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I. 

REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
AND ITS PROGRAMS 

Introduction and Summary 

The Department of Transportation (DOT) was formed ten years ago 

by aggregating most of the components of existing departments and 

independent agencies in the executive branch which were concerned with 

transportation. Certain components of the ICC involved in safety regula­

tion of transportation were also transferred to DOT. Many of those 

components or agencies were reconstituted as separate operating administrations 

within DOT. A list of DOT elements showing the origin of the major 

components is attached as Appendix A. 

Several transportation-oriented components of the government, as 

well as the economic regulatory functions of the CAB, FMC and ICC, were 

not included in DOT. The exclusions were Congressional and political 

decisions not necessarily based upon objective judgment, and they should 

now be reexamined. The most significant examples are the Maritime 

Administration in the Department of Commerce, the inland waterways and 

dredging activities of the Army Corps of Engineers, and the Bureau of 

International Affairs and the local service subsidy program of the CAB. 

As a result of its origin, DOT became a conglomerate organization, 

with operating administrations dedicated to particular modes of trans­

portation and a separate staff organization (Assistant Secretaries, etc.) 

to advise the Secretary and the Deputy Secretary on modal and intermodal 

issues. The formerly independent or separate components retained their 

preexisting grant programs and, as other grant programs and activities 
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were authorized by Congress, they were assigned .to the appropriate 

operating administration. These categorical grant programs were established 

to respond to particular modal transportation needs. Some are funded by 

trust funds, the others from the general fund. Most of them have separate 

and often unique requirements, relatively narrow objectives and limited 

flexibility for responding to broader transportation needs. These programs 

·and activities also mandate a variety of different relationships with, and 

involvement of, State and local government. The distinct programs and 

activities further reflect both the inertia in government which causes an 

organization to protect and extend what it already has and the jurisdictional 

jealousies of the various Congressional committees. A list of the 

Congressional committees and subcommittees and their transportation 

jurisdiction is attached as Appendix B. 

This organization of DOT and its grant programs and other 

activities has never provided the optimal framework for addressing national 

transportation problems and, as those problems become more intertwined and 

complex, the organizational structure becomes increasingly outdated. This 

organization also does not give State or local government sufficient 

opportunity to participate in or contribute to basic decisions of an 

intermodal nature or to make modal trade-offs. From a budgetary point 

of view, the existing organization and grant program structure, together 

with corresponding division of authority among various committees of the 

Congress and the influential interest groups dedicated for the most part 

to one mode, do not give the Secretary of Transportation the amount of 

flexibility in resolving national transportation problems that would be 



3 

available if the Department were structured in terms of broader categories 

of transportation needs and programs. In order to obtain integrated 

actions, it has often been necessary to invoke the authority of the Secretary 

and the Deputy Secretary, to have frequent Administrators' meetings, and in 

some cases to cause the issuance of joint regulations. 

Consequently the Department has examined ways in which these 

separate components and programs could be restructured and consolidated. 

The following proposal is directed toward preparing the 

Federal budget for transportation activities in terms of a single trans­

portation account that would include all Federal expenditures for transporta­

tion, including those appropriations that would be made to components of 

government other than DOT for transportation activities (e.g., to NASA and 

the Corps of Engineers). Included in the account would be funds to support 

both the financial assistance programs and the operational and capital 

expenses of such DOT components as the Coast Guard and the FAA. 

The financial assistance activities of the Department for highways, 

transit, railroads, airports and pipeline safety would be divided into 

two major categories - interstate and local - and the present organization of 

modal assistance administrations would be merged and consolidated accordingly. 

The only financial assistance programs remaining in modal administrations 

would be the boating safety program of the Coast Guard and the ~otor 

vehicle and driver safety programs now in NHTSA. 

A primary objective and underlying theme of this proposal is to 

focus the attention of the Federal Government and the Congress more 

sharply on spending decisions of an interstate nature that affect the 



development of the national transportation system and at the same time 

provide greater flexibility to State and local governments in using 

limited Federal resources. 

Program Categories and Financing 

The interstate portion of the financial assistance program would 

be restricted to those areas in which we believe the Federal government 
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has the greatest direct responsibility and involvement . Those areas include 

that portion of the highway system which is truly interstate in nature, 

freight and intercity passenger railroads (with the exception of the rail 

branch line program), the large and medium hub airports, pipeline-safety, 

and the ports and waterways portion of the water modes. The existing 

program and delivery systems in this area would remain much as they are . 

However, a unified budgetary approach would be developed which would include 

a combined authorization and appropriation request for all interstate 

transportation programs, including Amtrak and the work of the Corps of 

Engineers on inland waterways and ports. In the absence of an appropriate 

basis for requiring matching funds from State or local government for such 

programs, the best device for achieving budgetary constraint is to collect 

them in the interstate subaccount of the single transportation account. 

That should highlight the trade-offs being made in giving more or less 

assistance to a particular program or mode. 

The local transportation component would be subdivided principally 

into two separate block grant programs, one for urbanized areas (areas with 

a population of 50,000 or more) and the other for rural and small urban 

areas. These block grants would be available to local and State govern­

ments, respectively, for a wide variety of local transportation purposes 
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including highways, mass transit capital and operating assistance, small 

non-hub arid general aviation airport capital improvements, railroad branch 

line subsidies and subsidy for local air service. 

The annual cost of Federal transportation assistance programs, 

operations and capital improvements, and loan guarantees, in the DOT budget 

and elsewhere, is currently about $21.5 billion. Federal assistance is • 

approximately $14 billion. Highway and aviation user charges related to 

those programs currently cover their assistance program expenditures, and 

the Administration has proposed a waterway user charge to recover half of the 

Corps of Engineers' operations, maintenance and new capital expenditures. 

Therefore only transit, pipeline, railroad and safety aid programs lack a 

proposed user charge funding source. The balance of funds for assistance 

and operations could come from one or more of the following sources: (1) 

the general fund, (2) a portion of a new petroleum tax corresponding to 

the percentage of petroleum consumed by transportation (the balance going 

to the general fund or rebated through appropriate mechanisms), (3) a 

4 cent increase in the motor vehicle fuel tax to finance fully the highway 

(including highway safety) and transit programs, and (4) an increase in 

aviation user charges to cover more of the air traffic system expenses. 

We recommend continued and new and increased user charges to cover modal 

assistance without cross-subsidies and the general fund for the balance. 

Depending upon the financing method selected, the transportation 

account could be funded in whole or in part by a single transportation trust 

fund. A single trust fund has the advantage of assuring adequate funding 

for the transportation account, which would then not have to compete with 

other national needs for general revenue funds. It has the disadvantage, 



of course, of limiting the Executive's and the Congress's flexibility in 

the budgetary process. 
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Whether or not a single trust fund is adopted for the assistance 

programs or for the entire transportation account, it would be desirable to 

collect in a trust fund the revenues from user charges and to retain the 

authority to make advance funding commitments so as not to lose the advantage 

of long term planning. Indeed, emphasis should be given to increasing the 

capability for financing projects over time, even to the point of making 

them financeable in the private sector when secured by Federal commitments. 

