication between professionals and 

decisionmakers, and the develoµnent of transportation systems in keeping 

with the broad objectives of oommunity developnent. It provided, for the 
first time, fully documented procedures for systematic transportation 

planning. 

Housing Act of 1954 

An important oornerstone of the federal policy concerning urban planning 

was Section 701 of the Housing Act of 1954. The act deroc>nstrated 

oongressional ooncern with urban problems and recognition of the urban 

planning process as an appropriate approach to dealing with such problems. 

Section 701 authorized the provision of federal planning assistance to 

state planning agencies, cities, and other municipalities having a 

population of less than 50,000 persons, and after further ameoornents, to 

metropolitan and regional planning agencies. (Washington Center, 1970) 
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'!be intent of the act was to enoourage an orderly process of urban planning 

to address the problems associated with urban growth arrl the formulation of 
local plans and policies. The act indicated that planning should occur on 
a region-wide basis within the framework of oomprehensive planning. 

Pioneering Urban Transwrtation studies 

The developnents in analytical methodology began to be applied in 
pioneering urban transportation studies in the late 1940s and during the 
1950s. Before these studies, urban transportation planning was based on 
existing travel demands or on travel forecasts using uniform growth factors 
applied on an areawide basis. 

The san Juan, Puerto Rioo, transportation study begun in 1948, was one of 
the earliest to use a trip generation approach to forecast trips. Trip 
generation rates were developed for a series of land use categories 

stratified by general location, crude intensity measures and type of 
activity. These rates were applied, with sane m:xlifications, to the 
projected land use plan. (Silver and stowers, 1964) 

The Detroit Metropolitan Area Traffic study (DMATS) put together all the 
elenents of an urban transportation study for the first time. It was 
oonducted from 1953 to 1955 under Executive Director Dr. J. Douglas 
Carroll, Jr. The IX-iATS staff developed trip generation rates by land use 
category for each zone. Future trips were estimated fran a land use 
forecast. '!be trip distribution rrodel was a variant of the gravity IOOdel 

with airline distance as the factor to measure travel friction. Traffic 
assignment was carried out with speed and distance ratio curves. Much of 
the work was cbne by hand with the aid of tabulating machines for sane of 
the calculations. Benefit-oost ratios were used to evaluate the major 
elements of the expressway network. (Detroit Metropolitan Area Traffic 

study, 1955-1956, Silver and stowers, 1964; and Creighton, 1970) 

In 1955, the Olicago Area Transportation study (CATS) began W)jer the 

direction of Dr. J. Douglas Carroll, Jr. It set the standard for future 
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urban transportation studies. 'lbe lessons learned in Detroit were applied 

in Chicago with greater SOEXlistication. CATS used the basic six-step 
procedure pioneered in Detroit: data collection, forecasts, goal 
formulation, preparation of network proposals, testing proposals and 
evaluation· of proposals. Transportation networks were developed t o serve 
t ravel generat ed by projected land use patt erns. They were tested using 
systems analysis consi dering the e;fect of each facility on other 
facilities in the network. Networks were evaluated based on economic 
efficiency - the maximum anount of travel carried at the least cost. 
CATS used trip generation, trip distribution, nodal split and traffic 
assignment models for travel forecasting. A simple land use forecasting 
procedure was enployed to forecast future land use and activity p:1tterns. 
The CATS staff made major advances in the use of the computer in travel 
forecasting. (CATS, 1959-1962; Swerdloff and Stc,.,.,ers, 1966; and, Wells, 
et. al. 1970) 

Other transportation studies follc,.,.,ed including the Washington Area Traffic 
study in 1955, Baltim:>re Transportation study in 1957, the Pittsburgh Area 
Transportation Study (PATS) in 1958, the Hartford Area Traffic Study in 

1958, and the Penn-Jersey (PhiladelEX)ia) Transportation Study in 1959. All 
of these studies were transportation planning on a new scale. They were 
region-wide, multi~isciplinary undertakings involving large full time 
staffs. Urban transportation studies were carried out by ad hoc 
organizations with separate policy canmittees. They were not directly 
connected to any unit of government. Generally, these urban transportation 
studies were established for a limited time period with the objective of 
producing a plan and reporting on it. Such undertakings would have been 
impossible before the availability of canputers. (Creighton, 1970) 

The resulting plans were heavily oriented to regional highway networks 
based primarily on the criteria of ecx>nanic oosts and benefits. Transit 
was given secx>ndary consideration. 
traffic engineering improvements. 
regulatory or pricing approaches, 
1970) 

New facilities were evaluated against 
Little oonsideration was given to 

or new technologies. (Wells, et.al., 
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'lbese pioneering urban transportation studies set the oontent and tone for 

future studies. They provided the basis for the federal guidelines that 
were issued in the following decade. 

Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 

During this early period in the developnent of urban transf()rtation 

planning came the Federal-Aid Hig:t,,qay Act of 1956. 'lbe act launched the 

largest public works program yet ~ertaken; oonstruction of the National 

Interstate and Defense Hig:t,,qay System. 'lbe act was the culmination of two 

decades of studies and negotiation. As a result of the Interregional 
Highways report, O'.>ngress had acbpt.ed a National Systen of Interstate 
Highways not to exceed 40,000 miles in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944. 

However, roney was not authorized for construction of the system. Based on 

the recormnendations of the U.S. Bureau of Public Roads and the Deparbnent 

of Defense, a 37,700-mile system was acbpted in 1947. This network 

oonsisted primarily of the rost heavily traveled routes of the Federal-Aid 
Primary System. The remaining 2,300 miles were reserved for additional 

radials, bypass-loops, and circumferential routes in and adjacent to urban 

areas. Studies of urban area needs were made by the states with the 

cooperation and aid of city officials. The urban connections were formally 
designated in 1955. (U.S. Dept. of Cormnerce, 1957) 

Funds were appropriated by then but at very low levels; $25 million 

annually for 1952 and 1953 with a 50 percent federal share, and $175 

million annually for 1954 and beyond with a 60 percent federal share. To 

secure a significant increase in .funding, a major national lobbying effort 

was launched in 1952 by the Highway Users O:mference under the title, 

"Project Adequate loads." President Eisenhower appointed a national 

advisory committee ~er General Lucius o. Clay which produced a report, A 

Ten-Year National Highwey Program, in 1955. It recamiended building a 

37,000-rnile Interstate Systen using borxls to fund the $23 billion oost. 

(Kuehn, 1976) 
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Finally, with the Federal-Aid Higlway Act of 1956, construction of the 

National Systen of Interstate and Defense Highways shifted into high gear. 

'!be act increased the authorized systen extent to 41,000 miles. This 

systen was planned to link 90 percent of the cities with populations of 
50,000 or great er and many smaller cities and towns. '!be act also 

authorized the expenditure of $24.8 billion in 13 fiscal years fran 1957 to 
1969 at a 90 percent federal share. '!be act provided construction 

standards and maximum sizes and weights of vehicles that could operate on 
the system. The systen was to be carpleted by 1972. (Kuehn, 1976) 

The companion Highway Revenue Act of 1956 increased federal taxes on 

gasoline and other noter fuels and excise taxes on tires and established 

new taxes on retreaded tires and a weight tax on heavy trucks and buses. 
It created the Highway Trust Fund to receive the tax revenue which was 
dedicated solely for highway purposes. This provision broke with a long
standing congressional precedent not to eannark taxes for specific 

authorized purposes. (U.S. Dept. of Coolnerce, 1957) 

These acts have had a profound effect on urban areas. They established an 
assured funding source for highways, through user charges, at a time when 
federal funds were not available for mass transportation. They set a 90 
percent federal share which was far above the existing 50 percent share for 
other federal-aid highways. About 20 percent of the systen mileage was 

designated as urban to provide alternative interstate service into, through 

and around urban areas. These provisions daninated urban transportation 
planning for years to come and eventually caused the developnent of 
countervailing forces to balance the urban higl'way program. 

saganpre Cbnference on Highweys and Urban Develognent 

The availability of large arrounts of funds fran the 1956 acts brought 

irrmediate response to develop action programs. To encourage the 
cooperative develo:filleilt of highway plans and programs, a conference was 
held in 1958 in the saganore Center at Syracuse University. (saganore, 

1958) 
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The conference focused on the need to oonduct the planning of urban 
transportation, including public transportation, on a region-wide, 

canprehensive basis in a manner which supported the orderly developnent of 

the urban areas. The oonference report recognized that urban 

transportation plans should be evaluated through a grand acoounting of 
benefits and oosts which included both user and nonuser ~cts. 

The oonference recoornendations were endorsed and their implementation 

urged, but progress was slor.v. The larger urban areas were carrying out 

pioneering urban transportation studies, the nost noteworthy being the 

Olicago Area Transp:>rtation Study (CATS). But, few of the smaller urban 

areas had begun planning studies due to the lack of cap:ible staff to 

perform urban transp:>rtation planning. 

To enoourage smaller areas to begin planning efforts, the American 

Municipal Association, the American Association of State Highway Officials, 

and the National Association of county Officials jointly launched a program 
in early 1962 to describe and explain how to carry out urban transp:>rtation 

planning. This program was initially directed at urban areas under 250,000 

in population. (Holmes, 1973) 

Housing Act of 1961 

The first piece of federal legislation to deal explicitly with urban mass 

transportation was the Housing Act of 1961. This act was p:15sed largely as 

a result of the growing financial difficulties with oomrnuter rail 
services. The act inaugurated a small, low-interest loan program for 

acquisitions and capital improvements for mass transit systems and a 

denonstration program. (Washington center, 1970) 

The act also oontained a provision for making federal planning assistance 

available for "preparation of canprehensive urban transportation surveys, 

studies, and plans to aid in solving problems of traffic oongestion, 

facilitating the circulation of people and goods on metropolitan and other 
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urban areas and reducing transportation needs." 'Jlle act permitted federal 

aid to "facilitate oornprehensive planning for urban developnent, including 

ooordinated transportation systan.s, on a oontinuing basis." These 
provisions of the act ameooed the Section 701 planning program which was 

created by the Housing Act of 1954. 
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Cllapt.er 4 

meAN ~00 PLARm«i CilmS CF NZ 

Urban transportation planning came of age with the passage of the Federal
Aid Highway Act of 1962 which required that approval of any Federal-aid 
highway project in an urbanized areas of 50,000 or m:::>re in p::>pulation be 
based on a continuing, comprehensive urban transp::>rtation planning process 
carried out cooperatively by states and local governments. This was the 
first legislative mandate requiring planning as a condition to receive 
federal capital assistance funds. The Bureau of Public Roads (BPR) moved 
quickly to issue technical guidance interpreting the act's provisions. 

'lbrough the rnid~Os, urban transportation planning went through what sane 
have called its "golden age." M:>st urban areas were planning their 
regional highway systan and urban transportation planning methodology had 

been designed to address this issue. BPR carried out an extensive program 
of research, technical assistance and training to foster the aooption of 
this process and the new methodologies. 'lbese efforts oompletely 
transformed the manner in which urban transportation planning was 
{:Erformed. By the legislated deadline of July 1, 1965, all 224 then 
existing urbanized areas which fell under the 1962 Act had a urban 
transportation planning process underway. 

This was also a period in which there was early recognition of the need for 
a federal role in urban mass transportation. This role, however, was to 
ranain limited for a number of years to cane. 

Joint Re,port on Urban Mass Transportation 

In March 1962, a joint report on urban mass transportation was sutmitted to 
President Kennedy, at his request, by the Secretary of Omnerce and the 
Housing and Hane Finance Mninistrator. (U.S. Senate, 1962) This report 
integrated the objectives for highways and mass transit, which were 
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oanparatively independent up to that point but growing closer through 

oooperative activities. The report was in large part based on a study 
oanpleted in 1961 by the Institute for Public Administration (IPA) entitled 

Urban Transportation and Public Policy. 'llle IPA report strongly 
recarmended that urban transportation was a federal cxmcern and supported 
the need for transportation planning. 

The general thrust of the report to Cbngress, as it related to planning, 

can be stmnarized by the following excerpt fran the transmittal letter: 

"Transportation is one of the key factors in shaping our cities. As our 
carmunities increasingly undertake deliberate measures to guide their 

developnent and renewal, we must be sure that transportation planning and 
construction are integral parts of general developnent planning and 
programming. Q1e of our main reoommendations is that federal aid for urban 
transportation should be made available only when urban canmunities have 
prepared or are actively preparing up-to-date general plans for t he ent ire 
urban area which relate transportation plans to land-use and developnent 
plans. 

"The major objectives of urban transportation policy are the achievement of 
sound land-use patterns, the assurance of transportation facilities for all 
segments of the population, the improvE!Ilent of overall traffic fl<Yw, and 
the meeting of total transportation needs at minimum oost. Qtly a balanced 

transportation systE!Il can attain these goals - and in many urban areas 
this means an extensive mass transportation network fully integrated wi th 
the higlMay and street systE!Il. But mass transportati on in recent years 
experienced capital oonsumption rather than expansion. A cycle of fare 
increases and service cuts to offset loss of ridership followed by f urther 
declines in use points clearly to the need for a substantial oontribution 
of public funds to support needed mass transportation improvements. We 
therefore recarmend a new program of grants and loans for urban mass 

transportation." (U.S. Senate, 1962) 
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President Kenneqy's Trao.ewrtation Message 

In April 1962, President Kennedy delivered his first message to C.Ongress on 

the subject of transportation. Many of the ideas related to urban 

transportation in the message drew upon the previously mentioned joint 

report. 'llle President's message recognized the close relationship between 

the comrrunity develoµnent and the need to proi;erly balance the use of 
private autorrobiles and mass transportation to help share and serve urban 

--areas. It also recognized the need to pranote economic efficiency and 

livability of urban areas. It also recanmended continued close cooi;eration 

between the Department of Commerce and the Housing and Hane Finance 
Aaninistration (HHFA). (Washington Center, 1970) 

This transportation message oi;ened a new era in urban transportation and 

lead to passage of two lananark pieces of legislation: the Federal-Aid 

Highway Act of 1962 and the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964. 

Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1962 

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1962 was the first piece of federal 

legislation to mandate urban transportation planning as a condition for 

receiving federal funds in urbanized areas. It asserted that federal 

concern in urban transportation was to be integrated with land developnent 

and provided a major stimulus to urban transportation planning. Section 9 

of the act, which is now Section 134 of Title 23 states: 

"It is declared to be in the national interest to encourage and promote the 

develoµnent of transportation systems ertbracing various rrodes of transport 

in a manner that will serve the states and local communities efficiently 

and effectively." (U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1980a) 

This statement of policy directly followed from the recormnendations of the 

Sagarrore conference and President Kennedy's Transportation Message. 

Moreover, the section directed the Secretary to cooperate with the states: 
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" ••• in the developnent of long-range highway plans and programs which are 

properly coordinated with plans for improvements in other affected forms of 

transportation and which are formulated with due consideration to their 

probable effect on the future developnent of the urban area ••• " (U.S. Dept. 
of Transportation, 1980a) 

The last sentence of the section which required that urban highway 

construction projects be based ui;x>n a planning process, legislated the 

planning requirement: 

"After July 1, 1965, the Secretary shall not approve wxier section 105 of 
this title any programs for projects in any urban area of nore than fifty 

thousand population unless he finds that such projects are based on a 
continuing, comprehensive transportation planning process carried out 

cooperatively by states and local communities in conformance with the 
objectives stated in this section." (U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1980a) 

Two features of the act are particularly significant with respect to the 

organizational arrangements for carrying out the planning process. First, 

it called for a planning process in urban areas rather than cities, which 

set the scale at the metropolitan or regional level. second, it called for 

the process to be carried on cooperatively by the states and local 

corrrnunities. Because qualified planning agencies to rrount such a 

transi;x>rtation planning process were lacking in many urban areas, the 

Bureau of Public !bads (BPR) required the creation of planning agencies or 

organizational arrangements which would be capable of carrying out the 
required planning process. 'lhese planning organizations quickly came into 

being because of the growing nanentum of the highway program and the 

cooperative financing of the planning process by HHFA and the BPR. (Marple, 

1969) 

In addition, the act restricted the use of the 1-1/2 percent planning and 

research funds to only those purposes. If not used for planning and 

research, the state would lose the fums. Previously, a state could 

request that these funds be used instead for construction. This provision 

26 



created a permanent, assured funding source for planning and research 

activities. In addition, the act provided that a state could spend another 

1/2 percent at their option for planning and research activities. 

Hershey c»nference on urban Fr®\AYs 

In response to the growing concern about free,,ay construction in urban 
areas, the Hershey O:mference on Freeways in the Urban Setting was convened 

in June 1962. (Free,,ays, 1962) It ooncluded that, "Free,,ays cannot be 

planned independently of the areas through which they pass. '!be planning 
ooncept should extend to the entire sector of the city within the environs 
of the freeway." 'lbe oonference recamnendations reinforced the need to 
integrate highway planning and urban developnent. 

'!be findings reoognized that this planning should be d:::me as a team effort 

which draws upon the skills of engineers, architects, city planners, and 
other specialists. Freeway planning must integrate the freeway with its 

surroundings. When properly planned, free,,ays provide an oi;portunity to 
shape and structure the urban ccmnunity in a manner which meets the needs 
of the people who live, work, and travel in these areas. Further, the 

planning effort should be carried out in a manner which involves 
participation by the community. (Free,,ays, 1962) 

Inplementation of the 1962 Federal-Aid Higlrgy Act 

The Bureau of Public ~ads roved quickly to implement the planning 
requirements of the 1962 Federal-Aid Highway Act. Instructional Meroorandum 
50-2-63, published in March 1963 (U.S. Dept. of COmrnerce, 1963c) and later 

superseded by Policy and Procedure Memorandum 50-9 (U. s. Dept. of 
Transportation, 1967a), interpreted the act's provisions related to a 
"oontinuing, oanprehensive, and oooperative" (3C) planning process. 
"Cooperative" was defined to include not only cooperation between the 

federal, state and local levels of government but also anong the various 
agencies within the same level of government. "Continuing" referred to the 
need to periodically reevaluate and update a transportation plan. 
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"COOlprehensive" was defined to include the basic ten elements of a 3C 

planning process for which inventories and analyses were required: 

1. Eex>nanic factors affecting developnent 

2. Populati on 

3. Land use 
4. Transp::,rtation facilities including those for mass transp::,rtation 
5. Travel patterns 

6. Terminal and transfer facilities 

7. Traffic oontrol features 
8. Zoning ordinances, subdivision regulations, building codes, etc. 
9. Financial resources 

10. Social and community-value factors, such as preservation of op:?n 

space, parks and recreational facilities; preservation of historical 

sites and buildings; environnental amenities; and aesthetics. 

These manoranda and further refinements and expansions u:pon them covered 

all aspects for organizing and carrying out the 3C planning process. 

Through its Urban Planning Division, under Garland E. Marple, the BPR 

carried out a broad program to develop planning procedures and computer 
programs, write procedural manuals and guides, teach training rourses, and 

provide technical assistance. The effort was aimed at developing urbanized 
area planning organizations, standardizing, canputerizing and applying 

procedures largely created in the late 1950s, and disseminating knowledge 
of such procedures. 

The BPR defined the various steps in a 3C planning process. These steps 

had been pioneered by the urban transp::,rtation planning studies that were 

carried out during the 1950's. It was an empirical approach which required 
a substantial arrount of data and several years to canplete. The process 
ronsisted of: establishing an organization to carry out the planning 
process; developrent of local goals and objectives; surveys and inventories 

of existing con::litions and facilities; analyses of current ronditions and 
calibration of forecasting techniques; forecasting of future activity and 
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travel; evaluation of alternative transportation networks resulting in a 

recaranended transportation plan; staging of the transportation plan and 

identification of resources to implement it. '!be product of these 3C 

planning studies was generally an elaborate report(s) describing the 

procedures, analyses, alternatives and recarmended plans. 

To foster the acbption of these technical procedures, the BPR released a 
stream of procedural manuals that became the technical standards for many 

years to come: calibrating and Testing a Grayiti Model for~ Size Urban 
~, in July 1963; ca,Jibrating and Testing a Gravity fi:>del with a sma.11 
Conu;,uter, in O:tober 1963; Traffic Assignment Manual, in June 1964; 

Population Forecasting Methods, in June 1964; l?Ol?Ylation. Economic. and 
Land Use studies in urban Transportation Planning. in July 1964; Im 
Standard Land Use Cooing Manual, in January 1965; The &:>le of F,conornic 
Studies in Urban Transmrtation Planning. in August 1965; Traffic 
Assignment and Distribution for Snall Urban Areas. in Septett)er 1965, Modal 
Split- Documentation of Nine Methods for E.stirnating Transit Usage, in 

Decanber 1966; and Guidelines for Trip Generation AnaJ.¥sis. in June 1967. 

The BPR developed a two-week "Urban Transportation Planning Course" which 

was directed at practicing planners and engineers. It covered 

organizational issues and technical procedures for carrying out a 3C 
planning process as it had been oonceptualized by the BPR. 'lbe oourse used 

the BPR manuals as textbooks and supplemented then with lecture notes to 

keep the information current and oover material not in manual form. In 

addition, personnel from the BPR provided hands on technical assistance to 
state and local agencies in the applying these new procedures to their own 

areas. 

