.29-

CHAPTER 3
[ NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTEXT FOR TRANSI T DECI SI ONMAKI NG

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

CGENERAL GUI DELI NES FOR METROPOLI TAN ASSESSMENT

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

Basic Elenments of the Institutional Structure

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Federal Legislation and Adm nistrative Reqgul ations

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

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

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

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

~The Uban Mass Transportation Adm nistration Planning
Requi rements Cuide of February 1966 elaborated on the directives
of the act. The guidelines list criteria for relating the trans-
portation function to areaw de conprehensive planning, as is
described in the subsection on coordination anbng organizati ons.
They al so indicate that whenever possible transportation planning
shoul d be the responsibility of the same agency carrying on
conprehensi ve planning for the urban area.
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Section 701 of the Housing and Urban Devel opment Act of
1965 put teeth into the regional planning concept by requiring
that planning grant allowances "for the solution of metropolitan
or regional problenms"” should be distributed only to "organiza-
tions conposed of public officials. . . representative of all poli-
tical jurisdictions within a netropolitan area or urban
region. . . .°

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1/ Draft regulations were published in Novenber 1973, and
by the time of final publication nost nmetropolitan areas
had designated a Metropolitan Planning Organi zation. The
final regulations appeared under the title "Planning
Assistance and Standards:  Urban Transportation Pl anning”
ag7ghe Federal Register, Vol. 40, No. 181, Septenber 17,
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As explained, the UMIA guidelines specify that |ocal units
of general governnent should be represented on the planning
body receiving funds. The quidelines require elected officials
or their appointees to provide the representation. Recent pro-
visions outlining the requirements for the designation of 03
reinforce UMTA's conmitment to seeing that |ocal elected offi-
cials are adequately represented on the decisionnaking body.

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

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

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

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

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

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

@ui delines for Metropolitan Eval uation

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

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

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

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

Decisi onmakers should have iy il

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

i ndi vi dual s.

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

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

METROPOLI TAN EXPERI ENCE

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

Forum for Deci si onmaki ng

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

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

the Iaw

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

orum

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Wthin the six-county region covered by SCAG the major
transit operator is the Southern California Rapid Transit
District (SCRTD) . Although SCAG s powers have grown over the
past few years and it can influence the rapid transit planning
activities of SCRTD, it has no direct power to shape SCRTD s
pol i cymaki ng and planning activities. As a single-purpose
agency with an explicit nandate fromthe state legislature to
design and inplement a rapid transit systemwthin Los Angeles
County, SCRTD traditionally has acted Independently. Prior to
the Novermber 1974 referendum neither UMIA nor SCAG was able to
get SCRTD to effectively coordinate its rapid transit activities
with the countg or any of the other counties in the region, and
di sagreenments between SCAG the Board of Supervisors of Los
Angel'es County, the city, and SCRTD made it inpossible to
reach a workabl e consensus on the nature of the rapid transit
policy and plan.



-41-

Legislative initiatives now being taken in California na¥
create a new structure for policymaking and priority setting for
transit that would clarify and rationalize the fragmented forum
in Los Angeles. Under the proposed Assembly Bill . 1246, SCAG
woul d retain responsibility for |ong-range regional transporta-
tion planning and coordination, but the primary forum for deci-

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



-43-

The MPO includes the requisite Planning functions and is
representative of |local and state Oficials. Transportation

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

i npl ement ation of operational inprovenents General agreenent

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

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

Accountability and Authority of Decisionnmakers

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

t hat shoul d be noted.

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

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

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

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

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

Discussion. This review of the patterns of accountability

found anbng transit agencies raises a nunber of issues. One

i ssue concerns the effectiveness of the different approaches

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

wel | as broad, regionwide concerns. A final issue points up the
advantages of increasing the state legislature’s role in overseeing
community transit activities.



-53-

The main formal channel for accountability is the mechanism
by which the transit decisionnakers are placed in (or renoved
from office. UMIA regulations call for adequate representation
of local elected officials on the agency that receives UMIA
grants, and nost boards of transit agencies and Metropolitan

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

the public. Board menbers who bear primary responsibility for

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

| evel could provide a range of benefits.

| NVOLVEMENT OF THE GENERAL PUBLIC

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

t horoughly participatory public involvenent prograns.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Di scussion. There are several explanations for the tendency

for public reaction to occur after plans have been approved.

The nost obvious reason is that people tend to discount all

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

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

WVATA provi ded adequate channels for citizen review during

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

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

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

not oppose the transit system because it threatened disruption.

Merely providing better opportunity for public participation --
even after citizens have |earned through experience, as in San
Francisco, that transit systens can bring undesirable changes to
nei ghbor hoods -- does not guarantee that a broad range of citizens
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W ll participate significant%y in system planning. Experience
in Washington, Atlanta, San Francisco, and Denver shows a
marked increase in number of participants and |evel of par-
ticipation once corridors have been defined and citizen groups
are organi zed according to neighborhoods that will be affected.
This fact points Up a general 1nadequacy of the transit system
pl anning process as it has been performed in many of the cases,
which is 1ts tendency to make system | evel decisions before
any attention is placed on corridor-1level issues.

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

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

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

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

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