Organization 

The foregoing realignment of programs would, of course, require 

legislative action. The same legislation should also provide for reorganiza­

tion of DOT along comparable lines, with the following two new Administrations 

to coincide with the program recommendations - Interstate Transportation and 

Local Transportation. The Alaska Railroad would be a part of the Interstate 

Transportation Administration. The Federal Aviation Administration would 

continue to be responsible for aircraft and airman safety and for the 

planning, operational, safety and research aspects of the airport and 

airway system. Only the ADAP portion of the FAA would be shifted to the 

Interstate and local Transportation Administrations, but even here the FAA 

would retain authority for the actual layout and all safety aspects of the 

airports. National Capital Airports (National and Dulles) would remain in 

FAA. A Motor Vehicle Administration would be created to assume the vehicle 

and driver safety, consumer and fuel efficiency program of NHTSA and the 

vehicle and driver safety program of the Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety now 

in FHWA. The U.S. Coast Guard and the Saint Lawrence Seaway Development 

Corporation would remain unchanged. 
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As alternatives to some aspects of the foregoing, we also considered 

establishing a Transportation Safety Administration and a Trans~ortation 

Research and Development Administration. We concluded, however, that 

safety and R&D should be kept as integral parts of the Federal assistance 

and operational programs. 

The staff organization of the Office of the Secretary should remain 

substantially as it is. There are many activities not directly related to 

Federal assistance programs, such as regulatory ·reform policy, which require 

high level attention but do not fit in any operating administration. There 

are also numerous coordination functions and oversight responsibilities 

such as hazardous material transportation, OSHA, safety and environment 

problems and R&D programs which warrant retaining a staff of Assistant 

Secretaries. The Office of Deepwater Ports should be retained for the 

immediate future, but its activities could eventually be consolidated with 

TPI and the Interstate Transportation Administration, the Coast Guard or a 

new Maritime Administration. 

There are a few additional changes, involving transfer to DOT of 

transportation activities currently carried out in other Departments and 

agencies, that we believe would improve DOT's ability to coordimate national 

or international rail, air and water transportation and motor vehicle policies 

and programs. These recommended changes include incorporating in DOT the 

car service functions of the ICC involving freight car movements; the 

Maritime Administration (including the subsidy programs for ship construc-

tion and operations); the navigation planning, investment analysis and 

construction decision activities of the Civil Works function of the Corps 

of Engineers; the international air carrier operations and local air service 



subsidy program of the Civil Aeronautics Board;_ and the motor vehicle 

emission and fuel efficiency programs of EPA and ERDA, respectively. 

II. PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Interstate Transportation Program 

The interstate program would be directed toward passenger and . 

freight transportation requirements of the major intercity traffic 
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arteries and tenninals which serve routes important to interstate commerce. 

These include the portion of the highway ~ystem determined as essential for 

intercity travel, freight railroads (with the exception of the branch line 

program). the Northeast Corridor Improvement Program (NECIP), Amtrak, the 

ADAP program for medium and large hub airports, pipeline safety and the 

Corps of Engineers' program for ports and inland waterways. 

The major change would be the submission of a consolidated 

transportation budget and authorization and appropriation request to the 

Congress . It is anticipated that the authorization request would be based 

upon an intensified process of national transportation planning which 

includes DOT estimates of the investment required over a 10-20 year period. 

The plan would be revised biennally to reflect changing priorities and 

conditions and would be submitted to Congress on the same cycle as the 

authorization request. 

l. Highways 

Program: 

Purposes: 

Portion of the national system detennined 
to be essential for intercity travel. 

Planning and construction of interstate 
highways essential for intercity travel . 
Ultimately plan to include resurfacing, 
restoration and rehabilitation of the 
interstate highway system. 
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A separate categorical grant program for 
resurfacing, restoration and reha~ilitation 
of the Interstate would be mainta1ned until 
results of the study required by the 1976 
Highway Act, due May 1977, are available. 

Delivery System: Apportioned by formula on the basis of 
11 cost to complete" for the existi~g 42,500 
mile Interstate System, but any pro-
gram for expansion or rehabilitation of 
the oresent Interstate Svstem should be 
established on a basis other than "cost to 
:omp l ete. 11 

Federal Share: 90 percent for existing Interstate System; 
70 percent, as on the existing primary system, 
for any expansion or rehabilitation. 

Recipient: States. 

2. Freight Railroads 

Program: 

Purposes: 

Deli very Sys tern: 

Federal Share: 

Recipient: 

Current discretionary mainline system 
programs (Title V of the RRRR Act, i.e., 
financial assistance to the rail industry), 
discretionary program for planning, and the 
Al as ka Rail road. 

Continuation of existing programs. 

Discretionary program of loan guarantees 
and preference shares, as modified by Sec. 504 
study and recorranendation, and Alaska Railroad 
appropriations. 

Not applicable. 

Railroads and Alaska Railroad. 

3. Northeast Corridor Improvement Program 

Program: 

Purposes: 

Construction of the Northeast Corridor 
project in accordance with Title VII of 
the RRRR Act . 

Supervise construction in coordination with 
Amtrak until the construction program is 
completed. 
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Delivery System: Payments to DOT contractors and to Amtrak. 

Federal Share: 100 percent of construction, except 50 percent 
with respect to construction of stations and, 
where appropriate, safety improvements. 

Recipients: DOT contractors and Amtrak. 

4. Amtrak 

Program: Capital and operating expenses of Amtrak. 

Purposes: Continue operation of selected routes over 
the Basic System, with greater emphasis on 
convenient scheduling of trains in short 
haul markets (200-300 miles) and as modified 
through Route and Service Criteria. 

Delivery System: Payments to Amtrak against approved 
operating and capital budget and five 
year plan. 

Federal Share: Budgeted operating deficit and capital 
requirements. 

Recipient: Amtrak. 

5. Airports 

Program: Portion of existing airport grant program 
attributable to medium and large hub 
airports. 

Purposes: Continuation of existing program (construction 
and improvement of airport facilities). 

Delivery System: Allocation formula and discretionary funds, 
to provide 2/3 to airport sponsors based 
on passenger enplanements and remaining 1/3 
in discretionary fund. 

Federal Share: 75 percent. 

Recipients: Sponsor defined as any public agency which 
submits an application to the Secretary 
either individually or jointly. 

6. Pipelines 

Program: Administer Federal grants to States for 
a gas pipeline safety program as authorized 
by the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 
1968. 



Purposes: 

Delivery System: 

Continuation of existing program. 

Grants-in-aid. 
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Federal Share: Up to 50 percent of actual State agency 
costs for conducting a gas pipeline safety 
program. 

Recipients: State agencies. 
7. Ports and Inland Waterways 

Change in program content or delivery is not recommended. 
The ports and inland waterway programs would be submitted 
as part of a consolidated transportation budget, but the 
operation and administration of the programs would reTain 
with the Corps of Engineers. It would be desirable, however, 
to shift the navigation planning, the investment analysis 
and the decision to build functions of the Civil Works 
activity of the Corps of Engineers to DOT. 

8. Research, Development and Demonstration 

Research, development and demonstration programs related 
to the areas listed above. 