This effort to define the "3C planning process," to develop techniques for 
performing the technical activities, and to provide technical assistance 

completely transformed the manner in which urban transportation planning 

was performed. By the legislated deadline of July 1, 1965, all the 224 

existing urbanized areas which fell uooer the 1962 Act had an urban 

transportation planning process underway. (Holmes, 1973) 
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Conventional urban Travel Forecasting Process 

The 3C plaruu.119 process included four technical P1ases: collection of data, 
analysis of data, forecasts of activity and travel, and evaluation of 

alternatives. central to this approach was the urban travel forecasting 

process. (Figure 1) 'lbe process used mathematical rrodels which allowed the 

simulation and forecasting of current and future travel. This permitted the 
testing and evaluation of alternatives transportation networks. 

The four-step urban travel forecasting process consisted of trip 

generation, trip distribution, modal split and traffic assignment. These 

m:>dels were first calibrated to replicate existing travel using actual 

survey data. 'lbese rrodels were then used to forecast future travel. The 

forecasting process began with an estimate of the variables which determine 

travel patterns including the location and intensity of land use, social 

and econcmic characteristics of the population and and the type and extent 
of transportation facilities in the area. Next, these variables were used 

to estimate the nlJ'llber of trip origins and destinations in each subarea of 
a region (i.e. traffic analysis zone) usi ng a trip generation procedure. A 

trip distribution IOOdel was used to connect the trip ends into an origin
destination trip pattern. 'Ibis matrix of total vehicle trips was divided 

into highway and transit trips using a nodal split model. The matrices of 
hign,,ay and transit trips were assigned to routes on the higo,,ray and 

transit networks, respectively, by means of a traffic assignment nodel. 

(U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1977) 

In using these nodels to analyze future year transportation networks, 

forecasts of input variables were used for the year for which the networks 

being tested. Travel forecasts were then prepared for each transportation 

alternative to determine traffic volumes and levels of service. Usually 

only the rrodal split and traffic assi gnment rrodels were rerun for 

additional networks after a future year forecast had been made for the 

first network. But, occasionally, the trip distribution rrodel was also 

rerun. 
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Travel forecasting on a regionwide scale required a large computing 
capability. The first generation of oornputers had become available in the 
middle 1950's. 'Ihe BPR had taken advantage of them and adapted a telephone 
routing algorithm for traffic assignments purposes which would operate on 

the IBM 704 canputer. Additional programs to perform other functions. 'Ihe 
second generation of oornputers circa 1962 provided increased capabilities. 
'Ihe library of computer programs was rewritten for the IBM 709 computer and 

then the IBM 7090/94 system. 'Ihe BPR worked with the Bureau of standards 
in developing, modifying and testing these programs. Some programs were 

also developed for the IBM 1401 and 1620 oornputers. This effort was 
carried out over a mmlber of years and by 1967, the computer package 

oontained about 60 programs. (U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1977) 

This approach to travel forecasting, which later became known as the 
"oonventional urban travel forecasting process," came quickly into 

widespread use. 'Ihe procedures had been specifically tailored to the tasks 

of regionwide urban transportation planning and BPR provided substantial 

assistance and oversight in applying them. Moreover, there were no other 
procedures generally available and urban transportation study groups that 
chose not to use them had to develop their own procedures and computer 

programs. 

urban Mass Transp:;>rtation Act of 1964 

The first real effort to provide federal assistance for urban mass 
transportation developnent was the passage of the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964. The objective of the act, still in the spirit of President 
Kennedy's Transportation Message, was " ••• to enoourage the planning and 

establishment of areawide urban mass transportation systems needed for 
eronanical and desirable urban developnent." (U.S. Dept. of 

Transportation, 1979b) 

The act authorized federal capital grants for up to two-thirds of the net 
project oost of oonstruction, reronstruction, or acquisition of mass 
transportation facilities and equipnent. Net project oost was defined as 
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that portion of the total project oost that could not be financed readily 

fran transit revenues. However, the federal share was to be held to 50 
percent in those areas which had not canpleted their canprehensive planning 

process, that is, had not produced a plan. All federal funds had to be 

channeled through public agencies. Transit projects were to be initiated 

locally. 

A program o~ research, developnent, an:! deoonstrations was also authorized 

by the 1964 act. The objective of this program was to " ••• assist in the 

reduction of transportation needs, the improvement of mass transportation 

service, or the oontribution of such service toward meeting total urban 
transportation needs at minimum oost." (U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 

1979b) 

congress, however, did not authorize much money to carry out this 

legislation. N:>t more than $150 million per year was authorized under the 

1964 act and the actual appropriations fell short of even that arrount. 

(Snerk, 1968) 

Williamsburg Conference on Highwa.ys and urban peyelognent 

By 1965, there was ooncern that planning processes were not adequately 

evaluating social and community values. Few planning studies had developed 
goal-based evaluation methodologies. A seoond oonference on High.rays and 

Urban Developnent was held in Williamsburg, Virginia, to discuss this 

problem. (Higl'Mays and Urban Developnent, 1965) The oonference ooncluded 

that transportation must be directed toward raising urban standards and 
enhancing aggregate ccmnunity values. Transportation values such as 

safety, econcmy, and comfort are part of the total set of oommunity values 

and should be weighted appropriately. 

The oonference resolves highlighted the need to identify urban goals and 

objectives which should be used to evaluate urban transportation plans. It 

em:Etiasized that many values may not be quantifiable but, nonetheles~, 

33 



should not be ignored. 'lbe oonference also enoorsed the ooncept of making 

maximum use of existing transportation facilities through traffic 
management and land use oontrols. 
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Cllapter 5 

IMPIOlID ~ CXXR>INl\TICE 

As federal programs expanded in the provision of urban developnent and 

transportation facilities, intergovernmental coordination became rrore 
difficult and time-consuming. Several measures were taken develop 
mechanisms to alleviate this problem. exie result was to encourage broader, 
multifunctional planning agencies. 

Housing and urban Deyelognent Act of 1965 

The Housing and Urban Develo:pnent Act of 1965 created the Department of 
Housing and Urban Developnent (HUD) to better coordinate urban programs at 
the federal level. In addition, the act amended the Section 701 urban 
planning assistance program established under the Housing Act of 1954 by 

authorizing grants to be made to " ••• organizations coop:,sed of public 

officials whom he (the Secretary of HUD) finds to be representative of the 
political jurisdictions within a matropolitan area or urban region ••• " for 
the purposes of comprehensive planning. (Washington c.enter, 1970) 

This provision encouraged the formation of regional planning organizations 
controlled by elected rather than appointed officials. It gave inpetus to 
the formation of such organizations as councils of goverrunents (~s). It 
also encouraged local governments to cooperate in addressing their problems 

in a regional context. 

Department of Transwrtation Act of 1966 

In 1966, the Department of Transportation (IXYr) was created to coordinate 
transportation programs and to facilitate developnent and improvement of 
coordinated transportation sexvioe utilizing private enterprise to the 
maximum extent feasible. The Department of Transportation Act declared 
that the nation required fast, safe, efficient and oonvenient 

transportation at the lowest cost consistent with other national objectives 
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including the oonservation of natural resources. 001' was directed to 

provide leadership in the identification of transportation problems and 

solutions, stimulate new technological advances, encourage cooperation 
arrong all interested parties, and recorranerx:l national policies and programs 

to accomplish these objectives. 

Section 4(f) of the act required the preservation of natural areas. It 
prohibited the use of land by a transportation project fran a park, 

recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site unless 
there was no feasible and prudent alternative and the project was planned 

in such a manner to rnµ1imize harm to the area. This was the earliest 
statutory language directed at minimizing the negative effects of 

transportation oonstruction projects on the natural erwirorment. 

The oor Act, how'ever, left unclear the division of responsibility for urban 

mass transportation between oor and HUD. It took rrore than a year for oor 
and HUD to come to an agreement on their respective responsibilities. This 

agreement, known as Reorganization Plan No. 2, took effect in July 1968. 

Under it, oor assumed responsibility for mass transportation capital grant, 

technical studies, and managerial training grant programs subject to HUD 

certification of the planning requirements for capital grant applications. 

Research and develo:pnent (R & D) was divided up. oor assumed R &D 

responsibility for improving the operation of oonventional transit systems 

and HUD assumed R & D responsibility for urban transportation as it related 

to comprehensive planning. Joint responsibility was assigned for R & Don 

advanced technological systE!TIS. The Reorganization Plan also created the 

Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMI'A). (Miller, 1972) 

1966 Amendments to the urban Mass Transwrtation Act of 1964 

To fill several gaps in the 1964 Urban Mass Transportation Act, a number of 

amendments were passed in 1966. Cxle created the technical studies program, 

which provided federal assistance up to a two-thirds federal matching share 

for planning, engineering, and designing of urban mass transportation 

projects or other similar technical activities leading to application for a 

capital grant. 
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Another section authorized grants to be made for management training. A 

third autoorized a project to study and prepare a program of research for 
developing new systems of urban transportation. This section resulted in a 

report to Congress in 1968, Tonprrow's Transportation; New ~steJJ§ for the 
Urban Future (Cole, 1968), which recararended a long-range balanced program 
for research on hardware, planning, and operational inprovernents. It was 
this study that first brought to public attention many new systems such as 
dial-a-bus, personal rapid transit, dual rrode, pallet systems, and tracked 

air-cushioned vehicle systems. This study was the basis for numerous 
research efforts to develop and refine new urban transp:>rtation 
technologies which would improve on existing ones. 

Denpnstration Cities and Metropolitan peyelognent Act of 1966 

Section 204 of the Demonstration Cities and Metrop:>litan Developnent Act of 

1966 was significant in asserting federal interest in inproving the 

coordination of public facility construction projects to obtain maximum 
effectiveness of federal spending and to relate such projects to areawide 

. developnent plans. It required that all applications for the planning and 
construction of facilities be suanitted to an areawide planning agency for 

review and canrrent. The object of this section of the act was to encourage 
the coordination of planning and construction of :r;:oysical facilities in 
urban areas. Procedures to implement this act were issued by the Bureau of 
the Budget in Circular No. 82. In res?)nse to these review requirements, 

many urban areas established new planning agencies or reorganized existing 
agencies to include elected officials on their ?)licy boards. (Washington 
C.enter, 1970) 

Dartrrouth Conference on urban Deyelognent r,bdels 

Land use planning models were developed as an adjunct to trans?)rtation 
planning to provide forecasts of p:>pulation, employment and land use for 

transportation forecasting models. From the rnid-1950s, there was rapid 
developnent in the field stimulated by newly available computers and 
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advances in operations research and systems analysis. (Putman, 1979) 

Developnents were discussed at a saninar at the University of Pennsylvania 

in October 1964 which was d:>cumented in a special issue of the Journal of 
the American Institute of Planners. (Harris, 1965) 

By 1967, the Land Use Evaluation Carmittee of the Highway Research Board 
determined that there was need for another assessment of work in the field 
which was progressing in a uncoordinated fashion. A conference was held in 
Darb'nouth, New Hampshire, in June 1967 to identify the areas of research 

that were roost needed. (Hemiens, 1968) 

The conferees recommended that agencies sp:>nsor ing research on land use 
rrodels, generally the federal government, expand the capabilities of their 

in-house staff to handle these rrodels. They recommended steps to inprove 
data acquisition and handling. Further research on broader IOOdels which 

included social goals was recommeooed. Conferees recorranended that research 
on the behavioral aspects of the individual decision units be conducted. 

Concern was expressed about bridging the gap between rrodelers and 

decisionmakers. Professional standards for design, calibration and use of 
nodels was also encouraged. (Henrnens, 1968) 

'llle early optimism in the field faded as the land developnent models did 
not perform up to the expectations of researchers and decisionrnakers, 
particularly at the small area level. Modelers had underestimated the 
task of simulating complex urban Iilenanena. Many of these rrodeling 

efforts were performed by planning agencies which had to meet unreasonable 

time deadlines. (Putman, 1979) Models had become rrore complex with larger 
data requirenents as subrrodels were added to encanpass rrore aspects of the 
urban developnent process. They were too costly to construct and operate, 

and many still did not produce usable results. By the late 1960s land use 
IOOdeling activity in the U.S. entered a period of oormancy which continued 
until the rnid-1970s. 
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Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1968 

• 
The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1968 established the Traffic Operations 

Program to Improve capacity and Safety (TOPICS). It authorized $200 

million each for fiscal years 1970 and 1971. The federal matching share was 

set at 50 percent. The program was designed to reduce traffic oongestion 

and facilitate the flow of traffic in urban areas. Prior to the act, the 

Bureau of Public R:>ads had initiated TOPICS as an experimental program. 
Instructional Memorandum 21-7--67, which established guidelines for TOPICS, 

divided urban streets into two categories. Th:>se on the federal-aid 

Primary and Secondary systens were oonsidered Type 1. Other major streets 
were under Type 2. Quy traffic operations improvements were allowed on 

Type 2 systens. (Ga.kenheirner and Meyer, 1977) 

'I'ne TOPICS program grew out of a long history of the Bureau of Public 

R:>ads' efforts to expand the use of traffic engineering techniques. In 

1959, the BPR sponsored the Wisoonsin Avenue study to derronstrate the 

effectiveness of various traffic management methods when applied in a 

coordinated fashion. (U.S. Dept. of CCiranerce, 1962) 

TOPICS projects were to result from the 3C urban transp:,rtation planning 
process. By October 1969, there were 160 cities actively involved in 

TOPICS and another 96 cities in preliminary negotiations expected to result 

in active projects. Even so, the level of planning detail for TOPICS 

projects was not totally oornpatible with the regional scale of the planning 
process. (Gakenheirner and Meyer, 1977) 

The TOPICS program was reauthorized for fiscal years 1972 and 1973 at $100 

million per year. But, the Federal-Aid Higt"May Act of 1973 ended further 
authorizations and merged the TOPICS systens into the new federal-aid Urban 

system. TOPICS had accanplished its objective of increasing the acceptance 
of traffic engineering techniques as a means of improving the efficiency of 

the urban transportation system. It also played an important role in 

encouraging the ooncept of traffic management. {Gakenheimer and Meyer, 

1977) 
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In addition to launching the TOPICS program, the Federal-aid High\./ay Act of 

1968 incorporated several provisions designed to protect the enviroment 

and reduce the negative effects of higo,.,ay construction. 'Ibe Act repeated 
the requirsnent in Section 4(f) of the Department of Transp:>rtation Act of 
1966 on the preservation of public park and recreation lands, wildlife and 
waterfowl refuges, and historic sites to clarify that the provision applied 

to high\./ays. Moreover, the Act required public hearings on the econanic, 

social and ernriromiental effects of prop:>sed high\./ay projects and their 
consistency with local urban goals and objectives. 'Ibe act also 

established the high\./ay beautification program. In addition, a high\./ay 
relocation assistance program was authorized to provide payments to 
households and businesses displaced by construction projects. 
Additionally, a revolving fund for the advanced acquisition of right-of
way was established to minimize future dislocations due to high\./ay 

construction and reduce the cost of land and clearing it. Also, the Act 
authorized funds for a fringe parking demonstration program. 

Many of the provisions of the Act were early resp:>nses to the concern for 
environmental quality and for ameliorating the negative effects of high\./ay 

construction. 

Intergovernmental eooperatioo Act of 1968 

Section 204 of the Dem:>nstration Cities and Metropolitan Act was the 

forerunner of much rrore extensive legislation, adopted in 1968, designed to 
coordinate federal grant-in-aid programs at federal and state levels. 'Ille 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 required that federal agencies 
notify the governors or legislatures of the purpose and arrounts of any 
grants-in-aid to their states. The purpose of this tequiranent was to make 

it possible for states to plan rrore effectively ~or their overall 

developnent. (Washington Center, 1970) 
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"eontinuing" Urban TraI'lE!portation Planning 

By 1968, m:>st urbanized area had oornpleted or were well along in their 3C 
planning process. The Federal Highway Aaninistration turned its attention 
to the "continuing" aspect of the planning process. In May, Instructional 

Meirorandum (IM) 50-4-68, "Operations Plans for "Cbntinuing" Urban 
Transportation Planning" was issued. The IM required the preparation of an 
operations plan for oontinuing transportation planning in these areas. 'llle 

objective was to maintain the resp::,nsiveness of planning to the needs of 
local areas and to p::>tential changes. (U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1968) 

The operations plans were to address the various itens needed to perform 
oontinuing planning, including: the organizational structure; soope of 
activities and the agencies that were resp::>nsible; a description of the 
surveillance methodology to identify changes in land developnent and travel 

demand; a description of land use and travel forecasting procedures; and 

work remaining on the ten basic elerents of the 3C planning process. (U.S. 

Dept. of Transportation, 1968) 

Guidelines were provided identifying the five elements oonsidered essential 
for a continuing planning process. (Figure 2) 'llle "surveillance" element 

focused on monitoring changes in the area in developnent, soci~raphic 

characteristics and travel. "Reappraisal" dealt with three levels of 
rev'iew of the transp::>rtation forecasts and plan to determine if they are 

still valid. Every five years the plan and forecast were to be updated to 
retain a 20-year time horizon. '.Itae third element, "service," was to assist 

agencies in the implementation of the plan. 'llle "procedural developnent" 
element emphasized the need to UP3rade analysis techniques. Last was the 
publication of an "annual report" on these activities as a means of 
communicating with local officials and citizens. (U.S. Dept. of 

Transportation, 1968) 

Extensive training and technical assistance was provided by the F1lWA to 
shift urban transportation planning into a oontinuing rrode of operation. 
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Bureau of the Budget's Circular N;). A-95 

To implement the 1968 Intergovernmental Coo:peration Act, the Bureau of the 
Budget issued Circular No. A-95 in July 1969, which superseded Circular No. 

A-82. This circular required that the governor of each state designate a 

"clearinghouse" at the state level and for each metropolitan area. The 

function of these clearinghouses was to review and comment on projects 

proposed for federal-aid in tenns of their canpatibility with canprehensive 
plans and to coordinate anong agencies having plans and programs which 

might be affected by the projects. These clearinghouses had to be 

empowered urrler state or local laws to perform comprehensive plaruring in an 

area. (Washington Center, 1970) 

The circular established a project notification and review system (PNRS) 

which specified how the review and coordination process would be carried 
out and the anount of time for each step in the process. (Figure 3) The 

PNRS contained an "early warning" feature which required that a local 

applicant for a federal grant or loan notify the state and local 

clearinghouses at the time it decided to seek assistance. The 

clearinghouse had 30 days to indicate further interest in the project or to 

arrange to provide project coordination. This regulation was designed to 

alleviate the problem many review agencies had of learning of an 

application only after it had been prepared, and thereby having little 

opportunity to help shape it. (Washington Center, 1970) 

Circular No. A-95 provided a m::>st definitive federal statement of the 

process through which plaruring for urban areas should be accomplished. Its 

emphasis was not on substance but on .process and on the inter-goverrnnental 

linkages required to carry out the process. 

'!be various acts and regulations to improve intergovernmental program 

coordination accelerated the creation of broader multifunctional agencies. 
At the state level, 39 Departments of Transportation had been created by 

1977. r-t>st of the departments had multim::>dal plaruring, programming, and 
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coordinating ftmctions. At the local level, there was a growing trend for 
transportation planning to be performed by comprehensive planning agencies, 
generally those designated as the A-95 clearinghouse. (Advisory 

Olmmission, 1974) 
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~ NI> CITizm DMLVEMFJlr 

During the decade of the 60s, the growing concern for environmental quality 
had put considerable pressure on the planning process and its ability to 

adapt to change. Public attention became focused on the issues of air and 
water p:>llution; dislocation of homes and businesses; preservation of 

parkland, wildlife refuges and historic sites; and, the overall ecological 
balance in communities and their capacity to absorb disruption. r-k>reover, 
citizens were concerned that changes were being made to their ccmnunities 
without their views being considered. The federal role in these matters, 
which had begun modestly in previous years, broadened and deepened during 

this period. 

citizen Participation and the Two-Hearing Process for HighwQ.Ys 

Citizen reaction to higtr.vay projects usually was rrost vocal at public 

hearings. It became clear that citizens could not effectively contribute 
to a higtr.vay decision by the time the project had already been designed. 

Many of the concerns related to the basic issue of whether to build the 
higtr.vay project at all and the consideration of alternative modes of 

transp:>rtation. O)nsequently, in early 1969, the Federal Highway 
Mninistration (FHWA) revised Policy and Procedure Merrorandurn (PPM) 20-8, 

"Public Hearings and Location Approval." It established a two-hearing 
process for highway projects replacing the previous single hearing which 
occurred late in the project developnent process. 

