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CHAPTER 8
SUMVARY CF MAJOR FI NDI NGS

The assessnment found three major categories of issues to af-
feet the conduct of transit planning and decisionnaking
sues related to the institutional’ context, (2) those related t O
t he technical planning process, and (3)those 1nvolving neans used
for financing transit.

Sone of the most significant influences on transit planning
are exerted by the organizations responsible for conducting the
pl anni ng and maki ng the deci sions.

~The technical planning process provides the infornmation that
public officials and their constituents draw upon in making plans
and deci si ons.

| ssues involving transit financing policy are closely inter-
connected Wth issues that have arisen within both the other two
categories of investigation. Institutions must have access to
sources of financing to be effective in inplenenting plans, while
the technical planning process nust produce plans that are finan-
cially feasible. The sources of funds and the conditions under
whi ch they are nade avail able have created significant problens
for metropolitan transit planners and deci sionmakers.

Effects of the Institutional Context on Transit Decisionnaking

«Responsibility for transit planning and decisionmaking
Is fragmented anong the nmany governnental agencies in-
volved, particularly at the local and regional |evels of
gover nment .

«One of the effects of fragnentation is to encourage com
petition for decisionmaking authority, and particularly
for the power to set schedules and budgets for transit
|nBrovenents. The pressures of conpetition tend to pro-
dube overextensive plans that serve everyone in a region
more of less equally, rather than snmaller plans focused on
parts of the region with specific transit problens.

« Special -purpose agencies charged with transit planning
tend to have difficulty responding to |ocal concerns |f
they begin with a mandate to construct a regional system
Agenci es domi nated by powerful. contractors are likely to
be especially unresponsive to the public wll.
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Institutional fragnentation also leads to |ack of effect-

ive coordination between planning for different transpor-

tation nodes, and between transportation planning and com
prehensive planning. Thus inportant opportunities

are lost for inproving transit operations

t hrough hi ghway managenent and for devel oping transporta-

tion systems to serve future devel opment patterns.

.Efforts by the Federal Governnent to inprove coordination

Ef f ect

by lodging transit decisionmaking power in nultinoda
Metropolitan Planning O ganizations have not had notable
success. Most Metropolitan Planni ng organizations are
regional councils of government, which, although tNey are
enpowered to nmake regional conprehensive plans, 00 Not
have statutory authority or financing resources (O put
the plans into effect.

of the Technical Planning Process on Transit Deci si onmaki ng

The proper function of technical planning is to provide
the objective information that is needed to guide decision-
meking. One of the nost inportant [essons [earned from
the netropolitan experience is that a predeterm ned sol u-
tion tends to seriously dimnish the objectivity of the

t echni cal pl anni ng work.

Cities in which no one transit system was the clear favor-
ite have produced nore inpartial analysis concerning the
merits of alternative proposals.

The several reasons for narrowness of early transit plan-
ning include the general ignorance of the range of techno-
| ogi cal options, the lack of UMIA support for planning,

and pressure exerted by engineering consultants with pre-
vi ous experience in conventional transit (and with a
vested interest in producing a plan they would be quali-
fied to design and construct).

Lacking the technical information that mght have been
provided by a continuing transit system planning process,
political and business |eaders tended to settle on the
singl e technological alternative with which they were
famliar and to make a commtment to it at the time that
they pronoted the initiation of transit system planning.

The pressures for predetermning plans have worked agai nst
open, participatory transit planning that evaluates a
broad range of alternatives against criteria based on
public goals. Aternatives have been exam ned on a sys-
temm de instead of subarea basis. Plans have tended to
be inflexible instead of preserving options for dealing
with future changes in technology or transportation needs.
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« The data and net hodol ogies used to forecast ridership
hel p determi ne the outcone of the planning process. Ne-
vertheless, the reliability of transit ridership fore-
casts over time has yet to be denonstrated.

« In a simlar vein, no convincing evidence has been pre-
sented that the presence of a transit system per se
i nfluences land use in the absence of coordinated |and
use controls.

« GCitizen participation prograns are a neans for correcting
data about public values and needs that are essential .
for making good transportation plans. Al though public
officials increasingly regard public participation as
an integral part of the planning and design process,
wel | -structured participation progranms have not been
wi dely used. Federal requirements call for citizen
participation but do not explain how to proceed.

+ One of the difficulties in gaining public invol vement,
especially during the 1960s, was the conmonly held as-

sunption that rapid transit did not threaten to create
unwant ed i npacts.

« On the negative side of the issue, citizen participation
programs can |engthen the planning process, and, if the

Interests of any snmall group are allowed to dom nate, they
can bi as deci si onmaki ng.

« UMIA's proposed policy for its major urban mass transpor-
tation 1nvestnents may go a long way toward resolving sone
of these issues, particularly the overenphasis on fixed,
| ong-range plans. However, the policy's success is dependent

|l arge extend on the ability of UMIA's small, centralized
staff to review whether the |ocal planning process has a
full range of feasible transit options. re inmportantly,

the policy fails to address a number of major institution-
al and financing issues.

Effects of Financing Mechani sns on Transit Deci si onnaki ng

« Financing issues cut across the other major categories
of investigation.

«Soaring increases in operating expenses and the costs
of proposed new systens have created new pressure for
expandi ng the anmount of Federal support for transit that
is available, and for increasing the flexibility in the
uses to which the funds can be put.

. Several aspects of Federal financing policy encouraged

regional, |ong-range transit(flanning to the exclusion
of short-range, nore localized planning. Because of
the early lack of UMIA support for continuing transit

system planning, transit studies were initiated in many
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metropolitan areas as a result of reaction to the con-
struction of interstate highways. Heavyrail transit

t echnol ogy was seen as the obvious alternative for ser-
ving the long distance commuter with |less disruption to
nei ghbor hoods.  The availabilitK of Federal funds for
capital inprovenents only also has created a bias for
extensive systens.

e Separate funding and admnistration of highway and tran-
sit programs at all |l evels of governnent, resulting in
di verse objectives and l|ack of coordination, has prevented
(and continues to prevent) the advancement of transit
i mprovements that require changes in street/highway
management policy.

« At the regional level, the need to gain approval in re-
ferenda for transit financing bonds or taxes has also Iled
to long-range pl ans for overly extensive, single techno-
| ogy regional systens. A specific technol ogical concept
with broad voter recognition and appeal often was re-
quired in order for metropolitan |eadership to generate
sufficient interest to raise the necessary |ocal and
state funds to initiate a transit planning program even
with Federal funding. Ironically, the decision to pre-
sent an extensive regional systemto voters in several
cases resulted in defeat of the proposal on the grounds
that it was too expensive.

« Voters in a regional transit financing referendum |ike
to see a very specific plan so they know what they are buy-
ing. In part to keep the price tag low, estimtes do not
provide for many of the costly activities -- land ac-
quisition and the like -- necessary to take full advantage
of devel opment opportunities in the vicinity of transit
stations or corridors.

At the root of any effort to resolvethese i ssues is a broader
issue i nvolving the question of establishing national goals for
public transportation. Existing goals offer no concrete answers
to the central questions of how much public transportation the
nation wants to buy, what purpose it should serve, and who should
pay for it. These goals nust be nore sharply defined if they are
to be used asa firmbasis for nobilizing, , .dispensing, ami!‘|
eval uating the use of Federal funds. The kind of goals that are
set will underlie whether nore specific policies to shape transit
institutions, pl anni ng, and financing wll achieve their intended
effects.