9. Safety 

The FHWA's categorical highway safety programs and FRA State 
Participation Safety Programs would be handled as trans­
portation safety block grants in conjunction with the local 
transportation program, but the highway and railroad elements 
of the interstate transportation program would continue to 
include safety design and operational requirements. 

B. Local Transportation Program 

The local program, for highway, mass transit and airport purposes, 

would be subdivided into an Urban Area Block Grant Program and a Small Urban 

and Rural Area Block Grant Program. A separate Rail Transit Discretionary 

Fund would be established for new fixed guideway capital investments and 

major extensions of existing systems. The rail transit discretionary 

program would be reduced as the requirements for new fixed guideway starts 

diminish. Funds associated with Interstate System highways in urban areas 

identified as not essential for intercity travel would be assigned, as an 
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add-on, to the respective urbanized areas, based on cost to complete. 

The existing statutory requirement for approval of Interstate withdrawals 

by the Governor would be retained with respect to such highways with 

comment by the Governor on substitute projects. 

For the time being, the FRA rail branch line assistance program 

would be maintained as a separate categorical program, as it addresses 

transitional problems. Ultimately, however, it should be phased out or 

combined with the relevant local block grant programs. (The UMTA emergency 

operating assistance program for corrmuter rail could also be continued as a 

separate program initially.) 

The local program also would include a discretionary grant program 

for research, development and demonstration associated with the highway 

and transit programs for both the urban and small urban and rural program 

components. Eligible safety projects currently associated with the local 

highway and transit programs would be incorporated in the block grant 

programs or in a separate transportation safety block grant program. 

One of the problems with the existing categorical programs has 

been that State and local government have not had much of an opportunity 

to trade, for example, highway dollars for railroad grade crossings or 

intermodal tenninals. There has also been an institutional problem in 

the division of responsibility between State and local government; each 

has argued for the controlling role in the receipt and disbursement of 

Federal assistance. 

A related problem is the specification of the size of urbanized 

areas that warrant different treatment. An urbanized area, as defined by 

the Bureau of Census, is an area of 50,000 population or more, but some 

argue that the dividing line should be urbanized areas of 100,000 or 



200,000. The present UMTA program is limited to cities of 50,000 

population or more, except that $500 million of the total amountthat 

has been expressly authorized for contract authority is available for 

transit capital needs in non-urbanized areas. In the UMTA formula 
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program, cities of 200,000 or more receive their allocations directly, 

while funds for other urbanized areas are channeled through the Governor. 

Highway urban system funds are available for use in urban (population of 

5,000 or more) as well as urbanized areas, and are allocated to the States 

on the basis of a population fonnula. Funds attributable to cities of 

200,000 or more are eannarked for use in those cities. Attached as 

Appendix C is a list of urbanized areas of 50,000 or more which shows 

the effect of selecting each criterion.l/ 

The thrust of the block grant approach is to allow greater 

flexibility in the use of funds and increased local responsibility for 

and control over transit, highway and aviation programs and projects of 

a local nature. To achieve those objectives we recommend making the urban 

programs available to urbanized areas of 50,000 or more. After designation 

by the Governor of the appropriate recipients the State role should be 

limited to review and comment through the established Section 134 planning 

process. It would not include any program veto, except where the program 

included projects relating to State roads, where State concurrence would 

be required on a project specific basis. In the case of the programs for 

smaller urban and rural areas, the block grants would be allocated initially 

l/ There is the further question whether "urbanized area" or SMSA is the 
appropriate demarcation. The difference is that the former sometimes 
bisect counties; the SMSA's do not. We conclude that urbanized area is 
a more approrriate grouping for purposes of measuring the size of 
the unit and differentiating in its treatment. 
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to the States. In both cases, the Federal Government would review a 

locally developed annual program of projects. 

1. Urban Programs 

a. Urban Area Block Grants 

Program: 

Purposes: 

Delivery 
System: 

Federal Share: 

Recipient: 

(1) Urban Interstates not essential 
for intercity travel 

(2) Urban Interstate Transfers 
(3) Federal-Aid Urban System 
(4) Urban Primary System 
(5) UMTA Section 5 fonnula grant program 

for capital and operating assistance 
(6) Portion of the UMTA Section 3 program 

devoted to bus and rail car purchases 
and modernization of existing systems 

(7) FHWA/UMTA planning funds 
(8) Intermodal terminals 

Highway construction, reconstruction and 
rehabilitation, transit capital and operating 
assistance and transportation planning, with 
a percentage limit on amount available for 
transit operating assistance and a maintenance­
of-effort requirement for amount so used. 

Allocation formula, funds apportioned directly 
to urbanized areas. Includes provision that 
enables urbanized areas to pool funds. 

Up to 75 percent for capital projects and 
up to 50 percent for operating assistance. 
(90 percent of cost to complete urban Inter­
states would be apportioned to urban areas 
but would have to be matched as an urban 
capital project and would not be available 
for transit operating assistance) 

Governor designated recipient process such 
as exists for designating MP0's for planning 
and under UMTA Section 5 with respect to 
transit grants. 
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b. Rail Transit Discretionary Fund 

Program: Portion of the UMTA Section 3 program 
required for new fixed guideway starts 
or for major extensions of existing systems. 
This program should be reduced as require­
ments for new fixed guideway starts diminish. 

Purposes: New fixed guideway starts or major extensions 
of existing systems. 

Delivery 
System: Discretionary grants. 

Federal Share: Up to 80 percent. 

Recipient: Designated recipient. 

2. Small Urban and Rural Programs 

a. Small Urban and Rural Block Grant Program 

Programs: 

Purposes: 

Delivery 
System: 

( l ) 

( 2) 

( 3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Urban (and, if any, rural) Interstates 
not essential for intercity travel 
The Primary and Secondary highway 
programs 
Economic Growth Center Development 
Highways 
UMTA Section 3 capital grants and 
Section 5 formula funds for small urban 
and rural areas 
ADAP grants for small, non-hub and general 
aviation airport capital improvements 

Highway construction, reconstruction and 
rehabilitation, transit capital and operating 
costs, airport capital improvements, and 
transit and highway planning, with a percentage 
limit on amount available for transit 
operating assistance and a maintenance-of­
effort requirement for amount so used. 

Apportioned by formula and allocated 
directly to the States. (May eventually 
provide for mandated pass-through or program 
role for sub-State areas.) 



Federal Share: Up to 75 percent for capital projects 
and up to 50 percent for operating 
assistance. (90 percent of cost to 
complete urban Interstates would be 
apportioned to urban areas but would 
have to be matched as an urban capital 
project and would not be available for 
transit operating assistance.) 

Recipient: States. 

b. Rail Branch Line Operating Assistance Program 
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Unchanged at present, eventually to be phased out as separate 
program and included in block grant program for States. 

c. Local Service Air Carrier Subsidy Program 

The CAB now manages a subsidy program for local service air 
carriers. The bulk of the funds are in fact directed to 
large regional carriers serving medium-size cities. In the 
Aviation Act of 1977 the Administration has proposed a subsidy 
program for truly local service in light-density markets which 
might otherwise lose air service temporarily as a result of 
regulatory reform. The Administration's proposal contemplates 
that the existing subsidy program will be phased out. In any 
event, any subsidy program should be focussed on small urban 
and rural areas, and therefore should be included in Small 
Urban and Rural Programs, and perhaps eventually included in 
the block grant program for States. 