The first "corridor public hearing" was to be held before the route 
location decision was made and was designed to afford citizens the 

opportunity to canrrent on the need for and location of the higtr.vay project. 
The second "highway design public hearing" was to focus on the specific 
location and design features. 'lhis PPM also required the oonsideration of 

social, econanic, and enviromiental effects prior to sutmission of a 
project for federal-aid. (U.S. Department of Transp:>rtation, 1976b) 
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It was recognized that even a two-hearing process did not provide adequate 

opportunity for citizen involvement azxl, worse, provided a difficult 
atm:>si:i)ere for dialogue. In late 1969, the basic guidelines for the 3C 
planning process were amended to require citizen participation in all 
plases of the planning process fran the setting of goals through the 

analysis of alternatives. Consequently" it became the responsibility of 
the planning agency to seek out public views. 

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 

'!'he federal goverrunent's ooncern for envirorunental issues dates back to the 
passage of the Air Quality Control Act of 1955 which directed the Surgeon 
General to cooouct research to abate air pollution. '.through a series of 
acts since that time, the federal government's involvement in enviromental 
matters broadened and deepened. 

In 1969, a singularly important piece of environmental legislation was 
passed, the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). 'Ibis act 
presented a significant departure from prior legislation in that it 
enunciated for the first time a broad national policy to prevent or 
eliminate damage to the enviroment. The act stated that it was national 
policy to "encourage productive and enjoyable harm:my between man and his 
environment." 

Federal agencies were rEquired under the act to use a systematic inter
disciplinary approach to the planning and decisionrnaking which affected the 
environment. It also rEquired that an envirormental inpact statement (EIS) 
be prepared for all legislation and major federal actions which would 
affect the environment significantly. The EIS was to c:x>ntain information 
on the environmental impacts of the proposed action, unavoidable impacts, 
alternatives to the action, the relationship between short-term am long
term impacts, and irretrievable camiitments of resources. '!be federal 
agency was to seek c:x>mnents on the action and its irrpacts from affected 

jurisdictions and make all information public. 
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'Ille act also created the Council on Environrnental Quality to implanent the 
policy and advise the President on envirormental matters. 

Environmental Quality Irrprovernent Act of 1970 

The Environmental Quality Improvement Act of 1970 was passed as a companion 
to the NEPA. It established the Office of Environmental Quality under the 
Council of Environmental Quality. The office was charged with assisting 
federal agencies in evaluating present and proposed programs, and with 
prcmoting research on the envirorrnent. 

These two acts dealing with the environment mark the first reversal in over 
a decade of the trend to decentralize decisiomaking to the state and local 

levels of government. It required the federal government to make the 
final determination on the trade-off between facility inprovements and 

environmental quality. Further, it created a canplicated and expensive 

process by requiring the preparation of an EIS and the seeking of comments 
from all concerned agencies. In this manner, the acts actually created a 

new planning process in parallel with the existing urban transportation 
planning process. 

Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970 

The Clean Air Act Amerrlrnents of 1970 reinforced the central position of the 
federal government to make final decisions affecting the environment. This 

act created the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and empowered it to 
set ambient air quality standards. Required reductions in new automobile 
emissions were also s~ified in the act. The act authorized EPA to 
require states to formulate implementation plans describing how they would 
achieve and maintain the arrbient air quality standards. In 1971, EPA 
promulgated national ambient air quality standards and proposed 

regulations on state implementation plans (SIPs) to meet these standards. 
(U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1975) 
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'!be preparation, sul:Jnission, and review of the SIPs occurred outside the 

traditional urban transportation planning process, and, in many instances, 

did not involve the planning agencies developing transportation plans. 
This problem became particularly difficult for urban areas that oould not 
meet the air quality standards even with new autorrobiles that met the air 

pollution emission standards. In these instances, transportation oontrol 

plans (TCPs) were required which oontained changes in urban transportation 
systems and their operation to effect the reduction in emissions. Rarely 

were these TCPs developed jointly with those agencies developing urban 
transportation plans. It took several years of dialogue between these air 
pollution and transportation planning agencies to mediate joint plans and 
policies for urban transportation and air quality. 

Another impact of the environmental legislation, particularly the Clean Air 
Act, was 
systems. 

the increased erq;:tlasis on short-term changes in transportation 
In that the deadline for meeting the ambient air quality 

standards was fairly short, EPA was primarily concerned with actions that 
could affect air quality in that tine frame. '!be actions precluded major 
construction and generally focused on low capital and traffic management 
measures. Up to that time, urban transportation planning had been focused 
on long-range (20 years or rrore) planning. (U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 

1975) 

Boston Transportation Planning Review 

The results of many urban transportation planning studies called for major 
exp:msions of the area's freeway system along with other highway 
improvements. Public transportation was often projected to have a minimal 
role in the area's future. In these urban transportation plans, many of 

the highway improvements were to be located in built up areas where they 
would cause major disruptions and dislocations. As public awareness to 
social and environnental concerns grew in many urban areas, so too did the 

opp:>sition to the transportation plans which contained recarmendations for 

major expansions of the higl'May systan. When faced with these 
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circumstances, urban areas were forced to re-evaluate their plans. The 

prototype for these re-evaluations was the Boston Transportation Planning 
Review. 

The long-range plan for the Boston region published in 1969 contained 
recaranendations for a canprehensive network of radial and circumferential 

highways and substantial improvements to the existing mass transp::>rtation 
system. Much of the freeway p::>rtion of the plan was included as part of 
the Interstate highway systen. Many of the recornmeooed higl7ways were 
contained in the earlier 1948 plan which was typical of urban 
transp::>rtation plans of this period. Opposition to the 1969 plan developed 

even before it was published, especially fran the affected canmunities. 
(Humphrey, 1974) 

Governor Francis Sargent ordered a ooratoriurn on major highway construction 
in February 1970 shortly after the Boston City Council had already done so. 
He announced a major re-evaluation of transportation p::>licy for the Boston 

area and created the Boston Transportation Planning Review (BTPR) as an 
independent entity reporting directly to the governor to address the area's 
transportation issues. 

The BTPR lasted about 18 oonths during which time nunerous transportation 

alternatives were identified and evaluated by an interdisciplinary team of 
professionals. The work was accomplished in an at:Iros[ilere of open and 
participatory interaction anl:)ng planners, citizens and elected officials. 
The BTPR lead to the decision made by the governor not to build additional 

freeways within the Boston core~ Instead, the major eni;:hasis was on a mix 
of arterials, special purpose higl7ways and major improvements in the mass 
transportation system. (HumIX')rey, 1974) 

There were several hallmarks of this new form of the urban transportation 
planning process termed by Alan Altshuler, who chaired the BTPR, the "open 
study.• First, arrl forenost, was the extensive involvement of 
professionals, citizens, interest groups and decisiomakers in all aspects 

of the restudy. Secom, transit options were evaluated on an equal footing 

with highway options. T'nird, the restudy focused on both the broader 
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regionwide scale and the finer carmunity level scale. Fourth, there was 

less reliance on computer models for analysis and a nore open atrnosµiere 

towards explaining the analytical methodology to the nontechnical 
participants. Fifth, the study used a wider range of evaluation criteria 
which accounted for nore social and environrrental factors. Sixth, 

decisionmakers were willing to step in and make decisions at points where 

the process had reached a stalenate. (Gakenheimer, 1976 and Allen 1985) 

The BTPR occurred at the height of the citizen participation ioovernent in a 
highly charged atnosµ,ere outside the mainstream of decisionmaking in 

Boston. Although it is unlikely that such a study will be repeated 
elsewhere in the same manner, the BTPR has left a permanent impact on urban 
tra11Sportation. The legacy of the BTPR has been to demonstrate a nore open 
form of planning and decisionmaking which had greater concern for social 

and environmental impacts and the opinions of those affected by 

transportation improvements. 
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Olapter 7 

~ CF l'llLTDUlM, meAH TRANSEam\TI~ ~ 

By the late 1960s, the urban transportation planning process was receiving 
criticism on a nlJ'llber of issues. It was criticized fo r inadequate 
treatment of social and environmental impacts. '!be planning process had 
still not become multinodal and was not adequately evaluating a wide-range 
of alternatives. Planning was focused alrrost exclusively on long-range 
time horizons; and the technical procedures to carry out planning were too 
cumberscxne, time-consllTling, and rigid to adapt to new issues quickly. 

During the 1970s actions were taken to address these criticisms. 
Legislation was passed that increased the capital funds available for mass 
transportation and to provide federal assistance for Oferating costs. 
Greater flexibility was fermitted in the use of sane highway funds 
including their use on transit projects. These provisions placed transit 
on a rrore equal footing with highways ex>nsiderably strengthened multinooal 
planning and implementation. 

urban Mass Transportation Assistance Act of 1970 

The Urban Mass Transportation Assistance Act of 1970 was another lan<::m1ark 
in federal financing for mass transportation. It provided the first long
term corranitment of federal funds. Until the passage of this act, federal 
funds for mass transportation had been limited. It was difficult to plan 
and inplernent a program of mass transportation projects over several years 
because of the uncertainty of future funding. 

The 1970 act implied a federal commitment for the expenditure of at least 
$10 billion over a 12-year feriod to fE!Imit confident and ex>ntinuing local 
planning and greater flexibility in program administration. 'lbe act 
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authorized $3.1 billion to finance urban mass transportation beginning in 

fiscal year 1971. It permitted the use of "contract authority" whereby the 

Secretary of Transportation was authorized to incur obligations on behalf 

of the united States with Cbngress pledged to appropriate the funds 
required to liquidate the obligations. 'ltlis provision allowed long-term 

commitments of funds to be made. 

This act also established a strong federal policy on transportation of 
elderly and handicapped persons : 

" ••• elderly and handicapped persons have the same right as other persons to 
utilize mass transportation facilities and services; that special efforts 

shall be made in the planning and design of mass transportati on facilities 

and services so that the availability to elderly and handicapped persons to 

mass transportation which they can effectively utilize will be assured •••• " 
(U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1979b} 

The act authorized that 2 percent of the capital grant and 1.5 percent of 

the research funds might be set aside and used to finance programs to aid 

elderly and handicapped persons. 

The act also added requi renents for public hearings on the economic, 

social, and enviromiental impacts of a proposed project and on its 

consistency with the canprehensive plan for the area. It also required an 

analysis of the environrrental impacts of the proposed project and for the 

Secretary of Transportation to determine that there was no feasible or 

prudent alternative to any adverse impact that might result. 

Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970 

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970 established the federal-aid Urban 

highway system. 'Ille system in each urban area was to be designed to serve 

major centers of activity and to serve local goals and objectives. R:>utes 
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on the system were to be selected by local officials and state departments 

cooperatively. This provision significantly increased the influence of 

local jurisdictions in urban highway decisions. '!be influence of local 

officials in urban areas was further strengthened by an amendment to 

Section 134 on urban transportation planning: 

"No highway project may be constructed in any urban area of 50,000 

population or rrore unless the responsible local officials of such urban 
area ••• have been consulted and their views considered with respect to the 

corridor, the location and the design of the project." (U.S. Dept. of 

Transportation, 1980a) 

Funds for the federal-aid Urban system were to be allocated to the states 

on the basis of total urban population within the state. The act also 

author ized the expenditure of highway funds on exclusive or preferential 

bus lanes and related facilities. This could only be d:me if the bus 

project reduced the need for additional highway construction or if no 

other highway project could provide the person-carrying capacity of the 

bus project. There hc.rl to be assurances, as well, that the transit 

operator would utilize the facility. An additional provision of the act 

authorized expenditures of highway funds on fringe and corridn parking 

facilities adjacent to the federal-aid Urban system which were designed in 

conjunction with public transportation services. 

This act also incorporated a number of requirements related to the 

envirornnent. Che required the issuance of guidelines for full 

consideration of eoonanic, social, and environmental impacts of hig™ay 
projects. A second related to the pranulgation of guidelines for assuring 
that highway projects were oonsistent with SIPs developed under the Clean 

Air Act. 

As a result of the 1970 highway and transit acts, projects for both rodes 
would have to meet similar criteria related to impact assessirent and public 
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hearings. 'llle higl"May act also increased the federal matching share to 70 
percent for all non-Interstate higIMays, making it canparable to the 
66-2/3 percent federal share for mass transportation capital projects. In 
addition, the higl"May act legally required cxmsistency between SIPs and 

urban higl"May plans. 

Mt, Pocono Conference on urban Transportation Planning 

In recognition of the widespread awareness that urban transportation 
planning had not kept p;lCe with changing coooitions, a conference on 
Organization for Cbntinuing Urban TransJ:X>rtation Planning was held at Mt. 

Pocono, Pennsylvania, in 1971. 'Ihe focus of this conference was on 
rnultirrodal transportation planning evolving fran the earlier conferences 
which focused on higm1ay planning and the sep;lration between planning and 

implementation. (Highway Research Board, 1973a) 

The conference recommended close coordination of planning efforts as a 
means of achieving orderly develoµrent of urban areas and relating the 
planning process more closely to decisiol'll\aking processes at all levels of 
government. It urged that urban planning be strengthened through state 
enabling legislation and oolstered ~ equitable local representation. 
Further, citizen p;lrticipation should occur continuously throughout the 
planning process but should not be considered as a substitute for 
decisionrnaking by elected officials. (Advisory Camlission, 1974) 

All comprehensive and functional planning, including rnultiroc>dal trans
J:X)rtation planning, should be integrated, including the environmental 
impact assessment process. The planning process should continually refine 
the long-range regional transJ:X)rtation plan at the sub-area scale and focus 
on a 5- to 15-year time frame so that planning would be more relevant to 
progranming and project implementation. TransJ:X)rtation planning should 
consider service levels consistent with local goals, aoo a wide range of 
alternatives should be evaluated. 'Ihe impact of changes in the 
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trans!:X)rtation system should be nonitored to improve future decisionrnaking 

and planning efforts. (Advisory Coounission, 1974) 

'llle conference re!:X)rt went on to urge that this nore inclusive kind of 
planning be SupfX)rted by flexible funding from the f ederal government. 

This was to be d::>ne to avoid a pref erence for any rrode so as to not 

unbalance specific urban transportation decisions contrary to local goals 

and priorities. The a:>nference also supported additional resources for 

planning, research and training. 

oor Initiatives Toward Planning Unification 

The U.S. Department of Transportation had been working for several years on 

integrating the individual modal planning programs. In 1971, oor 
established a trial program of internodal planning in the field. The 

overall objective of the program was to integrate the modal planning 

programs at the urban-area level rather than at the federal level. With 

the successful canpletion of the trial program, the ror implenented the 

program on a permanent basis by establishing intenrodal planning groups 

(IPGs) in each of the 10 ror regions. 'llle IPGs were charged with 
responsibility for obtaining and reviewing an annual unified work program 

for all trans!:X)rtation planning activities in an urban area; for obtaining 

agreement on a single recipient agency for areawide transportat ion pl anning 
grants in each urban area; and, for obtaining a short-term (3- to 5-year) 

transportation capital improvement program, updated annually, from each 

recipient agency. (U.S. Dept. of Trans!:X)rtation and U.S. Dept. of Housing 

and Urban Developnent, 1974) 

Also in 1971, a OOI' trans!:X)rtation planning committee was established to 

pronote a coordinated department-wide process for urban- area and statewide 

transportation planning and for unified furx:!ing of such planning. As a 

result of the efforts of the ccmnittee, a oor order was issued in 1973 

which rEqU.ired that all urbanized area sutmit annual unified work programs 
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for all transportation planning activities as a condition for receiving any 

oor planning funds. These work programs had to include all transportation

related planning activities, identification of the agency resp:>nsible for 
each activity, and the proposed funding sources. The work programs were 
used to rationalize planning activities and joint fW'lding under the ror 
planning assistance programs. (U. S. Dept. of Transp:>rtation and u.s. Dept. 

of Housing and Urban Developnent, 1974) 

Process Guidelines for Highway Projects 

'l"ne Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970 required that guidelines be issued to 
assure that possible adverse econanic, social, and envirormental effects be 

considered in developing highway projects and that decisions on these 
projects be made in the best overall public interest. Initially, 

guidelines were developed specifying requirements and procedures for 
evaluating the effects in each of the impact areas. These guidelines were 
presented and discussed at a Highway Research Board Workshop during July 
1971 in Washington, D.C. 'l"ne primary conclusion of the workshop was that 

full consideration of adverse impacts and of decisions in the best overall 
public interest could not be assured by extensive technical standards. It 
would depend uJ;X)n the attitudes, capabilities, organization, and procedures 
of the highway agencies resp:>nsible for developing the projects. (U.S. 

Congress, 1972) 

Based on the workshop reoorranendations and other comrrents, the E!filIX)asis of 
the guidelines was shifted to the process used in developing highway 

projects. In Septenber 1972 FHWA issued PPM 90-4, "Process Guidelines 

(Economic, Social, and Enviroranental Effects of Highway Projects)." These 
guidelines required each state to prepare an Action Plan spelling out the 

organizational arrangement, the assigranent of responsibilities, and the 

procedures to be followed in developing projects in conformance with the 
law. 'l"ne Action Plan had to address the process for the identification of 
social, econanic, and envirormental i.Irq)acts, considerations of alternative 
courses of action, use of a systanatic interdisciplinary approach, and the 
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involvement of other agencies and the public. Flexibility was provided to 

the States to develop procedures which were adjusted to their own needs and 

oonditions. 

The use of process guidelines was a further evolution in the manner in · 
which highway projects were developed. 'lhe staffs of highway agencies were 

exposed to the views of other agencies and the public. Professionals with 
skills in the social and envirorunental areas were brought into the process. 

Gradually, the project developnent process became roore open and embraced a 
broader range of criteria in reaching decisions. 

Williamsburg Conference on Urban Travel Forecasting 

By the latter part of the 1960s, use of the oonventional urban travel 

forecasting procedures pioneered in the late 1950s and early 1960s was wide 
spread but criticism of them was growing. Critics argued that 
oonventional procedures were time-consuming and expensive to operate and 

required too much data. 'lhe procedures had been designed for long-range 

planning of major facilities and were not suitable for evaluation of the 
wider range of options which were of interest; such as, low-capital 
options, dernand-resp:,nsive systems, pr1c1ng alternatives and vehicle 
restraint schemes. Policy issues and options had changed, but travel 
demand forecasting techniques had not. 

These issues were addressed at a oonference on Urban Travel Demand 

Forecasting held at Williamsburg, Virginia, in December 1972, sp:,nsored by 

the Highway Research Board and the U.S. Department of Transp:,rtation. '!be 
oonference ooncluded that there was a need for travel forecasting 
procedures that were sensitive to the wide range of policy issues and 

alternatives to be oonsidered, quicker and less oostly than oonventional 
methods, ioore informative and useful to decisiormakers, and in a form that 

nontechnical people oould w)jerstand. Further, that inprovements in 
methooology were urgently needed. And, that significant improvements in 
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capabilities could be achieved within three years based on the results of 
available research. (Brand and Manheim, 1973) 

The oonfer~nce recamnended several simultaneous paths to improve travel 
forecasting capabilities. First, was to uwrade existing methodology with 
the results of recent research. second, was to pilot test emerging 
procedures in several urban areas. Third, was research to inprove the 
understanding of travel behavior including before-after studies, cxmsurner 
theory, psychological theory and location behavior. Fourth, research was 

needed to transform the results of travel behavior research into practical 
forecasting techniques. Fifth, that a two-way dissanination program was 
necessary to get new methods into the field and for the results of these 
applications to flow back to the researchers to improve the methods. 
(Brand and Manheim, 1973) 

The conferees were optimistic that the 
behavioral methods was soon to be at hand. 

conversion to new improved 
They did recognize that a 

substantial aroount of research was going to be necessary. The Williamsburg 
conference did in fact launch a decade of extensive research and activity 
in disaggregate urban travel demand forecasting. 

Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 

'lbe Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 contained two provisions which 
increased the flexibility in the use of highway funds for urban mass 
transportation in the spirit of the Mt. Fbcono conference. First, federal.
aid Urban system funds were to be used for capital expenditures on urban 
mass transportation projects. This provision took effect gradually, but 
was unrestricted starting in Fiscal Year 1976. Second, funds for 
Interstate highway projects could be relinguished and replaced by an 
equivalent aroount fran the general fund and s:i;ent on mass transportation 
projects in a particular state. The relinquished funds reverted back to 

the Highway Trust Fund. 
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'!his opening up of the Highway Trust Fund for urban mass transportation was 

a significant breakthrough sought for many years by transit supporters. 

'nlese changes provided canpletely new avenues of federal assistance for 
funding urban mass transportation. 

The 1973 act had other provisions related to urban mass transportation. 
First, it raised the federal matching share for urban mass transportation 

capital projects from 66-2/ 3 percent to 80 percent, except for Urban system 
substitutions, which remain at 70 percent. Seoond, it raised the level of 
funds under the lMI'A capital grant program by $3 billion, t o $6.1 bill ion. 
Third, it permitted expenditure of highway funds for bus-related public 

transportation facilities, including fringe parking on all federal-aid 
highway systens. 