3. Other Local Transportation Programs 

a. Research, Development and Demonstration Discretionary 
Program 

A discretionary program for research, development and 
demonstration associated with transit and local highway 
programs would be established and include RD& D for the 
small urban and rural areas along with the urbanized 
areas. Demonstration grants to States and localities 
would be directed toward encouraging more innovative uses 
of existing transportation systems, energy conservation, 
carpooling, more rational use of the automobile, improved 
transit performance and productivity and other Federally 
established priorities. 
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b. Transportation Safety Block Grant: 

Programs: ( l) Section 130 Railway-Highway Crossings 
(2) Section 144 Special Bridge Replacement 

Program 
(3) Section 151 Pavement Marking Demon-

(4) 
stration Program 
Section 152 Projects for High-Hazard 
Locations 

( 5) Section 153 Program for the Elimination 
of Roadside Obstacles 

FHWA Administered: 
(1) Section 402 Highway Safety Programs 
(2) Section 403 Highway Safety Research 

and Development 

FRA State Participation Safety Program 

Purposes: Existing purposes, expanded to include (1) 
some of the more effective measures 
identified in the National Highway Safety 
Needs Report and (2) the State enforcement 
activities for the BMCS hazardous materials 
regulations . 

Delivery 
System: Formula allocation to the State for use 

on a statewide basis. 

Federal Share: 70 percent 

Recipient: A statewide agency, designated by the 
Governor as responsible for planning and 
programming the transportation safety 
block grants, would submit a multi-year 
plan and annual program for DOT approval 
as a condition for use of the safety block 
grants. 

C. Motor Vehicle Program 

The motor vehicle program would include NHTSA 1 s fuel efficiency, 

cost information and vehicle safety regulatory programs, driver safety 

programs (ASAP, 55 mph speed limit) and FHWA 1 s Bureau of Motor Carrier 

Safety vehicle and driver safety responsibilities. The motor vehicle 

program would also have responsibility for the grant-in-aid program currently 
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administered by NHTSA under the Highway Safety .Act. This program, which 

incorporates traffic safety elements affecting the driver and the 

vehicle, affects the motor vehicle industry only indirectly, but its 

close relationship to vehicle safety regulatory activities makes the two 

programs inseparable. The other highway safety assistance programs under 

the Highway Safety Act having to do with highway design, construction and 

operations would be part of the local transportation programs. 

D. Other Financial Assistance Programs 

The Coast Guard would continue to manage the Boating Safety program 

for small boating through grants-in-aid to the States. 
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I I I. Financing 

A. The Concepts of a Unified Transportation Account and Trust Funds 

The financial assistance programs and the operations and capital 

expenditures of the transportation components of the Federal government, 

including the three economic regulatory agencies and the NTSB, currently 

cost approximately $20 billion annually (FY 1977 obligations). In addition, 

new commitments for loan guarantees total approximately $1 .7 billion. Table 

l shows the breakdown of these expenditures and commitments according to 

the existing structure of Departments and other agencies. It also shows 

each component's budget for Federal assistance, for operation and capital 

costs, and for new loan guarantees. 

The various accounts should be included for budgetary purposes in 

a unified transportation account, without regard to source or application 

of funds. Authorization and appropriation requests to Congress should be 

made by the appropriate agency, e.g., DOT, Corps of Engineers, ICC, and 

the funds appropriated to that agency, but only after all such authorization 

and appropriation requests have been considered in the context of the total 

transportation function. 

Under present practice, after the budgets of the various Departments 

and agencies have been determined, the transportation programs are in fact 

collected and shown in the budget sent to Congress as part of a "function" 

which also includes "commerce." See the Budget of the United States Govern­

ment FY 1978, pp. 395-96. This treatment, however, is purely a presentation 

after-the-fact, and is not used in reaching decisions for individual agencies 

or programs. The Budget Committees of Congress, on the other hand, do 
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FY 1977 OBLIGATIONS FOR TRANSPORTATION 
(In Millions of Dollars) 

Federal Assistance 
Operations New Loan 

Proqram Included Funding & Caeital Guarantees Totals 

DOT 

USCG - Boating Safety $ 6.6 $1,350.1 $ $ 1,356.7 
FAA - Airport Grants-in-Aid 521.3 2,067.6 10.0 2,598.9 
FHWA - All except general 

expense & Motor Carrier 
Safety 7,852.8 162.5 8,015.3 

NHTSA - Highway Safety Grants 129.0 89.7 218.7 
FRA - Rail Safety Grants, Rail 

Service Asst. & Rail 
Rehabilitation/Impr. 166.0 292.7 727. l JJ 1,185.8 

UMTA - All except Admin. Exp. 2,980.7 18.3 2,999.0 
SLSDC - None 6.7 6.7 
MTB - Pipeline Safety Grants 2.3 5,5 7.8 
OST - None 65.1 65.1 

SUBTOTAL FOR DOT $11,658.7 $4,058.2 $ 737.1 $16,454.0 

OTHER DEPTS, AND AGENCIES 

AMTRAK - Al 1 $ 749,6 $ $ $ 749.6 
WMATA - A 11 116. 2 116. 2 
USRA - All except Admin. Exp. 897,7 13.3 911.0 
Corps of Engineers - None 870.0 'ij 870.0 
MARAD - Ship Construction & 

Operating Differential 
Subsidies 508.2 77 .6 986.0 1,571.8 

CAB - Local Service Air 
Carrier Subsidies 76.8 22.4 .;. 99.2 

ICC - None 61.8 61.8 
FMC - None 8.6 8.6 
NTSB - None 13.8 13.8 
Panama Canal - None 297.4 3/ 297.4 
NASA - None 408.7 !/ 408.7 

TOTAL $14,007.2 $5,831.8 $1,723.1 $21,562.1 

1/ Includes USRA and Rail Rehabilitation loans of approximately $520M. 
'J./ Naviqation portion. 
3/ Corporation account -- Direct 0/M and capital costs only. 
!J Aeronautical research and technology portion only, 
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aggregate programs by function in developing their concurrent resolutions. 

To implement our recolTITiendation for a unified transportation account, 

both the Executive Branch and the Congress should separate the commerce 

and transportation functions, add to the transportation function some 

of the activities not now included in that account (e.g., the ports and 

waterways portion of the Corps of Engineers), and make budgetary decisions 

·with all transportation activities in mind. 

The unified transportation account is desirable because it would 

highlight the budgetary trade-offs that must be made among the various 

Federal transportation activities. The expenditures on some programs 

are restrained by the requirement for matching funds, but where matching 

funds are not an appropriate device for budgetary constraint (e.g., Amtrak 

or the operations and maintenance of the inland waterways), demonstrating 

to the Congress and the public the relative cost of such programs in 

comparison with other Federal transportation programs and activities is 

one of the few ways of controlling the level of expenditures. Although 

obviously there can also be trade-offs between the transportation and other 

accounts, and the amount allocated to any one transportation activity increased 

Qr decreased without regard to other subaccounts, in looking first at the total 

Federal budget and then at the transportation account, the Executive Branch and 

the Congress should be in a better position to make intelligent - and 

acceptable - allocations of funds available for transportation. In this 

connection it would be important, however, also to highlight those 



portions of the transportation account which are funded by user charges 

to a trust fund and those which are financed fron the genera 1 fund. 
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The concept of a unified transportation account in the budget is 

distinct from the concept of a unified transportation trust fund. There are 

presently two types of revenues available to transportation agencies: user 

charges and the general fund. User charges for highways and aviation are 

collected in discrete trust funds and each year Congress determines the 

appropriate level for new obligations and outlays from the trust fund for 

the dedicated purposes. 