The act called for realigning all federal-aid systens based on functional 

usage. It authorized expenditures on the new federal-aid Urban system and 
rrodified several provisions related to it. "Urban" was defined as any area 

of 5,000 or rrore in population. Apportioned funds for the system were 

earmarked for urban areas of 200,000 or more population. l'-bst important, 
it changed the relationship between the state and local officials in 
designating routes for the system. It authorized local officials in 
urbanized areas to choose routes with the ooncurrence of state highway 
departments. (Parker, 1977) 

Two additional provisions related directly to planning. For the first tirre 
urban transportation planning was funded separately. Q1e-half of 1 percent 
of all federal-aid funds were designated for this purpose and apportioned 
to the states on the basis of urbanized area population. These funds were 
to be made available to the metropolitan planning organizations (Mros) 
responsible for canprehensive transportation planning in urban areas. 

The 1973 Federal-Aid Highway Act took a significant step toward integrating 
and balancing the highway and mass transportation programs. It also 

increased the role of local officials in the selection of urban highway 
projects and broadened the soope of transportation planning by Mros. 
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1972 and 1974 National Transi;:ortation Studies 

Although urban transportation planning had been legislatively re:;1uired for 
over a decade, the results had not been used in the developnent of national 

transp:>rtation policy. Beyooo that, a oornposite national picture of these 
urban transportation plans did not exist even though they were the basis 

for capital expenditure decisions by the federal government. In the early 

1970s, the Department of Transportation oonducted two national 
transp:>rtation studies to inventory and assess the current and plannoo 
transportation system as viewed by the states and urban areas. 

The two studies differed in their emphasis. The 1972 National 
Transportation study obtained information on the existing transportation 

system as of 1970, the t ransp:>rtation needs for the 1970-1990 period, and 

short-range (1974-1978) and long-range {1979-1990) capital improvement 

programs under three federal funding assumptions. {U.S. Dept. of 
Trans:i;x:>rtation, 1972b). '.!he study showed that the total transportation 

needs of the states and urban areas exceeded the financial resources of the 
nation to implement them and discussed the use of low-capital alternatives 

to improve the productivity of the existing transportation system, 
particularly in urban areas. 

The 1974 National Transportation Study related zrore closely to the On:Joing 

urban transportation planning processes. (U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 
1975) It obtained information on the 1972 inventories, long-range plans 
(1972-1990), and short-range programs (1972-1980) for the transp:>rtation 
system in a zrore oornprehensive manner than did the 1972 study. The 
transportation system for all three periods was described in terms of the 
supply of facilities, equipnent, aoo services, travel demand, system 

performance, social and environmental impacts, and capital and operating 
oosts. Information on low-capital alternatives and new technological 
systems was also included. The 1972-1980 program was based on a forecast 
of federal funds that oould reasonably be expected to be available and an 
estimate of state and local funds for the period. {Weiner, 1974) 'lllis 

study again deroonstrated that the long-range plans were overly anbitious 
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in terms of the financial resources that might be available for 

transportation. Further, it showed that even after the expenditure of 
vast arrounts of rroney for urban transportation, urban transportation 
syst~ would differ little in character in the foreseeable future. 
(Weiner, 1975b) 

The National Transportation Study process introduced the concept of tying 
state and urban transportation planning into national transportation 
planning and policy formulation. It stressed multinooal analysis, 
assessment of a wide range of measures of the transportation system, 
realistic budget limitations on plans and programs, anj increasing the 

productivity of the existing transportation system. Although these 
concepts were not new, the National Transportation studies marked the first 
time that they had been incorporated into such a vast national planning 
effort. (Weiner, 1976) 

National Mass Tr~portation Assistance Act of 1974 

'!be National Mass Transportation Assistance Act of 1974 authorized for the 
first time the use of federal funds for transit operating assistance. It 

thereby continued the trend to broaden the use of federal urban 
transp:>rtation funds and provide state and local officials rrore 

flexibility. 'Ibis act was the culmination of a major lobbying effort by 
the transit industry and urban interests to secure federal operating 
assistance for transit. 

The act authorized $11.8 billion over a 6-year period. Al.rrost $4 billion 
was to be allocated to urban areas by a formula based on population and 

population density. The funds could be used for either capital projects or 
operating assistance. '!be funds for areas over 200,000 in population were 
attributable to those areas. The fuoos were to be distributed to 
"designated recipients" jointly agreed to by the governor, local elected 

officials and publicly-owned operators of mass transportation services. 
For areas under 200,000 in p:>pulation, the governor was designated to 

allocate the funds. Of the ranaining $7.8 billion, $7.3 billion was made 
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available for capital assistance at the discretion of the Secretary of 

Transp:>rtation and the ranainder was for rural mass transp:>rtation. Funds 

used for capital projects were to have an 80 percent federal matching 

share. Operating assistance was to be matched 50 percent by the federal 

government (U.S. Dept. of Transportation 1976) 

Section lOS(g) of the act required applicants for transit projects to meet 

the same planning statute as Section 134 of the highway act. Finally, 

highway and transit projects were subject to the same long-range planning 
requirement. Although many urbanized areas already had a joint. highway/ 

transit planning process, this section formalized the requiranent for 

multimodal transportation planning. 

The act also required transit systans to charge elderly and handicapped 

persons fares which were half regular fares when they traveled in off-peak 

hours. This was a further condition to receiving federal funds. 

'llle act created a new Section 15 which required the Department of Trans

portation to establish a data reporting system for financial and operating 

information and a uniform systan of accounts and records. After July 1978, 

no grant could be made to any applicant unless they were reporting data 
under both systans. 

PIANPAC and l;Jl'PS Batteries of CQmputer Programs 

'llle computer programs developed and maintained by BPR during the 1960s 

were essential to most urban transp:>rtation planning studies who generally 

did not have the time and resources to develop their own programs. 'llle 

battery had been written for most part by the U.S. Bureau of standards and 

cx:msisted of 60 single purp:>se canputer programs. Towards the end of the 
decade of the sixties, new batteries of computer programs were being 

developed for transportation planning for the recently introduced third 

generation of computers, the IBM 360. (U.S. Dept. of Transp:>rtation, 1977) 

The highway planning package, known as PLANPAC, was rewritten to take 

advantage of the new capabilities of these rornput.ers. Most highway 
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agencies were acquiring IBM 360s for their own canputer installations and 

would soon be able to use the new computers. PIANPAC included ccrnputer 
programs to analyze survey data, develop and apply trip generation 

relationships, calibrate and apply trip distribution rrodels, perform 

traffic assignment, evaluate networks, for plotting and utility programs to 
handle data sets. (U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1977) 

New programs continued to be written and added to PLANPAC. In 1974, FHWA 

completed a reorientation of the package. Many of the programs in PLANPAC 
which were not associated with the traditional four-step urban travel 

forecasting process were shifted to BACKPAC. These included computer 
programs for traffic signal optimization, parking studies, highway capacity 
analysis, carpool matching, micro traffic analysis, land use forecasting 
and freeway manageirent. T'nis resulted in 59 programs being retained in 

PLANPAC and 244 programs being included in BACKPAC. 

A battery of ccmputer programs for transit system planning was also 

developed during the mid-sixties by the U.S. Deparbnent of Housing and 

Urban Developnent which aaninistered the federal transit program at that 

tine. The battery was first written for the IBM 7090/94 computers and 
consisted of 11 multi-purpose programs. About 1973, UMI'A assumed 
responsibility for the HUD transit planning package and released an 

enhanced version for the IBM 360 as the UMI'A Transportation Planning System 
(urPS). The programs were designed for network analysis, travel demand 

estimation, sketch planning and data manipulation. 'Ihe programs were 
compatible and corranunicated through a comITOn data ~e. 

In 1976, FHWA decided not to perform any further developnents for PLANPAC 

but instead join with mrrA to sui;.port the Ul'PS package whose name was 
changed ·to Urban Transportation Planning System. Fll'U\ did make a 

corranitment to maintain and support PIANPAC as long as users needed it. '!be 
first release of the UMI'A/FHWA multiIOOdal tJrPS was in 1976. A 1979/80 

release provided additional capabilities and contained 20 programs. 
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'lbe developnent and support of cooputer progr~ by Fil'lA and tMl'A 

substantially assisted urban transportation planning studies in performing 
their various analytical and planning functions. 'lbese cooputer batteries 
facilitated the use of conventional. planning techniques and furthered this 

' 
style of urban trans:EX)rtation planning. 
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~CE 'IO SIIRl'-'Dal ~ 

As planning for the Interstate Higl'May System was being canpleted, 
attention turned to increasing the productivity and efficiency of existing 

facilities. In planning for new major regional transportation facilities, 
many urban areas had neglected maintaining and uwrading other facilities. 
H~ever, envirorurental concerns, the difficulty of building innercity 
freeways, renewed interest in urban mass transit and the energy crisis 

gave added impetus to the focus on 100re immediate problens. Signs were 
becoming evident of the changing emi;tiasis to shorter-term time horizons 
and the corridor level in transportation planning. Gradually, planning 
shifted to maximizing the use of the existing system with a minimum of new 
construction. Further, the oonnection was strengthened between long-term 
planning and the programning of projects. (Weiner, 1982) 

Arab Oil E)lt)argo 

In October 1973, the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) 
embargoed oil shipnents to the United states and in doing so, began a new 
era in transp:>rtation planning. The importance of oil was so parairount to 

the econo11!f and, in p:1rticular, the transp:,rtation sector that oil 
shortages and price increases gradually became one of the major issues in 
transportation planning. 

The irrrnediate reaction to the oil . embargo was to address the specific 
emergency. President Nixon signed the Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act 
of 1973 in November of that year which established an official government 
allocation plan for gasoline and hane heating fuel. It regulated the 
distribution of refined petroleum products by freezing the supplier
purchaser relationships and specifying a set of priority users. 'I'tle act 
also established price controls on petroleum. It gave the President 
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authority to set petrolelml prices, not to exceed $7.66 a barrel. 'l'tlis 
authority was to terminate on September 30, 1981. 

'lbe .Emergency Higl'May Energy Cbnservation Act, signed on January 2, 1974, 

established a national 55 miles per hour speed limit to reduce gasoline 
oonsumption. It was extended indefinitely on January 4, 1975. (U.S. Dept. 

of Transportation, 1979c) It also provided that Federal-aid highway funds 
could be used for ridesharing dem:mstrating programs. 

As the inmediate crisis abated, the focus shifted to longer-term actions 
and policies to reduce the nation's dependence on oil, especially imported 

oil. The Energy P:>licy and Conservation Act of 1975 was passed by O:mgress 
to ensure that autanobile gasoline oonsumption would be reduced to the 
lowest. level possible and to pranote energy conservation plans. As 

directed, the u.s. Depar'bnent of Transportation through the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Achninistration (NEn'SI'\) pranulgated regulations which 
required the corporate average fuel econOJT¥ (CAFE) to be raised from 18.0 
miles per gallon in 1978 to 27.5 in 1985 and beyooo. (U.S. Dept. of 
Transportation, 1979c) 

Reaction to the energy crisis of 1973-1974 evolved slowly at the local 
level as information and analysis tools gradually appeared. r-t:>st local 

planning agencies knew little about energy consllllption and conservation and 
needed to learn about this new issue which had been thrust upon them. It 
was not until the second crisis in 1979 with fuel shortages and sharply 
increasing prices that energy issues were thoroughly integrated into urban 

transportation planning. 

Joint Highwc\Y-Transit Planning Regulations 

UMTA and FHWA had worked for several years on joint regulations to guide 

urban transportation planning. Final regulations were issued to take 
effect in October 1975. 'Ibey superseded all previous guidelines, policies, 
and regulations issued on urban transportation planning by tMI'A and F'm'lA. 
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The regulations provided for the .joint designation of MPOs to carry out 
planning and required agreanents on the division of responsibility where 
the MPOs and A-95 agencies were different. A rnultiyear prospectus and 

annual unified work program had to be subnitted specifying all 

transportation-related planning activities for an urban area as a condition 
for receiving federal planning funds. (See Figure 4) 

The urban transportation planning process was required to produce a long
range transp::>rtation plan, which had to be reviewed annually to confirm its 

validity. The transportation plan had to cxmtain a long- range elenent and 
a shorter-range "transportation systems managenent elenent" (TSME) for 

improving the operation of existing transportation systems without new 
facilities. 

A rnultiyear "transportation improvement program" (TIP) also had to be 

develoi;:,ed consistent with the transportation plan. The TIP had to include 

all highway and transit projects to be implemented within the corning five 
years. It, thereby, became the linkage between the planning and programming 

of urban transportation projects. It also brought together all highway and 

transit projects into a single document that could be reviewed and approved 
by decisionmakers. The TIP had to contain an "annual element" which would 
be the basis for the federal funding decisions on projects for the caning 

year. 

The regulations provided for a joint annual certification of the planning 

process. This certification was required as a condition for receiving 
federal funds for projects. The regulations incorporated previously 
legislated requirements related to social, ecxmanic, and environmental 
impact analysis, air quality planning, and the elderly and handicapped. 

'lbese joint regulations applied to all urban higl'May and transit programs 

including those for transit operating assistance. They represented the 
roost important action up to that time to bring about rnultimodal urban 
transportation planning and progranming of projects. They changed the 
enq;tlasis from long-term planning to shorter range transportation system 
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rnanagerrent, and provided a stronger linkage between planning and 

programming. These regulations were another turning point in the evolution 
of urban transportation planning which set the tone for the next several 

years. 

Office of Technology Assessment's Re_port on Automated GuidcmlY Transit 

By the time the report Torrorrow's Tran,sg:,rtation; New ~tern,s for the 
Urban Future (Cole, 1968) was published in 1968, lMl'A barely had a research 
program in the area of new urban transit technologies. A small grant had 

been made for developnent of Westinghouse's Transit Expressway and several 
new system feasibility studies were begun in 1967. By 1970, decisions had 
been reached to proceed with funding of three major autCJnated guideway 
transit (AGT) daronstration projects - the Transpo 72 exhibition and two 

other deroonstrations. (U.S. Congress, 1975) 

Transpo 72 was held at the Dulles International Airport near Washington, 

D.C. in the spring of 1972. Four companies built and operated prototype 
NJr systems for public daronstration. In 1971, ur-rrA awarded a grant to the 

Vought Corporation to build a group rapid transit (GRI') systen, Airtrans, 
as the internal circulation system for the Dallas-Ft. Worth Airport. 

Service began in 1974. The third GRT delronstration connected three 
separate campuses of West Virginia University at M:>rgantown. 
Aerospace Company became the manager of the project which was 

based on a proposal by Alden Self-Transit 5'ysterns Corporation. 

Boeing 

largely 
Public 

service began in October 1975. The systen was expanded with an UM1'A grant 
and operations began in July 1979. {U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1983b) 

By the end of 1975, another 18 systerns were in operation or under 
construction. 'Ibey were all simple shuttle loop transit (SLT) systems at 

airports, amuserrent parks and shopping centers. All were ftmded with 
private funds. (U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1983b) 
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In Septanber 1974, the U.S. Senate Transportation Appropriations c.armittee 
directed the Congressional Office of Technology Assessment (OTA) to assess 
the potential. for autanated guideway transit systems. 'llle report, produced 
in June 1975, was a comprehensive assessnent of 1Cr systerns and contained 
five reports fran panels of specialists. CNeral.l, the report concluded 
that the $95 million spent on 1Cr research and develo:pnent up to that time 
by tMI'A had not produced the direct results expected in the form of fully 
developed systans in an urban setting. OTA went further in concluding 
that insufficient funding was directed at new systems research and that 
the program needed restructuring with a clarification of objectives. 
(U.S. 0:>ngress, 1975) 

The OTA found that SLT systems were pranising for specialized urban 
transportation problems. With regard to the more sophisticated GRT 
systems, OTA found that a m1nber of cities had shown interest, but there 
were serious technical problerns. As to the small vehicle personal rapid 
transit (PRT) systems, only preliminary studies were recornmerrled A major 
conclusion was that the program entFhasized hardware developnent, but 
further research was needed on social, econcmic and emriromiental irrpacts. 
Also UMI'A had not developed a mechanism for qualifying new technological 
systerns for capital grants. (U.S. Congress, 1975) 

In response to the study, t.Jt,ll'A launched the NJr Socio-Econanic Research 

Program in 1976. It consisted of assessments of existing NJr 

installations, studies of capital and operating costs, travel market 
analyses, and an assessment of AGr technology compared to other 
alternatives in urban area application. {U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 
1983b) 

A review of local planning studies coooucted under this program found that 
more than 20 cities had cxmsidered AGr systerns. 'Ille conclusion reached was 
that there was considerable uncertainty with regard to costs, public 
acceptance, reliability, crime and land use impacts. (Lee et.al., 1978) 
Planning procedures and data were not available to adequately assess new 
technological. systems as an alternative to oonventional urban technologies. 
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Also in 1976, UMI'A initiated the Downtown People Mover (DPM) program. It 

was designed to demonstrate the application of SLT type systan in an urban 
environment. Impact studies were to be oonducted to assess the systems 

with regard to patronage, oommunity acceptance, reliability, 

maintainability, safety and econanics. Four cities were selected for these 
deroonstrations: Qeveland, Houston, Uls Angeles and St. Paul. Three other 

cities were approved for participation using their existing carmitnents of 
Federal funds: Detroit, Miami and Baltircore. (Mabee and Zt.mlWalt, 1977) 
Detroit and Miami are currently oonstructing DPMs. 

Policy on Major urban Mass Transwrtation Investments 

The level of federal funds for urban mass transportation had increased 

dramatically since 1970. However, the requests for federal funds fran 
urban areas outpaced that increase. In particular, there was a resurgence 

of the oonviction that rail transit systems could largely solve the 
problems of oongestion and petroleum dependence while pronoting efficient 

developnent patterns. Consequently, the need to assure that these funds be 

used effectively and productively became apparent. 

UMTA set forth its views on this issue in the oocLJT1ent, Preliminary 
Guidelines and Background Analysis. It was prepared for review at a 

conference on Evaluation of Urban Transportation Alternatives held at 
Airlie House, Virginia, in February 1975. The conference was attended by a 
broad spectrum of persons from all levels of government, the transit 
industry, consultants, universities, and private citizens. 'rt:le conference 

report indicated a nlJ'llber of concerns with the guidelines which were 
transmitted to UMI'A. (Transportation Research Board, 1977) 

With the assistance of the oonference findings, UMTA developed a draft 

policy statement to guide future decisions regarding federal assistance in 
the funding of major mass transportation projects. This Proposed Policy 
on Major Urban Mass Transportation Investments was published in August 
1975. It emlx>died a nl.lllber of principles. 
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First, areawide transportation improvement plans should be rnultiroodal and 

include regionwide and oommunity-level transit services. Secord, major 

mass transportation investment projects should be planned and implerrented 

in stages to avoid prenature investment in oostly fixed facilities and to 
preserve maximum flexibility to respond to future unknowns. Third, full 

oonsideration should be given to improving the management and oi;eration of 
existing transportation sy-stens. Fourth, the analysis of alternatives 

should include a determination of which alternative meets the local area's 
social, environmental, and transportation goals in a oost effective manner. 
And fifth, full opportunity should be provided for involvement of the 
public and local officials in all i;i}ases of the planning and evaluation 

process. (Transportation Research Board, 1977) 

UMI'A stated that the level of federal funding would be based on a cost
effective alternative which meets the urban area's needs and g::>als in a 5-

to 15-year time frame and which was consistent with the long-range 
transportation plan. 

A second O::>nference on Urban Transportation Alternative Analysis was held 
in March/April 1976 at Hunt Valley, Maryland. 'Ibis oonference, too, was 
attended by a broad si;ectrmn of the professional community. There was 

considerable discussion on several issues including the criteria to be 
used to measure cost-effectiveness, where the cost-effectiveness analysis 

fit in the overall planning process and the differences in the project 
developnent process between transit and highways. (Transportation 

Research Board, 1977) 

Using the recommendations from the second oonference, UMTA prepared and 
published a final policy statement in September 1976. (U.S. Dept. of 
Transportation, 1976b) Although changes in the proposed policy were rncrle, 

the principles remained basically unchanged. 

In February 1978, UMI'A provided further elaboration in its ~licy Toward 
Rail Transit. It stated that new rail transit lines or extensions would be 

funded in areas where population densities, travel volumes and growth 
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patterns indicated the need. Preference would be given to corridors 

serving densely !X)pulated urban centers. It reaffinned the principles of 
analysis of alternatives, including TSM measures, incranental 

inplementation and cost-effectiveness. The !X)licy added the requirement 
that the local area had to caimit itself to a program of supportive actions 
designed to improve the cost-effectiveness, patronage and pro~ for 
econcmic viability of the investrrent. This included automobile management 

!X)licies; feeder service; plans, !X)licies and incentives to sti mulate high 
density private developrent near stations; and other measures to revitalize 
nearby older neighborooods · and the central business district. With this 

!X)licy supplerrent, rail transit was to become a tool for urban 
redevelopnent. 

Federal-Aid Higl:Jwa.y Act of 1976 

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1976 broadened the use of funds frcm trade
ins of non-essential Interstate routes. The process of increasing 

flexibility in the use of Interstate funds began with Section 103(e) (2), 

referred to as the Howard-cramer Amendment, of the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
of 1968. It allowed withdrawal of a non-essential Interstate route and the 

use of the funds on another Interstate route in the state. 