Many people believe that it would be desirable to have a unified 

transportation trust fund. A single transportation trust fund could be 

established by dedication to transportation uses certain Federal revenues in 

addition to those already collected by existing user charges or those that 

might be collected by additional user charges. Congress could then determine, 

on a periodic basis, the amount of trust fund receipts that should be 

expended in a particular year. 

From a transportation sector point of view, a unified transportation 

trust fund would have the advantage of assuring adequate funding for the 

transportation assistance programs and operations and capital expenditures, 

assuming of course that the sources of trust funds were adequate. This is 

an important advantage to the transportation sector, which will face 

increasingly intense competition for limited Federal funds from other 

national priorities such as defense, welfare and education. From the 

view of management of the overall Federal budget, however, it would have 
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the disadvantage of making certain Federal revenues not available for 

other purposes, and to a certain degree, tying the hands of the Executive 

Branch and the Congress. And to the extent the trust fund revenues 

exceed desirable program levels, the pressure for increased program levels 

would be more difficult to resist. 

It is not necessary, of course, to dedicate user charges or other 

revenues to a trust fund. But whether or not a unified transportation trust 

fund is established, or the existing trust funds continued or consolidated 

or eliminated, it is imperative that at least the Federal aid programs in 

the transportation account be authorized and funded in a way that provides 

advance appropriations or other authority to make advance funding corrmitments 

to the dispensing agency. Large Federal aid projects such as highways, 

major rail transit systems and major airport improvements can be achieved 

only over a period of several years, and the government agency must be in a 

position to permit the recipient of such aid to embark upon such programs 

with the assurance that Federal funding will be forthcoming. 

Under the Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974, 

multi-year authority can only be obtained when there is a user tax financed trust 

fund. Congress can also make multi-year appropriations. For major constructicn 

projects supported by the Department, one of these devices must he employed. 

Indeed it would be desirable to amend the existing funding 

mechanisms with respect to transit and airports to permit local authorities 

to borrow needed capital in the private sector, with the loans secured by 

the assurance that an apportionment of Federal funds will be available in 

future years to liquidate the high front-end cost of many such projects. 
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Such loan guarantee authority would also be helpful in stimulating use 

of "value capture" techniques at the local level, wherein some of the real 

estate value increases created by transportation infrastructure can be 

recaptured to help pay for the capital or operating costs of the project. To 

implement this would require assuring prompt appropriations in the event of 

default. 
The desirability of a unified transportation trust fund 

will be discussed below in connection with other financing options. 

But whether or not a unified transportation trust fund is established 

to cover all Federal assistance programs, with or without operations 

and capital expenditures, it would be desirable (1) to establish a 

single transportation account in the budget and (2) to consolidate 

in a single fund the existing mode-discrete user charges, apply those 

funds to transportation assistance programs without cross subsidy 

between modes, and then address separately the question of how to 

finance the balance of the transportation account. 

B. User Charge Strategy 

Whenever possible the costs of Federal financial assistance 

and other support for transportation should be recovered by user 

charges, except where the public interest justifies or dictates a 

subsidy . In addition to providing the requisite revenue, this policy 

has the advantage of treating competing modes of transportation 

equally. 

At present there are two transportation user taxes: (1) aviation 

(principally the 8 percent tax on domestic air carrier tickets) and 

(2) gasoline taxes and other high\-1ay user charges. User charges currently 



cover 95 percent of the highway and all of the ADAP program expenditures, 

although several operating elements of the FAA program have a significant 

user charge deficit. Highway user charges also cover 70 percent of the 
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NHTSA safety assistance programs. With respect to the waterways, the Administra­

tion has recorrrnended both fuel taxes and segment tolls on commercial operators 

to cover 50 percent of the operating and maintenance expenses (10 percent 

per year for five years) and 50 percent of new capital projects. There 

would and should not be any attempt to recover past costs. 

In order to finance components of the transportation assistance 

programs,to the extent appropriate, from transportation-related user 

charges, the existing highway and aviation user charges should be 

retained, the aviation user charge should be applied to cover the 

operation and maintenance of that portion of the air traffic control system 

which is used by commercial and general aviation, and user charges should 

be recovered for the current Federal costs of the waterways. 

C. Additional Sources of Funding 

Because user charges exist in the air and highway modes 

(including highway safety) and are proposed in the waterway area, 

among the assistance programs only transit, railroad assistance and 

safety and pipeline safety programs lack proposed user charge funding 

sources. There is also, however, the problem of how to finance the 

operations and capital projects of the Federal transportation establish­

ment. In FY 1977, after applying existing and proposed user charges 

to the assistance programs in the mode generating the charge ($8.5 billion), 



the shortfall is $5.5 billion for the Federal assistance programs and 

an additional $6 billion for operations and capital, for a total of 

$11.5 billion. Excluding USRA's investment in ConRail securities and 

MARAD subsidies from the assistance programs, and NASA aeronautical 
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R&D, the Panama Canal and the economic regulatory agencies operational 

expenses from the account, the corresponding figures would be as follows: 

• shortfall on assistance, $4.5 billion; Federal operations and capital, 

$4.9 billion; total $9.4 billion. See Table l. 

l. General Fund 

At present the balance of transportation funding comes from 

the general fund. Continued reliance on the general fund is, of course, 

one of the options. 

2. Petroleum Tax 

As an alternative, consideration has been given to imposing a 

tax on all transportation-related petroleum use to cover the remaining 

shortfall for the rail, transit and pipeline modes and the unfinanced 

share of the waterway program. One approach would be to tax all petroleum 

products (query whether a corresponding tax should not be imposed on 

natural gas to be consistent with a policy of deregulating fossil fuels 

equally) and to rebate the full amount of the tax derived from non­

transportation uses of petroleum. As shown on Table 2, a 4 cents 

per gallon ($1.68 per barrel) tax on petroleum used for transportation 

would generate $5 . 3 billion, sufficient revenue to balance estimated 

current assistance program obligations (ex ConRail and ~1AR/\D) and the 



Table 2 

ESTIMATED REVENUES RAISED WITH TAX ON FULL BARREL OF PETROLEUM 

TRANSPORTATION REVENUE (1) NON TRANSPORTATION REVENUE C-2]-
IPER GALLON PER BARREL FER TOTAL PER TOTAL 

CHARGE CHARGE BARREL BARRELS BARREL BARRELS 
($) ($) ($) ($ ) ( $) ($) 

$ .01 $ .42 $ .21 $ 1. 3 bill i on $ .21 $ 1. 3 billion 

.02 . 81i .43 2. 6 billion .41 2.5 billion 

.03 1.26 .64 3.9 billion .62 3.8 billion 

.04 1.68 .86 5 .3 billion .82 5.0 billion 

.OS 2.10 1.07 6.5 billion 1.03 6.3 billion 

.06 2.52 1. 28 7. 8 billion 1.24 7 .6 billion 

.07 2.94 1.50 9.2 billion 1.44 8.8 billion 

.08 3.36 1. 71 10. 6 billion 1.65 10.1 billion 

.09 3.78 1.93 11.8 billion 1.85 11. 3 billion 

.10 4.20 2.14 13 .1 billion 2.06 12. 6 billion 

(1) Assumes -all transportation modes are taxed 

(2) Non transportation revenue to be incorporated in General Fund or returned to taxpayer 

N 
'.J 
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Corps of Engineers. The remaining $5.0 billion collected from such a 

tax on all petroleum could be returned to the taxpayers or spent on some 

other Federal program (e.g., energy research and development). Table 3 

shows the amount which petroleum taxes from 1 cent to 10 cents per 

gallon would raise in the aggregate and the impact on the various modes 

'for each per gallon charge . Table 4 shows how a 4 cents per gallon 

($1.68 per barrel) tax would impact the various transportation sectors 

and relate to existing and proposed user charges and program levels. 

As a variant of this alternative, a petroleum tax could be 

imposed sufficient to fund the entire Federal transportation account 

not funded by existing or proposed user charges. A tax of 9 cents per 

gallon would cover the balance. Similarly a tax of 7 cents per gallon 

could be imposed to cover the shortfall after user charges, excluding 

ConRail, MARAD, NASA aeronautics, the Panama Canal and the independent 

regulatory agencies. 

A petroleum tax would aid in energy conservation to the extent 

there is elasticity in the demand for petroleum products. It would 

also give a slight competitive advantage to the more energy-efficient 

modes of transportation, another energy policy plus. A petroleum tax 
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would also be relatively easy and inexpensive to collect. It would not be 

feasible, however, to impose a tax on only the petroleum refined for trans­

portation purposes~ certain diesel fuel and home heating oil, if not inter­

changeable, are at least close enough to create unwanted opportunities for 

tax evasion. 



Table 3 

ESTIMATED REVENUE RAISED WITH TAX ON TRANSPORTATION FUEL USAGE BY MODE: 

PER GALLON REVENUE RAISED BY MODE 
CHARGE ( $ BILLION ) ( $ BILLION) 

($) HIGHWAY RAILROAD WATER AVIATION TRA:.~S IT TOTAL 

$ .01 $ 1.105 $ .042 $ . 054 $ .ll5 $ .003 $ 1.3 

.02 2.210 .084 .108 .230 .006 2.6 

.03 3.315 .126 .162 .34.5 .009 3.9 

.04 4.420 .168 .216 .460 .012 5.3 

.OS 5.525 .210 .270 .575 .015 6.5 

.06 6.630 .252 .324 .690 .018 7.8 

.07 7.735 .294 .378 .805 .021 9.2 

.08 8.840 .336 .432 .920 .024 10. 6 

.09 9.945 . 378 .486 1.035 .027 11.8 

.10 11.050 .420 .540 1.150 .030 13.1 

Above based on Estimated 1975 Annual Petroleum Use by Mode: 

Gallons 
(l:illion) Percent 

Highway ll0.5 83.8% 
Railroad 4.2 3.2 
Water 5.4 4.1 
Aviation 11.5 8.7 
Transit 0.3 0.2 N 

\0 --
Total 131.9 100.0% 



Table 4 

ESTIMATED REVENUE AND OBLIGATIONS OF 

THE UNIFIED TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM 

(Billions of Dollars) 

Estimated 1975 Revenue from Current Estimated 
Annual Petroleum Use Additional 4¢/gal. User Char9e Total 

Mede {Billions of Gallons} Petroleum Tax Revenues Revenues 

Air (ADAP Only) 11. 5 $ .46 $0.sll $ 0.96 

Highway 110. 5 4.42 B.ol/ 12. 42 
FHWA and NHTSA 

Transit 0.3 .01 . 01 

Rail 4.2 . 17 . 17 

Water 5.4 .22 .01'Y .29 -
TOTAL 131.9 $5.28 $8.57 $13.85 

11user charges are adjusted to equal the obligation level to indicate that the programs could 
be fully funded from current user charges. 

-~lFRA Program Obligations: Amtrak $600 million 
Northeast Corridor 180 million 
Rail Safety 4 million 
Other 400 million 

Estimated 
FY 77 Program 

Cb 1i gati on 

$ 0.5 

8.4 

3.0 

1 . 2Y 

0.7 

$13.8 

l/sased upon a 10 percent recovery of operating, maintenance, rehabilitation and new construction costs. 
w 
0 



There are, however, a number of problems associated with this 

approach, such as (1) the equity involved in the sources and uses of 

funds, (2) the administrative problems associated with rebating the 

petroleum tax for non-transportation uses, (3) international oil pricing 

and foreign policy considerations and (4) the questionability of funding 

Amtrak from a transportation trust fund (assuming the tax proceeds were 

dedicated to a trust fund). 

With respect to the equity issue, as indicated in Table 4 

92.5 percent of the revenues from an additional 4 cents per gallon 

tax on the petroleum used for transportation would be derived 

from the highway (83.8 percent) and aviation (3.7 percent) modes. 

Yet the existing user charges associated with these modes fully pay 

for their Federal assistance programs. Thus we would be imposing a tax 

on the air and highway modes to pay for part of the transit, rail 

31 

and water programs. Although there is a rationale and existing precedent 

for funding transit programs from a motor vehicle fuel tax, there is 

less justification for the other cross-subsidies. The rationale for 

funding transit from motor fuel taxes is that transit is an alternative 

or supplement to urban highway capital investments. Investments in 

transit do benefit highway users by reducing the number of automobile 

trips, related congestion, and additional requirements for high\'/ay 

capacity. This rationale is reflected in the present Urban System 

Program, which permits application of highway authorizations to fund 

transit capital investments. (In contrast Interstate highway projects 



are financed from a trust fund, but Interstate highway substitute 

transit or road projects are financed from the general fund.) It is 

also generally acknowledged (but difficult to quantify) that investments 

in transit may reduce a number of social costs corrvnonly associated with 

highway congestion such as air pollution, accidents and energy 

consumption. 

A review of the impact of the fuel tax on rail transportation 

also raises some serious equity problems. First, with the exception 

of the rail safety grant program (operating at an annual level of about 

$4 million), the rail programs which result in direct budget outlays 

are associated primarily with passenger service, i.e., Amtrak and 

Northeast Corridor improvements (see footnote ij of Table 4), whereas 

the increased cost of diesel fuel would be borne largely by freight 

railroads and only a small part of that passed on to Amtrak for 

operating its trains.* 

Related to the equity issue is the problem associated with 

imposing a tax on an industry which is already in severe financial 

difficulty. As indicated in Table 4, the 4 cents petroleum tax would 
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cost the railroads about $170 million annually. Because of the railroads' 

weak financial condition and the limited Federal aid provided, any tax 

proposal will be strongly opposed. Moreover, the use of the proceeds 

would benefit individual railroads and their stockholders unevenly. 