In the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973, Section 103(e) (4) allowed urbanized 

areas to withdraw a non-essential Interstate segment within an area upon 

joint request of local elected officials and the governor. An equivalent 
am:>unt of funds could then be spent frcm general revenues for mass 

transportation capital projects at an 80 percent federal matching share. 
The 1976 act allowed the funds frcm the Interstate substitution to be used 
also for other highways and busways serving those urbanized areas. (Bloch, 
et. al. , 1982) 

The 1976 act also changed the definition of construction to allow federal 

funds to be expended on resurfacing, restoration and rehabilitation {3R) of 
higlYways. This was oone in recognition of grc,.,,,ing problem of highway 
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deterioration. 'Ihe canpletion date for the Interstate system was extended 

to Septanber 30, 1990. And, the act expanded the transferability of 

federal funds arrong different federal-aid systems thereby increasing 

flexibility in the use of these funds. 

urban ~stem stucy 

The joint highway transit planning regulations were oontroversial during 

their preparation and after their issuance. 'lbe states a:>ntended that the 

federal requiranent to create metropolitan planning organizations (Mros) 
with the responsibility to program funds preenpted the states' right of 

self-determination. In essence, they argued that Mros were another level 

of government. Those at the local level of government were nore 
supportive of the regulations especially the greater authority to select 

projects and program funds. But, there were widespread a:>ncerns that the 

planning and programming process had become too inflexible and cumbersane. 

(U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1976a) 

Consequently, the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1976 required a study of the 

various factors involved in the planning, progranming, and implementation 

of routes on the Urban system. The study was conducted jointly by FHWA 

and CMI'A and sutrnitted to Congress in January 1977. (U.S. Dept. of 

Transportation, 1976a) It was a major W'ldertaking involving a liaison 

group of 12 organizations representing state and local interests, site 

visits to 30 urbanized areas and field data on the remaining areas. 

'l.'he study concluded that the planning requirements were being carried out 

responsibly by all participants. This was true in spite of the controversy 

over the responsibilities of the MPO. 'Ibey also found that the flexibility 

in the use of Urban system funds for transit was not widely used. Cnly 6.4 

percent of the funds were being used for transit projects. It was 
concluded that overall the complexity of Federal requiranents deterred many 

local governments from using their federal urban system funds. (Heanue, 

1977) The study recornrcended that no changes should be made at that time. 
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'llle process was new and participants had not had sufficient time to 

adjust. Even though there was sane oonfusion and oontroversy, the process 

was working properly. (U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1976a) 

Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 increased the flexibility and local 

responsibility in the aCJninistration of the Clean Air Act. 'llle amendments 

required state and local governments to develop revisions to state 

implementation plans (SIPs) for all areas where the national ambient air 

quality standards had not been attained. The revised SIPs were to be 

sutmitted to the Environmental Protection Mninistration (EPA) by January 

1, 1979, and approved by May 1, 1979. 

The revised plans had to provide for attainment of national ambient air 

quality standards by 1982, or in the case of areas with severe 

photochenical oxidant or carbon monoxide problems, not later than 1987. In 
the latter case, a state must deronstrate that the standards cannot be met 

with all reasonable stationary and transportation control measures. The 
plans also had to provide for incremental reductions in enissions 

("reasonable further progress") between the time the plans were sul:mitted 

and the attainment deadline. If a state failed to subnit a SIP or if EPA 

disapproved the SIP and the state failed to revise in a satisfactory 

manner, EPA was required to pranulgate regulations establishing a SIP by 

July 1, 1979. If, after July 1, 1979, EPA determined that a state was not 

fulfilling the requirerents under the act, it was to impose sanctions. 
This would include stoi::ping federal-aid for highways. (Cooper and Hidinger, 

1980) 

In many major urbanized areas, the revised SIPs required the developnent of 

transportation oontrol plans ('ICPs) which included strategies to reduce 

emissions fran transportation-related sources by means of structural or 

operational changes in the transportation system. Since state and local 

governments implement changes in the transportation system, the act 
strongly encouraged the preparation of transportation elements of the SIP 
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by metropolitan planning organizations. 'l'tlese local planning organizations 

were responsible for developing the transportation c:xmtrol measure element 

of the SIPs. (Cl:>o~r and Hidinger, 1980) 

From 1978 to 1980, the Deparbnent of Transportation and the Envirorrnental 
Protection Agency, after long negotiations, jointly issued several policy 

documents to implement the Clean Air Act's transportation ra;iui renents. 

Cne of these, signed in June 1978, was a "Memorandum of Understanding" 

(r-l){J) which established the means by which the 00T and the EPA would assure 

the integration of transportation and air quality planning. A serond one 

issued also in June 1978, "Transportation Air Quality Planning Guidelines" 

described the acceptable planning process to satisfy the requirements. 

Another, in ~rch 1980, was a notice cxmtaining guidelines for receiving 

air quality planning grants under section 175 of the act. (Cbo~r and 

Hidinger, 1980) 

In January 1981, 00T iss~d regulations on air quality conformance and 

priority procedures for use in federal higl'May and transit programs. 'l'tle 

regulations required that transportation plans, programs and projects 

conform with the approved SIPs in areas which had not met ambient air 

quality standards, termed "nonattainment areas." In those areas, priority 

for transportation funds was to be given to "transportation control 

measures" (TCMs) which contributed to reducing air pollution emissions from 

transportation sources. Where an area's transportation plan or program was 

not in conformance with the TCP, "sanctions" were to be applied which 

prohibited the use of federal funds on major transportation projects. 

(U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1981b) 

The 1977 Clean Air Act Amerrlments certainly gave ~tus to short-range 
planning and transportation systsn rnanagerrent strategies. It also added a 

new dimension to the institutional and analytical complexity of the 

planning process. 

Service and Methods Denpnstrations Program 
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'llle focus in transp:>rtation planning aoo developrent was shifting to 

shorter-term, low-capital ilrq;>rovements in the early 1970 's. Many of these 
improvements, which were grouped under the term •transp:>rtation system 

management• (TSM) techniques, were only in the oonceptual stage or in 
limited applications in the u.s. and other coW1tries. 'lllere was a need to 
perform the final steps of evaluation aoo developnent, where necessary, to 
bring these new improvement strategies into operational practice. 

The Service and Methods Deronstrations (SMD) Program was established in 
1974 to prOITOte the developnent, deronstration, evaluation and widespread 

adoption of innovative transit services and transportation management 

techniques throughout the United states. 'llle program focused on ooncepts 
that use existing technology to create improvements which require 
relatively low levels of capital investment and which oould be irnplernented 
within a short time frame. The concepts were dem::>nstrated in real-world 

operational environments and evaluated to determine their oosts, impacts 
and implementation characteristics. Evaluation findings were widely 
disseminated to transportation planners, policymakers and transit 
operators. (Spear, 1979) 

The SMD Program began with six derronstrations involving specialized 
transp:>rtation for the elderly and handicapped, oouble-deck buses, and 
priority lanes for higa,.,ay occup3.ncy vehicles. By 1978, the program was 
sponsoring 59 ongoing daronstrations, evaluating 31 special case study 

projects, and had begun a cooperative program with the FHWA to evaluate 
another 17 projects in the National Ridesharing Deironstration Program. 

Projects were divided into four program areas. First, under conventional 

service improvements projects ooncentrated on improving the productivity, 
reliability and effectiveness with such techniques as priority treatment 
for buses and other high occupancy vehicles, route restructuring, auto 
restricted zones and articulated buses. In the secooo category of pr icing 

and service innovation were projects on fare payirent strategies, fare 
integration, fare change strategies, service changes and parking pricing. 
'llle third category of paratransit services oontained projects on 
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ridesharing, brokerage and taxicabs. Fourth, transportation services for 
special user groups focused on accessible bus services, user-side 
subsidies, ooordination of social service agency transportation and rural 
public transportation. (Spear, 1981) 

The Service and Methods Deoonstration Program made a major oontribution to 
the identification, evaluation and dissenination of transportation systen 
management techniques. This effort accelerated the introduction and 
ad:>ption of innovative approaches to the provision of public transportation 
service. It also spurred experimentation with new public transportation 
service ooncepts by other agencies at ·the state and local levels. 
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Cllapter 9 

ORBAN BCDQ!IC RBVITALIZM'IOO 

In the mid-1970s, the country was feeling the effects of structural changes 

in the econaey, high unenployment, inflation and r ising energy prices. 
Many of the problans had been developing for a number of years. 'Ihe 

econany was transitioning from a predominantly manufacturing base to one 
which had a. larger share concentrated in service, carmunication and high 
technology industries. Jobs in the manufacturing sector were declining and 

new jobs were growing in the new sectors of the economy. People were 
100ving to th:>se areas of the country were the new job.s were being created, 

especially the south and the West. 'lbe older urban areas in the Northeast 
and Midwest were being affected oost severely by these changes. But, older 
central cities in all sections of the country were in decline as job.s and 
people had migrated first to the suburbs and then to the newer urban areas 
where the eoonanies were growing. 

These older corranunities and central cities were severely distressed 
econanically and limited in their ability to address these problems 

thanselves. It was recognized that the federal government had contributed 
to these problans with programs that had unintended consequences. However, 
many of the decisions that affected changes in urban areas were outside the 
control of even the federal government and often any level of government. 
The federal, state and local levels of government would, therefore, have to 

cooperate am:mg thanselves and with the private sector in order to 
alleviate these problans. 

1978 National urban Policy Re,port 

In Title VII of the Housing and Urban Developnent Act of 1970, the C.ongress 
required preparation of biennial reports on national growth and 

developnent. O:mgress recognized the need to analyze the many aspects of 
the nation's growth in a systanatic manner with the objective of 

formulating a national. urban growth policy. The first rep:>rt, transmitted 
to Omgress in 1972, discussed the broad subject of national growth 

including both rural and urban areas. (Danestic C.ouncil, 1972) The 1974 
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report focused on the dominant role of the private sector in determining 
growth and the ways in which the public and private sector could influence 

developrent patterns. The 1976 report discussed the decline of older 

lt>rtheastern cities, the constraints of energy, environmental resources, 
and the need to ronserve aoo rehabilitate existing rousing and public 
facilities. (Domestic Council, 1976) 

The National Urban Policy and New Community Developnent Act of 1977 amended 

the 1970 act to designate the report the "National Urban Policy Report" 
rather than the rrore general "Report on Urban Growth." (Domestic O>uncil, 

1976) Less than a year later, on March 27, 1978, President carter 
presented his Message to Congress on National Urban Policy. The policy was 
designed to build a new Partnership to Cbnserve America's Ccmnunities 
involving all levels of government, the private sector, and neighboroood 
and voluntary organizations. It rontained a mmlber of proposals to improve 
existing programs and for new initiatives with the purpose of revitalizing 
distressed central cities and older suburbs. (U.S. Dept. of Housing and 
Urban Developnent, 1978) 

The President's Message was followed in August by the President's 1978 

National Urban Policy Report. (U.S. Dept. of Housing an:l Urban 
Developnent, 1978) Like its predecessors, the report discussed the 

demographic, social and eronomic trends in the nation's urban areas. But, 
it was the first report to recOOlll'lend a national urban policy. The 
recommendations in the Report and the President's Message were developed 

by an inter- departmental committee called the Urban and Regional Policy 
Group. The Group worked for a year with extensive public involvement to 
formulate its analysis of the problems and recommendations (Urban and 
Regional Policy Group, 1978). 

The urban policy consisted of nine objectives. The first urban policy 
objective was, "Encourage and support efforts to improve local planning and 

management capacity and the effectiveness of existing federal programs by 

roordinating these programs, simplifying planning requirements, reorienting 

resources, and reducing paperwork." Other objectives called for greater 
state, private sector and voluntary involverrent to assist urban areas. 
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Several objectives were for fiscal relief for distressed canmunities and 
assistance to disadvantaged persons. 'lbe last objective was for an 

improved physical enviroranent and reduced urban sprawl. (U.S. Dept. of 
Housing and Urban Developnent, 1978) 

A wide range of legislative and administrative actions were taken to 
implement the national urban policy. (U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban 

Developnent, 1980) The Department of Transportation, FHWA and UMTA, 

issued guidance for evaluating the impact of major transportation projects 
and investments on urban centers. It required an analysis of highways and 

transit: on the developnent, tax, employment, accessibility and 

environmental impacts on central cities: on energy conservation; on 
minorities and neighborhoods; so that improvements to existing facilities 

are considered first using TSM measures and repair and rehabilitation; and 
to assure that the investments are cost-effective. (U.S. Dept. of 
Transportation, 1979e) 

The new national urban policy gave added irrpetus to the shift from 

constructing new facilities to managing, maintaining and replacing existing 
facilities. It was rooted in the belief that nobility could be assured 
despite energy, environmental and financial ronstraints. The key was to 
manage the use of the autanobile in the city better. The challenge was for 

the urban transportation planning process to maintain and enhance oobility 
while meeting these other objectives. (Heanue, 1980) 

surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1978 

The Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1978 was the first act which 

combined higrway, public transportation and higl"way safety authorizations 
in one piece of legislation. It provided $51.4 billion for the fiscal years 
1979 through 1982, with $30.6 billion for higl'Mays, $13.6 billion for 

public transportation arrl $7.2 billion for higl'May safety. It is the first 
time that authorizations for the higl"way program were made for a four-year 
period. Highway Trust Fund user charges were extended five years to 1984 
and the fund itself to 1985. 
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Title I, the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1978, accelerated ccmpletion of the 
National Systen of Interstate and Defense Highways. It ooncentrated funds 

on projects that were ready to be oonstructed by changing the availability 
of a state's. apportiorrnent from four to two years. If the funds were not 

used, they oould be reallocated to states with projects ready to go. The 
act witlrlrew autoority to replace one Interstate route with another. It 

placed a deadline of September 30, 1983, on substituting public 
trans:EX)rtation or other highway projects for withdrawn Interstate routes. 

The federal share for both highway and transit substitute projects was 
increased to 85 percent. The act required that environrnental inpact 
statenents for Interstate projects be sutmitted by September 30, 1983, and 

that they be under oontract or oonstruction by September 30, 1986, if 
sufficient federal funds were available. If the deadlines were not met, 

the Interstate route or substitute project was to be eliminated. 

The act also raised the federal share for non-Interstate highways from 70 
to 75 percent. It further increased the allowable anount of funds that can 
be transferred am::>ng federal-aid systens to 50 percent. The eligibility of 
federal funds for carpools and vanpx>ls was made permanent. The anount of 
$20 million annually for fiscal years 1979 through 1982 was autoorized for 
bicycle projects. The act substantially increased the funding for bridge 
replacement and rehabilitation to $1 billion annually. 

Title III, the Federal Public Transportation Act of 1978, expanded the 

Section 5 Formula Grant program. The basic program of operating and 
capital assistance was retained with the same population and population 
density formula at higher authorization levels. A "seoond tier" program 

was autoorized with the same project eligibility and ap:EX)rtionrnent formula. 
However, the funds are initially split so that 85 percent went to urbanized 
areas over 750,000 in population and the renaining 15 percent to smaller 

areas. A third tier was established for routine purchases of buses and 

related facilities and equipnent. A new fourth tier replaced the Section 
17 and 18 cxmnuter rail programs. The funds oould be used for ccmnuter 
rail or rail transit capital or operating expenses. The funds were 
af{X)rtioned two-thirds based on carmuter rail vehicle miles and route 

miles and one-third on rail transit route miles. 
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The act changed the availability of funds for transit from two to four 

years. It formalized the •1etter of intent" process whereby the federal 
government c:cmnits funds for a transit project in the Section 3 

Discretionary Grant program. Public hearings were required for all 
general increases in fares or substantial changes in service. A small 
formula grant program for non-urbanized areas (Section 18) was established 
for capital and operating assistance. Apportioned on non-urbanized area 

population, it authorized an 80 percent federal share for capital projects 
and 50 percent for operating assistance. The act also established an 

intercity bus terminal developnent program, intercity bus service 
operating subsidy program and human resources program for urban transit 

systems. 

The urban transportation planning requirement was changed in an identical 

fashion in the highway and transit titles. Energy conservation was 
included as a ne.v goal in the planning process and alternative 

transportation system management strategies were required to be evaluated. 

The designation of Metropolitan Planning Organizations was to be by 

agreement arrong general purpose units of local government and in 

cooperation the governor. For the transit program, it was further required 
that plans and programs encourage to the maximum extent feasible the 
participation of private enterprise. Funding for transit planning grants 
was set at 5.5 percent of Section 3 appropriations. 

A Buy American provision was included to apply to all contracts over 
$500,000. The provision could be waived if: its application was 
inconsistent with the public interest; domestic supplies were not available 
or of unsatisfactory quality; or, if the use of danestic products would 

increase the cost over 10 percent. 

National Eoerw Act of 1978 

In 1979, Iran cut off crude oil shipnents to Western nations causing 

shortages of oil products, especially gasoline, and price increases. r-t>st 
of the regulations implemented in 1973 and 1974 were still in effect and 

basically unchanged. (Diesel fuel prices had been deregulated in 1976). 
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During the intervening years, other legislation had been passed to 

stimulate oil production and foster conservation. (Schueftan and Ellis, 

1981) 'lbe Department of Energy Organization Act of 1977 brought together 

irost Federal energy function under a single cabinet level department. 

In October 1978, the O:>ngress passed the National Energy Act which was 

composed of five bills. The National Energy Conservation Policy Act of 

1978 extended two state energy oonservation programs which required states 

to undertake specific oonservation actions including the prorrotion of 
carpools and vanpools. The Powerplarit and Industrial Fuel Use Act of 1978 

required Federal agencies to conserve natural gas and petrolel.D'I\ in programs 

which they acininistered. (Dept. of Energy, 1978) To implement Section 

403(b) of the act, President Carter signed Executive Order 12185 in 
Decenber 1979 extending existing efforts to prorrote energy oonservation 

through federal-aid programs. 

The oor issued final regulations in August 1980 in compliance with the 

Executive Order. These regulations required that all phases of 

transportation projects from planning to oonstruction and operations be 

oonducted in a manner that oonserves fuel. It incorporated energy 
conservation as a goal into the urban transportation planning process and 
required an analysis of alternative TSM improvanents to reduce energy 

consumption. (U.S. Dept. of Transp:>rtation, 1980c) 

Other actions affected urban transp:>rtation and planning. President Carter 

signed an Executive Order in April 1979 which began the :EX)ased decontrol of 

petroleum prices. By Septenber 30, 1981, petroleum prices were to be 

completely set through the free market. This process was accelerattd by 

President Reagan through an Executive Order in January 1981 which 

imnediately terminated all price and allocation oontrols. (Cabot 

Cbnsu.lting Group, 1982) 

The Emergency Energy Conservation Act of 1979, which was signed in November 

1979, required the President to establish national and state conservation 

targets. States were to sutrnit state emergency conservation plans that 

would meet the targets. The act expired in July 1983 without targets being 
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set nor plans prep:ired. 
planning for a potential 

1982) 

However, many states became active in oontingen(,y 

future energy emergency. (Cabot Consulting Group, 

Energy oonservation baa become integrated into the urban transp:>rtation 

planning process as a result of federal and state legislation and 
regulation. It gave further impetus to rerlucing the use of autanobiles and 

for E!flFC)asis on transportation system management. Energy oontingency 
planning became rrore widespread by planning organizations, transit 
authorities and higl'May dep:irtments. 

council on Environmental ouality's P,egulations 

The Council on Environmental Quality (C0:!) issued final regulations on 

N:>vember 29, 1978, establishing uniform procedures for irrplementing the 
procedural provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 

They applied to all federal agencies and took effect on July 30, 1979. 

They were issued because the 1973 cm Guidelines for preparing 
environmental impact statements (EISs) were not viewed consistently by all 

agencies leading to differences in interpretations. (Council on 

Envirormental Quality, 1978) 

The regulations embodied several new concepts designed to make the EIS rrore 
useful to decisionmakers and the public, and to reduce paperwork and 

delays. First, the regulations created a "sooping" process to provide for 
the early identification of significant impacts and issues. It also 

provided for allocating resp:>nsibility for the EIS arrong the lead agency 
and oooperating agencies. 
other planning activities. 

'lhe sooping process was to be integrated with 
(Council on Environmental Quality, 1978) 

Second, the regulations permitted "tiering" of the EIS process. This 

provided that environmental analyses oompleted at a broad scale (e.g., 

region) need not be duplicated for site specific projects. 'lhe broader 
analyses oould be stmmarized and inoorporated by reference. The purpose 

of •tiering" was to eliminate repetition and allow discussion of issues at 
the appropriate level of detail. (Council on Envirorrnental Quality, 1978) 
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Third, in addition to the previously required EIS which discussed the 

alternatives being considered, a "record of decision" oocument was 

required. It had to identify the "environmentally preferable" alternative, 

the other alternatives considered, and the factors used in reaching the 

decision. Until this document was issued, no action could be taken on an 
alternative which would adversely effect the environment or limit the 

choice of alternatives. (Council on Environmental Quality, 1978) 

The regulations generally sought to reduce the paperwork in the EIS process 

by such techniques as limiting the length of the document to 150 pages (300 

in complex situations), specifying a standard format, etllXlasizing that the 

process focus on real alternatives, allowing incorporation of material by 
reference and by using summaries for circulation instead of the entire EIS. 

Agencies were encouraged to set time limits on the process and to integrate 

other statutory and analysis requiranent into a single process. 

In October 1980, FHWA and UMrA published supplanental implementing 

procedures. They established a single set of enviromental procedures for 
highway and urban transit projects. 'l'tley also integrated m-ll'A's procedures 

for alternatives analysis under its major investment IX>licy with the new 

EIS procedures. This permitted the preparation of a single draft EIS/ 

alternatives analysis oocument. 'l'tlese regulations were an important step 

towards integrating highway and transit planning and reducing duplicative 

oocumentation. (U.S. Dept. of Trans!X)rtation, 1980b) 

International Q>nferences on Behavioral Travel Demand 

The Williamsburg Urban Travel Forecasting Conference gave widespread 

recognition to disaggregate behavioral denand rrodels. '111e momentum created 
by this conference caused an upsurge in research in behavioral travel 

demand. 'l'tle research was so extensive and widespread that the need arose 

for better interchange of ideas and developnents. 

To fill this void, the Transportation Research Board Coounittee on Traveler 

Behavior and Values organized a series of four International Conferences on 

Behavioral Travel Demand. 'l'tle conferences were held every two years: South 
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Berwick, Maine, in 1973 (sto:[i'ler and Meyburg, 1974); Asheville, North 
carolina, in 1975 (sto}.iler aixi Meyburg, 1976); Melbourne, Australia, in 
1977 (Hensller and sto}.iler, 1979) ; Grainau, Germany, in 1979 (sto}.iler, 

Meyburg and Brog, 1981). 

The proceedings of these conferences provide a comprehensive documentation 

of the progress in behavioral travel demand research and the important 
issues concerning the research community. Research recormnendations often 
served as the agenda for further work in the following years. The focus 
of these discussions was to gain a better understanding of travel behavior 
and to develop travel danand rrodels with stronger theoretical bases. Using 
this approach, travel forecasting would become roore sensitive to relevant 
policy issues, require less data to estimate and be less costly and time
consuming to use. 

Great strides were made in achieving these ends. But, in doing so, a class 
of models were produced which were substantially different than 
conventional forecasting techniques. As a result, progress in diffusing 
these techniques into practice was slow. This issue then became the major 
concern in the field of travel forecasting. 

urban Initiatives Program 

The National Mass TransF,Ortation Assistance Act of 1974 authorized the use 
of federal funds for joint developnent purposes through the Young 
Amendment. The Young Amendment allowed local agencies to use federal 
funds to improve facilities within the zone affected by the construction 
and operation of mass transit improvements needed to be compatible with 
land use .patterns. Assistance was available for establishing public or 
quasi-public corridor developnent corporations. (Gorbnaker, 1980) 

The Urban Initiatives program, however, was not implemented until it was 
authorized in Section 3(a) (1) (D) of the Surface TransF,Ortation Assistance 
Act of 1978. This section of the act authorized federal grants for land 
acquisition and the provision of utilities on land which was ~sically or 
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functionally related to transit facilities for the purp:>se of stimulating 

econanic developnent. 

'lbe Urban Initiatives program was one element of the 001' effort to 

implement President Carter's Urban Policy. 'lbe guidelines for the program 
were issued in April 1979. 'nle program allowed expenditures for 

preconstruction activities (e.g., design and engineering studies, land 

acquisition and write oown, and real estate packaging) and items which 
oormect transportation with land developnents (e.g., pedestrian 
oormections, parking and street furniture). Preference was to be given to 
projects which deoonstrated that they advanced Urban Policy objectives. 

During the 3 years of the program, 46 projects were funded in 43 urban 
areas. 'nley integrated transportation projects with econanic developnent 
activities. Many of these projects were transit malls or internodal 

terminals. '!be program extended the traditional funding beyond direct 
transit projects to the related developnent tied to transit service. 
(Rice Center, 1981) 

'1be practice of setting aside federal funds for Urban Initiatives' projects 
was disoontinued in March 1981. However, these types of activities 
continued to be eligible for funding under the regular transit programs. 

Section 504 Regulations on Accessibility for the Handicrnd 

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 provided that no person who 

is otherwise qualified should be discriminated against due to handi cap in 
any program or activity receiving federal financial assistance. In 1976, 

tMl'A issued regulations which required "special efforts" in planning public 
mass transportation facilities that can be utilized by elderly and 

handicapped persons. It also required that new transit vehicles and 
facilities be accessible to handicapped. Handicapped groups thought the 

regulations were too vague and difficult to enforce. (U.S. Dept. of 
Transportation, 1976c) 
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fit>re stringent regulations were published in May 1979. It required all 

existing bus and rail systans to become fully accessible to handicapped 

persons within three years. This included fifty percent of the buses in 

fixed route service to be accessible to wheelchair users. For extra

ordinarily expensive facilities, the time limit could be extended to 10 

years for bus facilities, to 30 years for rail facilities, to 5 years for 

rail cars. Steady progress to achieve accessibility was required. New 

facilities and equipnent were still required to be accessible to receive 

federal assistance. (U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1979f) 

Transit authorities complained that the requirements were far too costly 

and sued the Department of Transportation for exceeding its authority. 'Ihe 

U.S. Court of Appeals in a decision_ in 1981 said that the 1979 regulations 

went beyond ror•s authority under Section 504. Following the decision, ror 
issued regulations on an interim basis and indicated that there would be 

nerw rulemaking leading to a final rule. The interim regulations required 

applicants to certify that "special efforts" were being made to provide 

transportation which was accessible to handicapped persons. (U.S. Dept. of 
Transportation, 1981a) 

Section 317(c) of the surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 
required the Department to publish a prof()sed rule that would (1) include 

minimum criteria for the provision of transportation services to 

handicapped and elderly individuals, (2) a public participation mechanism, 

and (3) procedures for UMTA to monitor transit authorities' performance. 

The Department's regulations for how transit authorities should carry out 
the Section 504 had long been controversial. The Deparbnent has had a 

difficult job accaraoodating both the concern of the handicapped canmunity 
for adequate public transportation and the concern of transit authorities 

and local governrrents for avoiding costly or rigid requirements. This 

rulemaking process has been one of the most complex and protracted in urban 

transportation. It has engendered a fierce debate between those who felt 
that handicapped persons should have the right to be mainstreamed into 

society and those who believed that there were more cost effective means of 

providing transportation for those persons using paratransit-type services. 
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This full accessibility versus equal service debate is not over. oo.r•s new 
regulations will seek to find a middle ground between the two points of 

view. 

Aspen Cbnference on Future urban Transportation 

As the decade drew to a close, the assault on the autoroobile never seemed 

so widespread. Energy conservation and enviromiental protection were 
national priorities. Fiscal resources were constrained and cost
effectiveness was the major criterion in urban transportation evaluations. 
Reversing central city decline was emerging as a key ooncern. And, 

rrobility for the transportation disadvantaged still required attention. 

(Hassell, 1982) What was the future for urban personal rrobility in the 
United.States? Had the oorninance of the autanobile in u.s. society and 
economy peaked? 

To address these issues, the Transp::>rtation Planning Division of the 
American Planning Association sponsored the Aspen Cbnference on Future 

Urban Transportation in June 1979. The conference was supported and 

attendeq by representatives of ooth the public and private sector. 'llle 

oonferees could not reach a oonsensus on an image of the future but agreed 
on a range of factors which would be influential. Incremental planning was 
seen as the only feasible and desirable approach to the future. 

(Proceedings, 1979) 

The oonferees did oonclude that there are, " ••• no panaceas: no substantial 
increases in rrobility due to new techniques ••• no quick or cheap energy 

solutions, and none without major environmental risks and oosts no 

pranise of breakthrough in envirornnental technology ••• no major solutions 
through change:; in living patterns or econanic structure ••• no sirrple 

mechanism for restructuring urban form so as to reduce urban travel •••• " 
(Proceedings, 1979) The oonferees did make certain general recommendations 

for approaches to energy, rrobility and accessibility, environmental, 
social, safety aoo econanic issues. They concluded that, at least for the 
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balance of this century, the autOirobile would oontinue to be the principal 

and preferred mode of urban transportation for the majority of the 
American people. Public transportation would become increasingly 

important in supplying nobility. Both would require increased public 
investment fran all levels of governrrent. (Proceedings, 1979) 
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Olapter 10 

~ZATICti CF IECISI~ 

Through the decade of the 1970s, there was a sharp increase in the range 

and complexity of issues rEGuired to be addressed in the urban 

transportation planning process. '!he combination of requirements and 

regulations had become burdensane and counter-productive. Organizations 

and techniques seened unable to adapt with sufficient speed. It was 

becoming imi;:ossible to analyze all of the tradeoffs that were rEquired. 
This problem was not confined to urban transportation but to rost 

activities where the federal government was involved. It ushered in a new 

roood in the nation to decentralize control and authority, and to reduce 

federal intrusion into local decisiorrnaking. (Weiner, 1983) 

President Reagan's MerrQrandurn on Regulations 

en January 29, 1981, President Reagan sent a mesrorandum to all major 

domestic agencies to postpone the implementation of all regulations that 
were to take effect within the coming 60 days. (Reagan, 1981b) This was 

to provide time for the newly appointed Task Force on Regulatory Relief to 

develop regulatory review procedures. 

The Executive Order 12291 on Federal Regulation was issued on February 17, 

1981. (Reagan, 1981a) It established procedures for reviewing existing 

regulations and evaluating new ones. It required that a regulation have 
greater benefits to society than costs and that the approach used must 

maximize those benefits. All regulatory actions were to be based upon a 

regulatory impact analysis which assessed the benefits and costs. 

The order set in rotion a major effort at the federal level to eliminate 

and simplify regulations and limit the issuance of new regulations. '!he 

impact on federal agencies was quickly felt. 
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Airlie House Conference on Urban Tranaportation Planning in the 1980s 

O>ncern had been growing in the planning community about the future of 
urban transportation planning. en the one hand planning requirements had 

become rrore oomplex, new planning techniques had not found their way into 

practice and future changes in social, · denograi;ilic, energy, environmental 
and technology were unclear. 

tight and the federal 

en the other hand, fiscal constraints were 

goverrnrent was shifting the burden of 
decisionmaking to state and local governments and the private sector. '!be 

future of planning was in doubt. 

To address the concerns, a conference was held at Airlie House, 

lt>vember 9-12, 1982, on Urban Transportation Planning in the 1980s. 'Ille 
oonference reaffirmed the need for systematic urban transportation 
planning especially to maximize the effectiveness of limited public funds. 
But, the planning process needed to be adjusted to the nature and soope of 
the area's problems. It need not be the same for growing and declining 
areas, nor for corridor and regional level problems. (Transportation 

Research Board, 1982) 

The oonferees also concluded that the federal government had been overly 

restrictive in its regulations making the planning process oostly, time
conslltling and difficult to administer. The regulations should be stre~ 
lined, specifying goals to be achieved and leaving the decisions on how to 

meet them to the states and local governments. The oonferees called for a 
recognition of the different needs for 3C planning by urbanized areas of 
various sizes. Additionally, greater flexibility in the requirements for 
MIQs was recaranended with more resp:>nsibility given to the agencies which 
inplement transp:>rtation projects. Less frequent federal certification 

was recanmended. (Transportation Research Board, 1982) 

Increased attention to system management and fiscal issues was needed. 

But, long-range planning must also identify shifts in the major longer 
term trends that will affect the future of urban areas. This strategic 

planning process should be flexible to fit local concerns. 

(Transportation Research Board, 1982) 
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'llle conference recanmendations reflected the new nood that the federal 

government had over regulated and was too specific in its rE;Guirements. 
'lbe planning process was straining under this burden finding it difficult 
to plan to meet local needs. The burden had to be lifted for the planning 

process to be viable. 

Executive order 12312 

Office of Management and Budget's Circular A-95 (which replaced Bureau of 

the Budget Circular A-95) had governed the consultation process on federal 
grant programs with state and local governments since its issuance in July 
1969. Although the A-95 process had served a useful function in assuring 
intergovernmental cooperation on federal grant programs, there were 
concerns that the process had become too rigid and cumbersome and caused 
unnecessary paperwork. To respond to these concerns and to delegate m::>re 

responsibility and authority to state and local goverranents, the 
President signed Executive Order 12372, "Intergovernmental Review of 

Federal Programs," on July 14, 1982. (Reagan, 1982) 

The objectives of the Executive Order were to foster an intergovernmental 

partnership and strengthen federalism by relying on state and local 
processes for intergovernmental coordination and review of federal 
financial assistance and direct federal developnent. The Executive Order 
had several purposes. First, it allowed states, after consultation with 
local officials, to establish their own process for review and comnent on 

proposed federal financial assistance and direct federal developnent. 
Second, it increased federal responsiveness to state and local officials 
by rE;Guiring federal agencies to "accomrrodate" or "explain" when 
considering certain state and local views. Third, it allowed states to 
simplify, consolidate, or substitute state plans. The order also revoked 
Of1l3 Circular A-95, although regulations implementing this Circular remain 
in affect until September 30, 1983. 

There were three major elements which oomprised the process uooer the 
Executive Order. These were: establishing a state process, the single 
ix>int of oontact, and the federal agency's "acoornIIDdate" or "explain" 
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response to state and local carments sul:mitted in the form of a 

reoormnendation. First, a state could choose which progr&rG and activities 

are being included under that state process after consulting with local 
governments. The elements of the process were to be deteonined by the 

state. A state was not required to establish a state process, however, if 
no process was established, the provisions of the Executive Oeder did not 

apply. Existing consultation requirements of other statutes or 

regulations would continue in effect, including those of the Inter
governmental OX>peration Act of 1968 and the Deronstration Cities and 

Metror;x>litan Developnent Act of 1966. 

Second, a single point of oontact had to be designated by the state for 
dealing with the federal government. The single point of oontact was the 
only ~fficial oontact for state and local views to be sent to the federal 

government and to receive the resr;x>nse. 

Third, when a single point of contact transmitted a state process 

recommendation, the federal agency receiving the recamnendation had to 
either: (1) accept the recanrrendation ("accamrodate"); (2) reach a 
mutually agreeable solution with the parties preparing the recormnendation; 
or (3) provide the single point of contact with a written explanation for 
not accepting the recommendation or reaching a mutually agreeable 

solution. If there was nonaccararodation, the Department was generally 
required to wait 15 days after sending an explanation of the 

nonaccornm:xlation to the single point of oontact before taking final 
action. 

The regulations implementing Executive Order 12372 for transportation 

programs were published on June 24, 1983. (U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 
1983a) They applied to all federal-aid highway and urban public 
transportation programs. 

W;>ods Hole Q:mference on Future Directions of urban Public Transportation 

'!be transit industry was growing restless as the demands for and 
requiranents on transit services were changing. Older cities were 
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ex>ncerned about rehabilitation while newer ones were focused on expansion. 
Future changes in the ecxmanic base, land use, energy and socio

derographic characteristics were uncertain. The transit industry was 
corning out of a period where federal priorities and re:;iuirements had 

changed too fre:;iuently. Transit deficits had risen sharply over the 

previous decade and the federal government had declared that it planned to 
phase out operating subsidies. And, many were calling for the private 

sector to provide an increased share of transit services because they were 
nore ef~icient. 

A diverse group of conferees met at the Woods Hole study center in 
Massachusetts, Septemer 26-29, 1982, to discuss Future Directions of 

Urban Public Transportation. (Transportation Research Board, 1984a) The 
conference addressed the role of public transportation, present and 

future, the context within which public transportation functioned, and 
strategies for the future. Attendees included leaders of the transit 

industry and government, academics, researchers and consultants. There 

were wide differences of opinion that had not disappeared when the 
conference concluded. 

The conferees did agree that, "Strategic planning for public 

transportation should be ooooucted at both the local and national levels." 
The transit industry should be nore aggressive in working with developers 
and local governments in growing parts of metropolitan areas to capitalize 
on OFPOrtunities to integrate transit facilities into major new 

develoi;:ments. The industry needed to improve its relationship with 
highway and public works agencies as well as state and local 

decisionmakers. Financing transit had become nore canplex and difficult 
but had created new opp:>rtwrities. (Transportation Research Board, 1984a) 

The conferees called for reductions in federal requirements and avoidance 
of rapid shifts in policy in the future. The federal government should 
have a more positive federal urban policy and Uf,fi'A should be transit's 
advocate within the federal government. (Transportation J:Esearch Board, 

1984a) 
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Agreement could not be reached on the future role of urban transit. Sane 

felt that the transit industry should only ooncern itself with 
conventional rail and bus systems. Others argued that transit agencies 

should broaden the range of services provided to include various forms of 
paratransit and ridesharing so as to attract a larger share of the travel 

market. Nevertheless, the conference was considered to be a first small 

step in a strategic planning process for the transit industry. 

Easton Conference on Travel Analysis Methods for the 1980s 

The Airlie House O:>nference on Urban Transportation Planning in the 1980s 

highlighted the shifts in planning that were occurring and were likely to 
oontinue. (Transportation Research Board, 1982) State and local 

governments would assume a greater role as the federal government 
disengaged, finances would be tighter, system rehabilitation would beccrne 
more important and traffic growth would be slower. 

A conference was held at F.aston, Maryland, in November 1982 to discuss how 
well travel analysis methods were adapted to the issues and problems of 
the 1980s. This O:>nference on Travel Analysis Methods for the 1980s 
focused on defining the state-of-the-art versus the state of practice, 
describing how the methods have been and can be applied, and identifying 

gaps between art and practice that needed 100re dissemination of current 
knowledge, research or developnent. The oonference extended the 
discussions of the International Travel Danand Conferences but 

ooncentrated on the application of travel analysis methods and on 
improving the interaction between researchers and practitioners. 

(Transportation Research Board, 1984b) 

The oonference reviewed the state-of-the-art and practice and how t.11ey 

applied to the various levels of planning. 'lbere were extensive 
discussions on how capable travel analysis procedures were in dealing with 
major transportation issues and why they were not being extensively 

applied in practice. (Transportation Research Board, 1984b) 
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'llle conferees found that in an era of scarce resources, sound analysis of 
alternatives would continue to be i.np>rtant. Travel analysis methods 
which were currently available were suitable for issues that could be 
foreseen in the 1980s. 'lllese disaggregate techniques which were developed 
during the 1970s had been tested in limited applications and were now 
ready for widescale use. 'llleir use in the analysis of small scale 
projects, however, might not be justified because of their canplexity. 
(Transportation Research Board, 1984b) 

It was clear, however, that new disaggregate travel analysis techniques 

were not being used extensively in practice. 'llle gap between research and 

practice was wider than it had ever been. 'lbe new mathematical techniques 
and theoretical bases fran econanetrics and psychometrics had been 
difficult for practitioners to learn. Moreover, the new techniques were 
not easily integrated into conventional planning practices. Neither 
researchers nor practitioners had made the necessary effort to bridge the 
gap. Researchers had been lll"Milling to package and disseminate the new 

travel analysis methods in a form usable to practitioners. Practitioners 
had been unwilling to uriiergo retraining to be able to use these new 
techniques. Neither group had subjected these methods to rigorous tests 
to determine how well they perform and for what problems they were best 
suited. (Trans:portation Research Board, 1984b) 

The conferees concluded that the travel demand community should 
concentrate on transferring the new travel analysis methods into practice. 
A wide-range of technology transfer approaches were suggested. The 
federal government and Transportation Research Board were recarmended to 
lead in this endeavor. (Transportation Research Board, 1984b) 

surface Transp:,rtation Assistance Act of 1982 

~rough the decade of the 1970s, there was m::>unting evidence of 
deterioration in the nation's higt'May and transit infrastructure. 1-t>ney 

during that period had been concentrated on building new capacity and the 

transition to funding rehabilitation of the infrastructure had been slow. 
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By the time the problem was faced, the oost estimate to refurbish the 

highways, bridges, and transit systems had reached hundreds of billions of 
dollars. (Weiner, 1983) 

,:tie surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982, was passed to address 

the infrastructure problem. 'lbe act extended authorizations for the 

higbolay and transit prograrrs by four years fran 1983 to 1986. (Table 2) 

In addition, the act raised the higll,/ay user charges by five cents (in 

addition to the existing four cents) a gallon on fuel effective April 1, 

1983. Other taxes were changed including a suhstantial increase in the 

truck user fees which were changed from a fixed rate to a graduated rate 

by weight. Of the revenues raised fran the five-oent increase in user fees 

(about $5.5 billion annually), the equivalent of a four-cent raise in fuel 

user charges was to increase highway programs, and the remaining one-cent 
was for transit programs. (Weiner, 1983) 

The additional highway funds were for accelerating canpletion of the 

Interstate highway system (to be oompleted by 1991), an increased 4R 
(Interstate resurfacing, restoration, rehabilitation, and reoonstruction) 

program, a substantially expanded bridge replacement and rehabilitation 

program, 

projects. 

and greater funding for Primary, 

(Weiner, 1983} 

Seoondary, and Interstate 

The act authorized the aaninistration of highway planning and research 
(HP&R) funds as a single fund and made them available to the states for a 

four-year period. A standard federal matching ratio for the HP&R program 
was set at 85 percent. A 1-1/2 percent share of bridge funds was 

authorized for HP&R purposes. As a result of the large expansion in the 

oonstruction program, the level of funding increased substantially for 

the HP&R program and urban transportation planning (PL) purposes. 