*Amtrak purchases diesel fuel directly and reimburses railroads when 
they refuel an Amtrak locomotive. 



Secondly, the rebating, directly or indirectly, of the tax to 

all non-transportation users would require additional changes in the 

tax laws and relatively involved administrative arrangements. In 

addition the collection of the petroleum tax on water users would be 

complicated by the necessity to ensure that ship operators in foreign 

trade do not evade the tax by bunkering at foreign ports and that U.S. 

flag ship operators not be disadvantaged by the tax in competition with 

foreign operators. These considerations would probably require that a 

tax equivalent to the petroleum tax be collected by some other means 

for the international component, thereby adding again to the complexity 

of this approach. 
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Imposition of a petroleum tax of any magnitude would also have 

other energy policy and foreign policy implications. At a time when we 

are resisting an OPEC oil price increase, to increase the cost of 

petroleum products, even if limited to the transportation sector, would 

serve to undermine the argument that oil prices are already too high. 

Finally, it is envisioned that the revenues from the existing 

user charges and the additional petroleum tax would be earmarked for 

funding the unified transportation account, with or without a trust 

fund as such, and appropriations made from that account for the various 

programs. General funds appropriated for transportation programs could 

also be administered through the trust fund. 

This leads to a question of how best to treat, and if desirable 

to provide a mechanism for constraint on, Amtrak expenditures. On the 



one hand, there is an advantage to having Amtrak compete directly with 

other transportation programs for the funds available in the trust 

fund or account. Funds allocated to Amtrak would not be available 

to -- conceptually would even be regarded as being taken away from 

other interstate program recipients and even from urban or local 

recipients. This would be the result if Amtrak did not receive a 

separate appropriation from the general fund, but paid more for its 

fuel through the additional petroleum tax and relied on trust funds 

for financing. It must be remembered, however, that a 4 cent or even 

a 9 cent per gallon tax on petroleum consumed by or for Amtrak (either 

purchased directly or indirectly or used to generate its electricity) 

would be a drop in the well; in FY 1 77 Amtrak budgeted $22 million for 

diesel fuel and $10 million for electricity, while the operating 

deficit is 15 times the total energy bill. 

On the other hand, to the extent that contribution of user 

charges to the trust fund might be viewed as vesting in Amtrak an 

entitlement to existing levels of financial assistance, it might be 

preferable to avoid any such implication of entitlement until such 

time as a more efficient rail passenger system and more effective 

institutional arrangements have been developed. This 1-1ould be the 

case if Amtrak did not contribute user charges to the trust fund but 

instead received an appropriation from general funds. There is, 

moreover, the possibility that the highlighting involved in a 

separate appropriation from the general fund would provide more control 

34 
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over rail passenger subsidies than would be the ·case if Amtrak were 

contending for a greater or lesser share of commingled user charge funds. 

The counter argument, of course, is that highlighting Amtrak's operating 

deficits and capital expenditures has not had much effect to date. 

3. Increased Mo~or Vehicle Fuel Taxes 

Another alternative source of funding would be an increase in 

the current fuel taxes for motor vehicles. Assuming a continued exemption 

for urban transit vehicles, an increase in the motor vehicle tax 

(gasoline and diesel) of 4 cents per gallon would provide an additional 

$4.4 billion, which is sufficient to fund fully the highway and transit 

programs. The revenues from existing user charges together with the additional 

motor vehicle fuel tax could still be deposited in a transportation 

trust fund and modal assistance appropriations made from that fund, 

with the exception of those related to rail passenger service. Under 

this alternative the rail passenger programs, together with any interim 

deficit associated with the Corps' waterway programs, would be funded 

from general revenues. Coast Guard and the FAA (other than ADAP) 

would continue to be funded from general fund appropriations, albeit 

under the unified transportation account. 

A 4 cent increase in the motor vehicle fuel tax would have 

three principal effects -- on the demand for transportation-related 

goods and services, on the economy as a whole, and on income 

distribution. 



The likely change in the demand for goods and services as a 

result of a fuel tax can be estimated best by reference to ''price 

elasticity of demand," the percent change in the quantity purchased 
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which would be expected from a given percent change in price. The 

estimates of the price elasticity of the demand for gasoline vary widely, 

from - .06 to -.43 in the short run and -.07 to -.92 for the long run. 

FEA is currently using estimates of -.21 for the short run and -.76 

for the long run. Because more data is available on the short range 

elasticity, most of the uncertainty is associated with the long range 

estimate. The long-term elasticity could easily be below -.5. 

Assuming an average price of 60 cents per gallon, an increase 

in taxes amounting to 4 cents per gallon would change the price by 

about 7 percent. Assuming a short-term price elasticity for gasoline 

of about -.21, such a tax would reduce demand by about 1.4 percent 

(i.e., 34 million barrels annually). Similarly, assuming a long-run 

price elasticity of - . 76, the 7 percent price increase due to the tax 

would reduce demand by 5.3 percent. Thus the energy conservation 

effects of this small price increase would be more significant over 

a long time period than immediately. 

Price elasticities for diesel fuels are lower than those for 

gasoline, ranging from -.01 to -.09 for the short run and -.01 to -.49 

for the long run. Taking the mid-point of these ranges and an average 

price of 50 cents per gallon, the reduction in demand for motor vehicle 

diesel fuel in the short run would be .4 percent (i.e., one million 

barrels annually) and about 2 percent in the long run. 



Because the demand for motor vehicle -fuels is relatively 

inelastic, price increases would mean that more money will be spent 

for such fuels because the drop in demand is not sufficiently large to 

overcome the price increase. In this case, because of the relatively 

small price increase, the inflationary impact should not be serious. 
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From the viewpoint of fiscal policy, the critical aspect of this proposal 

• is that no new programs are being proposed; we would merely be sub­

stituting one source of revenues (motor vehicle fuel tax) for another 

(general fund revenues). This should not have any net fiscal effect 

• on the economy. 

Any tax proposal should also be evaluated in terms of how the 

tax burden would be distributed among the various income groups. Since 

in general auto use makes up a decreasing share of expenditures as 

income increases, a constant tax levied on gasoline will fall dis­

proportionately on lower income people. Thus a gasoline tax is 

regressive. The regressiveness could be mitigated, however, by taxing 

gasoline usage only above a specific threshold, e.g., by allowing a 

deduction for the tax paid on the first 1,000 gallons, but it would then 

be necessary to impose a higher tax to obtain the same net receipts from the 

tax and to avoid lessening the energy conservation benefits. 

D. Recommendations for Financing 

A petroleum tax would have energy conservation benefits. In 

the selection and use of automobiles, including driving habits, people 

would be more fuel conservation conscious, and this could have a 



substantial energy benefit since motor vehicle ·fuel presently accounts 

for more than half of the petroleum consumed in the United States. 

A petroleum tax would also have the advantage of making the more fuel­

efficient modes of transportation relatively more attractive from a 

cost standpoint. 