The act restructured federal urban transit programs. No new 

authorizations were made for the Section 5 formula grant program. 
Instead, a new formula grant program was created which allowed 

expenditures on planning, capital and operating . items. Suhstantial 

discretion was given to state and local governnents in selecting projects 
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ATTACHMENT A 
TABLE 1 

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1982 

Authorization Levels by Fiscal Year 
($ Millions) 

1983 1984 1985 1986 

Highway Programs 

Interstate-Construction 4,000.0 4,000 .0 4,000.0 4,000.0 

Interstate-Rehabilitation 1,950 .0 2,400.0 2,800.0 3,150.0 

Interstate Highway Substitutions 257 .0 700.0 700.0 725 .0 

Primary System 1,883.4 2,147.2 2,351.8 2,505.1 

Secondary System 650.0 650 .0 650 .0 650.0 

Urban System 800.0 800.0 800.0 800.0 

Bridge Replacement & Rehabilitation 1,600 .0 1,650 .0 1,750.0 2,050 .0 

Safety Construction 390.0 390 .0 390.0 390.0 

Other Highway Programs 11183.6 11120 .0 11154 .0 11106 .0 

Subtotal-Highway 12,714.0 13,857 .2 14,595.8 15,376 .1 

Urban Transit Programs 

Discretionary Capital Grants 779.0 1,250.0 1,100.0 1,100 .0 

Formula Grants ------ 2,750 .0 2,950 .0 3,050.0 

Interstate Transit Substitutions 365.0 380 .0 390.0 400.0 

R&D, Admin. & Misc. 86.3 91.0 100.0 100.0 

Subtotal-Urban Transit 1,230.3 4 ,471.0 4,540 .0 4,650.0 

Total-Highway & Urban Transit 13,944.3 18,328 .2 19,135.8 20,026 . 1 



to be funded using fonnula grants with minimal federal interference. 

However, there were limitations on the use of the funds for operating 

expenses. The act provided for a distribution of funds into areas of 

different sizes by p:>pul.ation1 over one million, between one million and 

200,000, under 200,000, and rural. Within these p:>pulation groups, the 

funds were to be app:>rtioned by several fornulas using such factors as 

p:>pulation, density, vehicle miles and route miles. (Weiner, 1983) 

The revenue fran the one-cent increase in highway user charges was to be 

placed into a Mass Transit Account of the Bigl'May Trust Fund. The funds 

could only be used for capital projects. 'Ibey were to be allocated by a 
fonnula in fiscal year 1983, but were discretionary in later years. The 

definition of capital was changed to include associated capital 

maintenance itens. The act also provided that a substantial number of 

federal requirenents be self-certified by the applicants and that other 

requirements be consolidated to reduce paperwork. (Weiner, 1983) 

A requirement was also included for a biennial report on transit 
performance and needs, with the first rep:>rt due in January 1984. In 

addition, the act provided that regulations be published which set minimum 

criteria on transportation services for the handicapped and elderly. 

The Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 was passed under 

considerable oontroversy about the future federal role in transp:>rtation, 

particularly the Administration's position to Fhase out federal transit 

operating subsidies. Debates on later appropriations bills derronstrated 

that the issue renained unresolved. 

Advent of Microconputers 

By the early 1980s, there was a surge of interest and use of 

microcanputers in urban transportation planning. The FEMA and UMrA had 

increasingly focused their computer related research and developnent 

activities on the application of small canputers. These technical SURX)rt 

activities were directed at gaining a better understanding of the 

p:>tential and applicability of microcanputers, praroting the developnent 
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and exchange of information and program.g, and evaluating and testing 

programs. Sane software del/elopnent was carried out, but ioost software 
was produced canmercially. 

A user support structure was developed to assist state and local agencies. 

This included the establishment of two user SUF,PQrt centers; one at 

Rensselear Polytechnic Institute for the transit industry and, a second at 

the OOI''s Transportation Systens center (TSC) for transportation planning, 

transportation systen management (TSM) and traffic engineering 
applications. 'lllree user groups were formed under 001' sponsorship; 

transit operations, transportation planning and TSM, and traffic 

engineering. 'lbese groups exchanged information and software, develop and 

pranote standards and identify research and developnent needs. Assistance 

was provided through the user suPJ.X)rt centers. A newsletter, MicroScoc>J?. 
was published periodically to aid in the communication process. 

FlMA and UMrA developed a on~y seminar entitled, •Microcanputers For 

Transportation" to acquaint users with the capabilities and uses of 

microcanputers. '.lbey also published reports on available software and 

sources of information. (U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1983d and 1983e) 

As the capabilities of microcanputers have increased, they have offered 
the opportunity of greater analytical capacity to a larger nl.ITlber of 

organizations. As a result, their use has become ioore widespread. 

New urban Trclll:2portation Planning Regulations 

'lbe joint Fl¼lA,/UMI'A urban transportation planning regulations had served 
as the key federal guidance since 1975. (U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 
1975a) During 1980, there was an intensive effort to amend these 

regulations to ensure ioore citizen involvement, to increase the enp1asis 
on urban revitalization and to integrate corridor planning into the urban 

trans[X)rtation planning process. (Paparella, 1982) Pro[X>sed ameooments 

were published in October 1980. Final amendments were published in January 

1981 to take effect in February. 
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'lllese arnendrrents were p:>stp:>ned as a result of President Reagan's January 

1981 IDE!OOrandum to delay the effective day of all pending regulations by 

sixty days. During this period, the amendments were reviewed based on the 

criteria in the President's merorandlltl and Executive Order 12291. 

Consequently, the amendments were withdrawn and interim final regulations 

were issued in August 1981. These regulations included minimal changes 

to streamline the planning process in areas under 200,000 in p:>pulation, 

clarify transp:>rtation system management and incorporate legislative 

changes. (U.S. Dept. of Transp:>rtation, 1983c) 

To obtain public oorranent on further changes in the regulations, FHWA and 
Ul.fi'A published an issues and options paper in December 1981 entitled, 

Solicitation of Public C.Orranent on the Appropriate Federal Ible in Urban 

Transp:>rtation Planning. '!he carments clearly indicated the preference 

for fewer federal requiranents and greater flexibility. Further 

indication of these views resulted fran the Airlie House Conference on 

Urban Transp:>rtation Planning in the 1980s. (Transp:>rtation Research 

Board, 1982) 

Based on the oorranents, the joint urban transp:>rtation planning regulations 

were rewritten to remove items that were not actually required. The 

changes in the regulations resp:>ooed to the call for reducing the role of 
the federal goverrurent in urban transportation planning. 'lbe revised 

regulations, issued on June 30, 1983, contained new statutory 

requirenents; and, retained the requirements for a transp:>rtation plan; a 

transportation improvement program (TIP) including an annual element (or 

biennial element); and a unified planning work program (UIWP), the latter 
only for areas of 200,000 or more in p:>pulation. The planning process 

was to be self-certified by the states and Mros that it was in 

conformance with all re:;iuiranents when sul:rnitting the ·TIP. (U.S. Dept. 

of Transportation, 1983c) 

The regulations drew a distinction between federal requirenents and good 

planning practice. They stated the product or end which was required but 

left the details of the process to the state and local agencies. So, the 
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regulations no longer a:mtained the elements of the process nor factors to 

consider in conducting the process. (U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1983c) 

'Ille urban transportation planning process was still the mutual 

responsibility of the mo, state and public transit operators. But, the 
nature of the MR) was to be the determination of Governor and local 

governments without aI'fJ federal prescription. Governors were also given 
the option of adninistering UMI'A's planning funds for urban areas with 

populations under 200,000. 

'.Ihe revised regulations marked a major shift in the evolution of urban 

transportation planning. Up to that time, the response to new issues and 
problems was to create additional federal re;iuirenents. These regulations 

changed the focus of responsibility and ex>ntrol to the state and local 
governments. The federal government renained committed to urban planning 

by requiring that projects be based on a 3C planning process and by 
ex>ntinuing to provide funding for planning activities. But, it would no 

longer specify how the process was to be performed. 
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Olapter 11 

PRIVM.'E SllClm PNn'ICIIWl'Im 

As the decade of the 1980's progressed, there was a growing awareness that 

the public sector did not have the resources to continue providing all of 
the programs to which it had becane canmitted. This was particularly true 

at the federal level of govermnent. K:>reover, by continuing these 

programs, governmental bodies were preempting areas that could be better 

served by the private sector. Governments and public agencies began to 
seek opportunities for greater participation of the private sector in the 

provision and financing of urban transportation facilities and services. 

In addition, the federal government sought to foster increased canpetition 

in the provision of transportation services as a means to increase 

efficiency and reduce ex>sts. Olanges in the transportation system were 

intended to be the outcomes of ex>mpetition in the marketplace rather than 

of public regulation. This necessitated eliminating practices whereby 

unsubsidized private transportation service providers competed on an 
unequal basis with subsidized public agencies. (weiner, 1984) 

Paratransit Policy 

The range of public transportation services options known as "paratransit" 

was brought to national attention in a report by The Urban Institute with 

the same title. (Kirby, et. al., 1975) Paratransit-type services had 

already been receiving growing interest. (Highway Research Board, 1971; 
1973b; Transportation Research Board, 1974a; 1974b; Rosenbloan 1975; Scott, 

1975) Paratransit was seen as a supplenent to ronventional transit to 

serve special population groups and markets which were otherwise poorly 

served. It was also seen as an alternative, in certain circumstances, to 

conventional transit. It fit well into the tenor of the times which sought 

low-cost alternatives to the autoroobile which ex>uld capture a larger share 

of the travel market. Paratransit could serve low density, dispersed 

travel patterns and thereby canpete with the autaoobile. 
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The UMI'A struggled for many years to develop a policy position on 

paratransit. The transit industry expressed concern about paratransit 
alternatives to conventional transit . Paratransit supporters saw it as the 

key option to compete against the autCJI10bile in low density markets. It 

was the same debate which surf aced at the w:>ods Hole O:mference on Future 

Directions of Urban Public Trans:i;:ortation. (Transportation Research Board, 

1984a) 

Finally, in October 1982, UMI'A published the Paratransit Policy. 
Paratransit was portrayed as a supplement to conventional transit services 

which could increase trans:i;:ortation capacity at low cost. It could provide 
service in markets that were not viable for mass transit. Paratransit 

could also serve specialized markets (e.g., elderly and handicapped) and be 

an alternative to the private automobile. Its :i;:otential in rural areas was 

emphasized as well. (U.S. Dept. of Trans:i;:ortation, 1982a) 

The Paratransit Policy encouraged local areas to give full consideration to 

paratransit options. It supported the use of paratransit provided by 

private operators p:1rticularly where they were not subsidized. The policy 

fostered reducing regulatory barriers to private operators, timely 

consultation with the private sector, matching services to travel needs and 

integration of paratransit and conventional transit services. (U.S. Dept. 

of Trans:i;:ortation, 1982a) 

It was stated that UMTA funds were available for planning, equipnent 

purchase, facility acquisition, capital, aaninistrative and research 

expenses. UMTA preferred unsubsidized, privately provided paratransit, but 

would provide financial support, where justified. (U.S. Dept. of 

Trans:i;:ortation, 1982a) 

Revised Major Transit c;apita1 Investment R>licy 

By the early 1980s, there had been a huge upsurge of interest in building 

new urban rail transit systems and extensions to existing ones. Beginning 

in 1972, new urban rail systems had begun revenue service in San Francisco, 
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Washington, o.c., Atlanta, Baltiroore, San Diego, Miami and Buffalo. 

Qmstruction was underway for new systens in Portland, Oregon, Detroit, 

Sacramento and San Jose. A total of 32 urban areas were conducting studies 

for major new transit investments in 46 oorridors. It was estimated that 

if all of tlx>se projects were carried out, the cost to the federal 

government would have been at least $19 billion. {U.S. Dept. of 

Transportation, 1984a) 

The federal funds for rail projects came, for the roost part, fran the 

Section 3 Discretionary Grant program. This program was funded by the 

revenue fran one cent of the five-cent increase in the user charge on rooter 
fuels that was included in the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 

1982 and aroounted to $1.1 billion annually. Uffi'A, however, was giving 

priority to projects for rehabilitation of existing rail and bus systens. 

Qtly $400 million annually was targeted for use on new urban rail projects. 

'!be resulting gap between the demand for federal funds for major transit 

projects and those available was, therefore, very large. 

In an attempt to manage the demand for federal funds, UMI'A issued a revised 

Urban Mass Transportation Major Capital Investment Policy on May 18, 1984. 

(U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1984b) It was a further refinement of the 

evaluation process for major transit projects that had been evolving over a 

number of years. Under the policy, UMI'A would use the results of local 
planning studies to calculate the cost-effectiveness and local financial 

support for each project. These criteria would be used to rate the 

projects. UMI'A would fund only those projects which ranked high on both 

criteria to the extent that they oo not exceed the available funds. The 
lower ranked projects were still eligible for funding if additional rooney 

became available. 

The project developnent process involved a nlltlber of stages after which 
UMI'A would make a decision on whether to proceed to the next stage. 

(Figure 5) The roost critical decision occurred after the alternatives 

analysis and draft envirornnental impact statement (AA/DEIS) was canpleted. 

During this stage, the cost-effectiveness of new fixed guideway projects 

was compared to a base systen called the "transportation system management" 
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alternative. This TSM alternative oonsisted of an upgraded bus system plus 

other actions which would irrprove nobility with a minimal capital 

invesbnent, such as parking management techniques, carpool and vanpool 

programs, traffic engineering improvements and p:1ratransit services. 

Often, the marginal improvement in oobility of a fixed guideway prop::>sal 

over the TSM was found to be not worth the oost to construct and operate 

it. 

Projects were rated on oost-effectiveness and local fiscal effort after the 

AA/DEIS was completed. Local fiscal effort oonsisted of the level of 

furrling from state, local and private sources. In addition, the projects 

had to meet several threshold criteria. First, the fixed guideway project 

had to generate oore p:1tronage than the TS>i alternative. Second, the oost 
per additional rider of the fixed guideway project could not exceed a 

preset value which UMl'A was to determine. Third, the project had to meet 

all statutory and regulatory requirements. 

The pressure for federal funds for new urban rail projects was so great, 

however, that the matter was often settled politically. starting in fiscal 

year 1981, the Cbngress began to earmark Section 3 Discretionary Grant 

funds for specific projects thereby preempting UMI'A from making the 

selection. UMTA oontinued to rate the projects and make the information 
available to Cbngressional comnittees. 

Private Participation in the Transit Program 

The Reagan Adninistration was comnitted to a greater private sector role in 

addressing the needs of oommunities. They believed that governments at all 

levels should not provide services that the private sector was willing and 

able to provide, and that there would be increased efficiencies in a 

operating environment in which there was canpetition. ·Cbnsequently, the 

Department of Transp::>rtation sought to rarove barriers to greater 

involvement of the private sector in the provision of urban transp::>rtation 
services and in the financing of these services. 
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'Ihe instances of private provision of urban public transportation services 

and in public/private cooperative ventures had been increasing slowly. 

Transit agencies were having difficulty thinking in terms of private 

involvement in what they viewed as their business. Private transportation 

operators had voiced concerns that, in spite of statutory requirements, 

they were not being fully or fairly considered for the provision of public 

transportation service. But, large operating deficits were creating 

pressure to find cheaper means to provide service and private providers 

were increasingly being oonsidered. sane transit agencies were beginning 

to contract out services which they found too expensive to provide 

themselves. 

To pranote increased involvanent of the private sector in the provision of 

public transportation services, the UMl'A issued a Policy on Private 

Participation in the Urban Mass Transportation Program. (U.S. Dept. of 

Transportation, 1984c) It provided guidance for achieving ccmpliance with 

several sections of the Urban Mass Transportation Act. Section 3(e) 

prohibited unfair competition with private providers by publicly subsidized 

operators. Section 8(e) ra:iuired maximum participation of the private 

sector in the planning of public transportation services. Section 9(f), 

which was added by the surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982, 

established procedures for involving the private sector in the developnent 

of Transportation Improvement Program as a coooition for federal funding. 

'lbe Policy on Private Participation in the Urban Mass Transportation 

Program called for early involvement of private providers in the 

develoµnent of new transit services and for their maximlllll feasible 

participation in providing those services. The policy identified the 

principal factors that UMI'A would oonsider in determining whether 

recipients complied with the statutes. It indicated that private 

transportation providers must be oonsulted in the developnent of plans for 

new and restructured services. Moreover, private carriers must be 

considered where new of restructured public transportation services were to 

be provided. A true comparison of costs was to be used when oomparing 

publicly provided service with private providers. A independent local 
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dispute resolution mechanism was to be established to assure fairness in 

aaninistering the p:>licy. 

This p:>licy represented a major departure fran past federal p:>licy toward . 
public transportat ion operators. Where public o:i;:etators had had a virt ual 

mnop:>ly on federal funds for transit facili t ies, equipnent and service, 

now they needed to oonsider private sector operators as canpetitors for 
providing those services. 

Charter Bus Regulations 

The Urban Mass Transp:>rtation Act of 1964 defined mass transp:>rtation to 

specifically exclude charter services. Federal assistance for mass 

transp:>rtation was, therefore, not to be used to provide such services. 

'n'le federal government had thereby declared at the outset of the transit 

program that it oonfined its role to assisting only regular mass transit 

services. The Canptroller General ruled, however, in a 1966 case that 

buses purchased with federal funds oould provide charter service if the 

service was incidental and did not interfere with the provision of regular 
transit services for which the buses were purchased. 

As public transit agencies engaged in charter bus operations, there was a 

concern, generally raised by private bus operators, that public agencies 
were competing unfairly. Tne argurrent was that public agencies were using 

federal subsi dies to allow than to urrlerprice their services and thereby 

foreclose private operators from charter service markets. 'n'le Federal-Aid 

Highway Act of 1973 sought to clarify the charter bus prohibition. It 
required all recipients of federal transit funds or highway funds used for 

to enter into an agreenent with the Secretary of Trans"EX)rtation that they 

would not operate any charter service outside of their mass transp:>rtation 
service area in competition with private operators. (U.S. Dept. of 
Transp:>rtation, 1982a) 

The Housing and Corrnnunity Developnent Act of 1974 gave the Secretary of 

Transportation the flexibility to tailor solutions to this problem to the 

individual situation. The agreenents negotiated with recipients were to 
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provide fair and equitable arrangements to assure that publicly and 

privately owned operators for public bodies did not foreclose private 

operators from the intercity charter bus industry where such operators were 
willing and able to provide such service. The National Mass Transportation 
Assistance Act of 1974 extended these charter bus provisions to federal 
financial assistance for operating expenses which was a new category of 

federal assistance established by that act. (U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 
1982a) 

Regulations to implenent these charter bus provisions were published in 

April 1976. (U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1976d) Under the regulations, 
a public transit operator could provide intercity or intracity charter bus 
service if it was incidental to the provision of mass transportation 

service. A service was considered incidental if it did not: (a) occur 
during peak hours, (b) require a trip more than 50 miles beyond the 

recipient's service area, or (c) require a particular for nore than six 
hours. If a public operator provided intercity charter service, the 

charter revenues had to cover its total costs and the rates charged could 
not foreclose canpetition fran private operators. Sane 79 separate costs 
had to be accounted for in the public operator's certification. 

Both public and private operators found the regulation unsatisfactory. 

Public operators supported easing the restrictions on their provision of 
charter bus service as a means to provide supplemental revenue and improve 

their financial condition. Private operators preferred tightening the 
restrictions and strengthening enforcement which they felt was inadequate. 

fJbreo11er, it was clear that the recordkeeping and certification 
requirements on grant recipients was unnecessarily burdensome. 

Finding a balance between the views of public and private operators was 

extrenely difficult and UMl'A struggled with the problem for a number of 

years. Shortly after issuing the regulation in 1976, UMl'A published an 
Advanced z.ot:ice of Proposed Rulanaking (ANRPM) requesting views on several 

issues and StJJgestions on how to make the regulation nore effective. A 

public hearing was held in January 1977 to solicit additional canments. 
Afterwards UMI'A issued two additional ANRPMs in an attenpt to obtain the 
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views of interested parties on a nuni)er of issues and possible options for 

Irodifying the .Legulation. (U.S. Dept. of Trans{X)rtation, 1981c arxl 1982b) 

Finally, in March 1986, UMrA published a revised regulation in the form of 
a NPRM. (U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1986) It would prohibit any tMrA 

recipient from providing charter bus service, usiD:J tMl'A assistance, i f 
there was a private charter bus operator that was willing and able to 

provide the service. Only in the absence of willing and able operators or 
their lack of vehicles accessible to the handicapped could a public 
operator provide charter service. '!he determination of willing and able 
operators was to be made annually at a public hearing. 
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<namn«; RIH\RKS 

Urban trans:EX)rtation planning evolved from higl"May and transit planning 

activities in the 1930s and 1940s. These efforts were primarily intended 

to improve the design and operation of individual trans:EX)rtation 

facilities. 'Itle focus was on UP3rading and expanding facilities. 

Early urban trans:EX)rtation planning studies were primarily systems oriented 

with a twenty-year time horizon and region-wide in scope. This was largely 

the result of legislation for the National 5'ystern of Interstate and Defense 

Highways which required that these major higmays be designed for traffic 

projected twenty years in the future. As a result, the focus of the 

planning process through the decade of the 1960s was on this long-range 

time horizon and broad regional scale. Gradually, starting in the early 

1970s, planning processes turned their attention to shorter term time 

horizons and the corridor level scale. 'Itlis came about as the result of a 

realization that long-range planning had been oominated by concern for 
major regional higmay and transit facilities with only minor attention to 

being paid to lesser facilities with the opportunity to inprove the 
efficiency of the existing system. This shift was reinforced by the 

increasing difficulties and cost in constructing new facilities, growing 

environmental concerns and the Arab oil embargo. 

Early efforts with programs such as 'IQPICS and express bus priorities 

eventually broaden into the strategy of trans:EX)rtation system management. 

TSM encompassed a whole range of techniques to increase the utilization and 

productivity of existing vehicles and facilities. It shifted the ern:[X}asis 

fran facility expansion to provision of trans:EX)rtation service. The 

federal government took the lead in pressing for changes which would 

produce greater attention to TSM. At first, there was considerable 
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resistance. Neither institutions nor techniques were able to immediately 

address Ts-\ options. A period of learning and adaptation was necessary to 

redirect planning processes so that they could perform this new type of 

planning. As the 1980s dawned, urban transp:>rtation planning had become 

primarily short-term oriented in rrost urbanized areas. 

Through this E?'volutionary developnent, the urban transp:>rtation planning 
process was called up:>n to address a rontinuous stream of new issues and 

concerns, methodological developnents, advances in technology and changing 

attitudes. Usually, it was the requirements fran the federal government to 
which the planning process was resp:>nding. 

Major new issues began affecting urban transportation planning in the later 

half of the 1960s and on through the 1970s. The list of issues included 

safety, citizen involvement, preservation of parkland and natural areas, 

equal o:i;:p:>rtunity for disadvantaged persons, environmental roncerns 

particularly air quality, transportation for the elderly and handicapped, 

energy conservation and rE?'vitalization of urban centers. r-tJst recently has 

been the concerns for deterioration of the higl"YNay and transit 

infrastructure. By 1980, the federal requirements to address all of these 

matters had become extensive, complex and sonetirnes ronflicting. 

During this same period, there were advocates for various transportation 

options as solutions to this vast array of problems and roncerns. '!hey 

ranged over the gamut from new higl"YNays, express buses, rail transit 
systems, pricing, autanated guideway transit, paratransit, brokerage and 

dual-rrode transit. It was difficult, at times, to determine whether these 

options were advanced as the answer to all of these problems or for just 

some of them. Transp:>rtation system management was an attempt to integrate 

the short-term, low capital options into reinforcing strategies to 

accomplish one or rrore objectives. Alternatives analysis was designed to 

evaluate trade-offs anong various major investments options as well as 

transportation system management techniques. 
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Transportation planning techniques also evolved during this time. 

Procedures for specific purposes were integrated into an urban travel 
forecasting process in the early urban transportation studies in the 1950s • . 
Through the 1960s, .irrprovements in planning techniques were made primarily 

by practitioners and these new approaches were integrated into practice 
fairly easily. '!be FHWA and UMI'A carried out extensive activities to 
develop and disseninate analytical techniques and carputer programs for use 
by state and local governments. The Urban Transp:>rtation Planning Systen 

(Ul'PS) became the standard canputer battery for urban transportation 
analysis by the mid-1970s. 

During the 1970s, new techniques were developed for the zrost part by the 
research comnunity largely in universities. '!be disaggregate approaches 
differed from the aggregate approaches being used in practice. 
O>nrnunication between researchers and practitioners was fitful. While 

researchers were developing roore appropriate ways to analyzing this complex 

array of issues and options, practitioners were still wedded to the older 
techniques. 'lbe gap between research and practice still needs to be 

closed. 

The 1980s bring a new challenge to urban transportation planning, the 
decentralization of authority and responsibility. 'lbe national zrood has 
shifted and centralized approaches are no longer considered to be the 
appropriate means for dealing with national problems. The federal 

government is reducing its involvement and leaving the states and local 
governments more flexibility to resp:>nd in whatever manner they choose. 
The federal statutes renain in force but additional federal guidance or 
elaboration is being reduced and eliminated. 

It is unclear what changes will occur in urban transportation planning as a 

result of the reduction in federal regulation and prescription. There will 
be expanded O:E;P'.)rtunities to fashion planning procedures and institutions 
to local problens and needs. More time and effort can be used to produce 
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the information for local decisions rather than to meet federal 

requirements. Urban areas experiencing growth in population and 
enployrnent, for example, can focus on long-range developnent plans to 
expand their transportation systems. Other urban areas which are stable or 

declining can deal with redevelopnent issues and infrastructure 
rehabilitation. There will be roore flexibility in the elements of the 
planning process and in the division of responsibilities to perform them. 

Q1 the other hand, planning will have to be roore responsive to the needs of 
local decisionmakers and citizens, and adjusted to the realities of long
term budget constraints in many urban areas. Procedures and institutional 
arrangements will have to be realigned to address local issues and needs. 
This may be difficult for urban transportation planning processes which 
have been attuned to federal requirements. 

Many of the issues which have been debated over the last decade are likely 
to be revisited. Q'le issue is the appropriate bal.anoe between long-range 
and short-term planning. A second is the level of effort devoted to e&sten 
expansion, infrastructure rehabilitation, system management, and possibly 

even systen retrenchment (e.g., rerroval of certain facilities or routes) 
to match declining population, travel demand and financial resources. The 
issues of changing institutional arrangements and locus of decisiormaking 
are likely to be raised in a number of urban areas. 

Some urban areas will struggle with using transportation to foster economic 
developnent while still providing roobility. 'lbe use of innovative 
financing techniques such as joint developnent and increased participation 
by the private sector will probably increase to offset shortfalls in public 

sector funds. The matters of envirorrnental quality, transportation for 
special groups and energy conservation will likely be valued differently 
across the spectrum of urban areas and affect planning processes in these 
areas in different ways. 
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The level of detail and canplexity of planning procedures will need to be 
reassessed. Snaller urban areas will likely opt or a sinpler planning 
process which is carmensurate with their fewer problems and less canplex 
planning context. The larger areas will face many 100re choices in terms of 
problans to address, options to evaluate, organizational arrangements and 
procedures to use. Transportation analysis may becane better integrated 
with land use planning at the project level scale. 

The planning community will be challenged to further adapt . so that 
procedures and techniques are tailored to local requirements. Many new 
approaches were developed during the decade of the 1970s. New 

transp:,rtation options, travel analysis methods and institutional 
structures were researched and applied in at least a limited fashion. The 
microcarputer holds the pranise of providing analytical capability to many 
100re agencies at lower cost with faster response time. All of these are 
now available to planners trying to reshape planning processes to the 
changing needs. The results should be evident within the next few years. 
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Appendix B 

~ ~~ ~ 

Oironology of Significant Events 

1916 - Federal-Aid Road Act - created Bureau of Public Roads, 
beginning of federal-aid higlMay program 

1921 - Federal HiglMay Act - required state highway departments, 
established federal-aid highway system, oontract authority, 
state matching 

Farly Highway Planning 

1934 - Federal-Aid Highway Act - 1 1/2 % HP&R Program (permissive), 
statewide higlMay planning surveys begun 

1937 - Toll !bads and Free !bads report 

1941 - Interregional Highways report 

Beginnings of urban Transportation Planning 

1944 - First Heme Interview Manual published 
- Federal-Aid Highway Act - established federal-aid Secondary and 

Urban Extensions programs, directed designation of 40,000 mile 
national system of Interstate highways but provided no funding 

1945 - CTA - Chicago Transit Authority created 

1947 - Ik>using Act - created Housing and Hane Finance Agency (HHFA) 
- Ml'A created in Boston 

1948 - San Juan, Puerto Rico transportation study - trip generation by 
land use type 

1950 - TRB Compendium of 0-D practices published 

1953 - Federal-Aid HiglMay Act - first funding for Interstate system 

1953 - OMA.TS - Detroit Metropolitan Area Traffic study started - used 
tabulating machines 

1954 - lbusing Act - established 701 canprehensive Urban Planning Program 

1955 - A.M. Voorhees Gravity Model 
- CATS - Chicago Area Transportation study started - prototype for 

future urban transportation studies 
- WMATS - Washington Metropolitan Area Traffic study started 
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1956 - Federal-Aid Highway Act - created funding for National System of 
Interstate and Defense Highways 

- Highway Revenue Act - established Highway Trust Fund, 90% federal 
share 

- san Francisoo Rapid Transit Conmission recormnerrls 123 mile system 
- Highwgy Traffic F.stimation published - highlights Fratar technique 

1957 - Traffic assignment algoritlins 
- Baltirrore Transportation Study started 

1958 - PATS - Pittsburgh Area Transportation Study started 
- Hartford Area Traffic Study started 
- National Cnnrnittee on Urban Transportation - Better Transportation 

For Your City published 
- Sagarrore Conference on Highways and Urban Developnent - regiorrwide 

canprehensive planning 

1959 - Penn-Jersey (Philadelphia) Transportation Study started 

1960 - 499 Club - BPR technical staff 

1961 - Housing Act - created program of transit loans and demonstration 
grants, allowed 701 funds for urban transportation studies 

Urban Transportation Planning eomes of Age 

1962 - Joint Report on Urban Mass Transportation 
- President Kennedy's Transportation Message 
- Federal-Aid Highway Act - mandated 3C urban transportation 

planning process, 1 1/2 % required for HP&R purposes, 
1/2 % optional 

- Hershey Conference on Freeways in the Urban Setting 
- Bay Area rapid transit system tx::md issue p:t5sed 

1963 - IM 50-2-63 Guidelines for 3C planning process - defined 3C process 
including 10 elements 

1964 - Urban Mass Transportation Act - created transit capital grants 
(66 2/3% federal share), R&D program 

Inproyed Intergovernmental Coordination 

1965 - Housing and Urban Develoµnent Act - created HUD, 701 grants for 
comprehensive planning to OJGs and Regional Planning Councils 

- Williamsburg Conference on Highways and Urban Develoµnent - social 
and oornrnunity values 

1966 - Department of Transportation Act - created ror 
- Amendments to the Urban Mass Transp::>rtation Act - created transit 

technical studies program, rnanaganent training grants, New 
Systems study 
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- Dem::>nstration Cities and ~tropolitan Developnent Act - created 
204 Review area wide process for federal- aid projects, M:>del 
Cities program 

1967 - PPM 50-9 - consolidated prE!'Jious guidance on urban transportation 
planning 

- Dartmouth Conference on Urban Developnent r-bdels 

1968 - Federal-Aid Highway Act - created 'lUPI CS, prohibi ted takings of 
parks, wetlands or wildlife refuge, requi red public hearings 

- Reorganization Plan No.2 - establi shed Urban Mass Transportation 
Mninistration (ur,n'A) in oor 

- Intergovernmental Cooperation Act - required coordination of 
federal programs with local governments 

- Operation Breakthrough 
- IM 50-4-68 ~rations Plans for •eontinuing" Urban Transp)rtation 

Planning- five elements: surveillance, reappraisal, service, 
procedural developnent and annual report 

- TouPrrow's Transportation; New ~stems for the Urban Future 

Environment and Two-Hearing Process 

1969 - National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) - created EIS process, 
establ ished~, required systematic , interdisciplinary 
approach to planning and decisionnaking 

- A-95 Project Notification and Review Process - required areawide 
planning agencies to corranent on federally-aided projects 

- PPM 20-8 'lwo Hearing Process - required full consideration of 
social, econanic and envirorJnental impacts 

- Environmental Quality Improvement Act - established Office of 
Environmental Quality 

Beginnings of Multinpdal urban Transportation Planning 

1970 - Urban Mass Transp)rtation Assistance Act - established long term 
carmitrnent of transit funds, $10 billion over 12 years, E+H 
requiranents 

- Clean Air Act Arnerrlnents - created EPA, emission standards 
specified, required national ambient air quali ty standards be 
established, SIPs and TCPs, focus on traffic management 

- Federal-Aid Highway Act - Federal-Aid Urban system (FAUS), 
70% federal share for non-Interstate projects, local selection 
of routes, allowed higl'JNay funds for bus projects, required 
guidelines on economic, social and environmental impacts, 
required guidelines for highway project consistency with SIPs 

- Mt. 1".>cono Conference on Urban Transportation Planning 
- Boston Transportation Planning Review 

1971 - IM 50-3-71 - established annual certification of 3C process 
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1972 - PPM 90-4 - Process Guidelines for Higl'May Projects 
- Williamsburg Conference on Urban Travel Forecasting 
- UMI'A's External Operating Manual - described planning requirements 

for transit projects 

1973 - Federal-Aid Higl'May Act - allowed FAUS and Interstate funds to be 
transferred to transit projects 

- Rehabilitation Act - Section 504 access for elderly and 
handica~ persons 

- Cfl',;l guidelines on preparation of EISs 

1974 - National Mass Trans!)Ortation Assistance Act - authorized federal 
transit operating assistance, federal share 80% for capital and 
50% for operating projects, same planning regs as higl'Mays, 
1/2 fare for E+H, rural program 

Transition to Short-Term Planning 

1973 - OPEC Oil Embargo 

1974 - Emergency Highway F.nergy Conservation Act - 55 lT{il speed limit 

1975 - F.nergy Policy and Conservation Act - established CAFE standards 
- Joint FHWA/UMI'A planning regulations - required Mro's, Prospectus, 

UFWP, TIP & AE, TSM 
- Office of Technology Assessment's Re!)Ort on Automated Guideway 

Transit - SLT,GRT,PRT 

1976 - Policy on Major Urban Mass Trans!)Ortation Investments -
established criteria of multiioodal, regionwide planning, 
incranental implementation, T9'i measures, oost-effectiveness 

- Federal-Aid Highway Act - allowed Interstate transfers to other 
highways and busways, established 3R program 

- Section 504 Regulations - special efforts, suggested 5% of funds 

1977 - Clean Air Act Amendments - exterrled deadlines, required 
"ronformance" and •sanctions" 

- Department of Energy Organization Act - created OOE 
- National Urban Developnent and New Ccmnunities Developnent Act -

required National ]?Olicy report rather rather than re!)Ort on 
growth 

urban F.conomic Deyeloyre.nt 

1978 - National Urban Policy Re!)Ort - revitalization of central cities 
and older suburbs 

- Policy Towards Rail Transit - required high density oorridors, 
local supporting policies 

- National Energy Act - energy conservation c;pal, praoote carpools 
and vanpools 
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- Surface Transportation Assistance Act - Interstate canpletion 
deadline of 1990: projects uooer contract by Sept. 1986, 
I-substitutions by Sept. 1983, created bridge R&R program, 
transit Section 5 program expanded to four tiers, rural 
program, same planning requirement for hig1'1iiays and t ransit, 
Buy America requirement 

- Council on EnviroJ'lllellt al Quality's Regulations - •scoping" and 
•tiering" 

- Transportation and Air Quality guidelines - integrated air quality 
planning into the 3C planning process 

- Aspen Conference on Future Urban Transportation - autanobile will 
continue to be daninant roode 

1979 - Urban Initiatives program guidelines- joint developnent, 
leveraging federal inves'bnents, stimulate econanic developnent 

- Final Section 504 Regulations on Accessibility for the 
Handicapped - full access in 3 years- 50% of buses 

1980 - Joint ~UMI'A Environnental regulations - single set of 
environmental procedures of hig1'1iiay and transit projects, 
single EIS/AA document, 

Decentralization of Decisionmaking 

1981 - Air Quality Conformance and Priority Procedures 
- President Reagan's Merorandum on Regulations - p:>stponed 

regulations for 60 days 
- Executive Order 12291 - procedures for evaluating regulations, 

benefits must exceed costs 
- Interim Section 504 regulations - certify special efforts were 

being made 

1982 - Airlie House Conference on Urban Transp:>rtation Planning in the 
1980s - need for greater flexibility and reduced requirements 

- Executive Order 12372 Intergovernmental Peview of Federal Programs 
- replaced A-95, states establish own review process, federal 
government must "accomroodate" or •explain•, •single point of 
contact" 

- W'.:>ods Hole Conference on Future Directions of Urban Public 
Transportation - split between conventional transit and 
paratransit advocates 

- F.aston Conference on Travel Analysis Methods for the 1980s - gap 
between research and practice 

- Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 - 5-cent increase in 
gas tax; revenue from 4-cents to hig1'1iiays for Interstate 
completion and expanded hig1'1iiay and bridge rehabilitation; 
revenue from other 1-cent into Mass Transit Account of Hig1'1iiay 
Trust Fund for Discretionary Grants only for capital needs (75% 
federal share), new Section 9 Formula Grant program for capital 
and operating projects (cap on operating assistance) 

- Paratransit R>licy - encouraged paratransit as supplement or 
substitute for conventional transit 
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- Revised Urban Transportation Planning Regulations - reooved all 
itans not actually required, increased state n local 
f l'exibil i ty 

1983 - Advent of Microcanputers 

1983 - Section 504 Regulations {NPRM) - COT-wide, detailed criteria 

Private Sector Participation 

1984 - Urban Mass Transportation Major capital Investment Policy (tt:>tioe) 
- specified oost-effectiveness measures 

- Policy on User-side Subsidies - eligible for federal funds 
- Policy on Private Enterprise Participation in the Urban Mass 

Transportation Program 

1986 - Olarter Bus Regulations {NP~) - would prohibit charter bus 
services by public transit operators unless no one willing and 
able 
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AASHO 

Am 

ANRPM 

BCB 

BPR 
3C 

CAFE 

CATS 
CF.)J 

ax; 

IX-1ATS 

DPM 

OOE 

oor 
EIS 

EPA 

FAUS 
rnwA 

FOOSI 
FY 

GR!' 

HEH 

BHFA 

HHS 

HP&R 

am 
HUD 

IM 
IFG 

MIO 

~ndix C 

LIS'1' fl AlmRINIATICE 

American Association of &'tat e Highway Offi cials 

Autanated Guideway Transit 
Advanced lt>tice of Prop:>sed Rulemaking 
Bureau of the Budget 
Bureau of Public a:>ads 

continuing, Canprehensive and Cooperative 
COrp:>rate Average Fuel Ecx>norey' 
Olicago Area Transp,rtation Study 
council on Envirorunental Quality 
council of Governments 
Detroit Metrop,litan Area Traffic Study 
Downtown People llok>ver 
Department of Energy 
Deparbnent of Transp,rtation 
Envirorunental Dnpact statement 
EnvirorIOOntal Protection Agency 
Federal Aid Urban System 
Federal Highway Adninistration 

Finding of It> Significant Dnpact 
Fiscal Year 

Group Rapid Transit 
Deparbnent of Health, Education and Welfare 
Housing and Hane Finance Agency 
Department of Health and Human Services 
Highway Planning and Research 
Highway Research Board 
Department of Housing and Urban Developnent 
Instructional Mem:>randurn 
Interm:xlal Planning Group 
Metropolitan Planning Organization 
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NEPA 

NPRM 

0MB 

OrA 

PATS 

PLANPAC 

PPM 

PRT 

SIP 

SLT 

SMD 

9'1SA 

'R:P 

TIP 

TRB 

TSM 
'CMI'A 

01:WP 

Ul'PS 

National Envi rorunental Folicy Act of 1969 

Notice of ProEX)sed Rulemaking 

Office of Managerrent and Budget 

Office of Technology Assessment 

Pittsburgh Area TransEX)rtation study 

Planning Package (of Cootputer Programs) 

Folicy and Procedure Meroorandum 

Personal Rapid Transit 

state Implementation Plan 

Shuttle Loop Transit 

Service and Methods Deronstration 

standard MetroEX)litan statistical Area 

TransEX)rtation O'.>ntrol Plan 

TransEX)rtation Improvement Program 

TransEX)rtation Research Board 

Tran5EX>rtation System Management 
Urban Mass Transportation Aaninistration 

Unified Planning Work Program 

Urban TransEX)rtation Planning 5ystem 
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