A tax on petroleum, however, has implications far beyond the 

realm of transportation. Although such a tax should be considered in 

the context of a total energy policy, we do not recommend that it be 

adopted solely because of the need to find a source of revenue for 

go~ernment transportation activities. There is a logical nexus 

between a petroleum tax and transportation activities but, as we have 
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pointed out above, such a tax would result in substantial cross-subsidi zation 

by the highway user of all other forms of transportation. That would be 

true even if the existing user charges were eliminated and the per gallon 

petroleum tax established at a level adequate to fund the government's 

transportation assistance programs, or increased also to cover the government 's 

other transportation activities. 

An increase in the motor vehicle fuel tax to cover the cost 

of government assistance programs and activities other than highways 

and highway safety would have a similar effect. Such a tax would have 

a more significant impact on energy conservation because it would be 

aimed at the most price-elastic large use of petroleum, the private 

motor vehicle. It would also be preferable in several respects to 

the petroleum tax because it would not have many of the side effects 



of a tax on crude petroleum (reimbursement mechanism, impact on home 

heating, etc.). But in addition to cross-subsidization, it also has the 

disadvantage of being a regressive tax even if exemptions or deductions 

are permitted. 
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Accordingly we recorrmend that the transportation account continue 

to be financed from user charges and the general fund, as follows: 

User charges adequate to cover highway and highway safety expendi­

tures should continue to be imposed through the existing taxes associated 

with motor vehicle use. Revenues sufficient to cover Federal highway and 

related safety programs should be retained for those purposes, but it 

would also be desirable to continue consideration of a tax turn back in 

lieu of the block grant programs. 

Aviation user charges should be continued in an amount sufficient 

to finance Federal airport assistance programs and that percentage of the 

total cost of operating the air traffic system properly attributable to 

private and corrmercial aviation. 

Waterway user charges should be imposed gradually, but eventually 

to cover the costs of both the Corps of Engineers' inland waterway and 

port capital, operation and maintenance expenses plus the expenses of 

the Coast Guard for operation and maintenance expenses and capital 

improvements relating to the inland waterways. Initially this should 

be recovered from corrmercial users of the waterways and ports. 

Although it is not here recommended that there be any cross­

subsidization between the various modes of transportation (except to 
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the extent to which highway revenues can be used for mass transit purposes), 

these user charges should be collected in a single trust fund. It is 

desirable to retain the trust fund concept in order to provide long 

term financing authority. 

The balance of funds necessary to finance the unified trans­

portation account should come from the general fund. In this manner 

the budget discipline of the entire Federal budget will be brought 

to bear on decisions that involve the Federal Government, in particular 

transportation assistance programs, capital improvements and operations. 

The possibility of there being trust fund revenues in excess of the 

amounts required for transportation will be avoided, except to the 

extent that the modal user charges generate revenues in excess of the 

amounts authorized for expenditure in the corresponding assistance 

program. That should eliminate a point of pressure for unnecessary 

spending, or for establishing criteria of need different from the 

criteria applicable to the other controllable elements of the Federal 

budget. Conversely it does not place any ceiling on the funds that 

would be available for transportation. Notwithstanding the strong 

competition transportation interests will meet from other national 

interests, we believe it is more consistent with good government not 

to establish a unified transportation trust fund. 
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IV. ORGANIZATION IMPLICATIONS 

A. Reorganization of DOT 

The proposed program realignments would necessitate reorganiza­

tion of DOT more along functional rather than modal lines. 

1. Interstate Transportation Administration 

To handle the interstate programs, this Administration would 

consist of FHWA staff for the Interstate System, the Federal Railroad 

Administration except for the local subsidy program, FAA staff responsible 

for that portion of the airport grant program related to development of 

medium and large hub airports (except matters dealing with layout and safety), 

and the Office of Pipeline Safety Operations. The Interstate Transportation 

Administration would have separate sections or offices for the highway, 

rail, airport, pipeline and waterway programs. 

If the energy activities of the Federal government are collected 

in a new execut i ve department, there may be an effort to assign the 

Office of Pipeline Safety Operations and the Office of Deepwater Ports 

to that department. It would be preferable, however, to retain pipeline 

safety in DOT along with the other interstate transportation safety 

activities to provide an independent check on pipeline safety, and it 

would be desirable to keep the deepwater ports function in DOT because of 

the operational involvement of the Coast Guard and the deepwater ports' 

relationship with pipelines . 

2. Local Transportation Administration 

This Administration would incorporate the functions and programs 

now being carried out by UMTA, FHWA (except the non-urban Interstate System 



portion), the FRA branch line subsidy program element, and that portion 

of the FAA airport grant program devoted to service for small urban and 

rural areas. The Local Transportation Administration would have separate 
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sections or offices for urban programs (for urbanized areas with populations 

of 50,000 or more) and for the programs directed toward rural and small 

urban areas. 

3. Motor Vehicle Administration 

Over the past ten years, the motor vehicle has been the target of 

a diverse and complex set of Federal policies. It it regulated by NHTSA 

with respect to safety, fuel economy, and consumer protection purposes, 

and by EPA with respect to noise and emissions. Research that bears on 

its future is carried on by ERDA, as well as by NHTSA and EPA. 

These diverse policies have effects on each other which must be 

taken into account if we are to have a coherent approach to the motor 

vehicle and the industry that produces it. Although there are other 

relationships that must be considered, such as the effect of the motor 

vehicle on the national energy supply, these relationships should be 

considered in the context of an overall motor vehicle policy. To assure 

that the trade-off relationships between the various regulatory and 

research goals are considered, Federal motor vehicle activities should 

therefore be consolidated. 

The new Motor Vehicle Administratior would consist of both regulatory 

and research programs. The regulatory components would be drawn from 

NHTSA (safety, fuel economy, consumer protection) and EPA (noise, 

emissions). To assure the Administration the broad R&D expertise it 



needs to underpin its regulatory program, it would al so be assigned the 

motor vehicle R&D authority of ERDA. 

Increased national concern with energy problems and the growing 

emphasis on energy programs might be argued as warranting inclusion of 
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fuel efficient engine research in a new Department of Energy. Conservation 

of energy through use of more fuel efficient automobiles will indeed be 

an important element of the total energy program. But several other fuel 

conservation programs such as carpooling and 55 mph clearly should remain 

with DOT because they relate primarily to the driver, and it would appear 

that the interrelationship between fuel efficiency, safety, economy 

of operation and environmental acceptability dictate that all those 

problems be addressed by a single agency. DOT (NHTSA) has the background 

in safety regulation and in developing the cost information and fuel 

efficiency regulation aspects of the total problem. The research necessary 

to support that fuel efficiency regulation should be colocated with the 

regulatory activity. The efforts of a Department of Energy should be 

concentrated on the development of existing and alternative sources of 

energy. The fuel efficiency regulation and research work would be more 

likely to receive priority attention if it were colocated within an 

agency dedicated to the motor vehicle which can weight the environment 

and safety penalties of fuel efficiency. 

The Administration would also include the Bureau of Motor Carrier 

Safety and other driver related programs (55 mph, alcohol), including 

NHTSA's existing 402 and 403 assistance programs and its motor vehicle 

inspection and school bus driver training programs. 



4. Other Operating Administrations 

The Federal Aviation Administration would continue to be 

responsible for planning, operational and safety aspects of the airport 
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and airway system, and safety regulation of airmen and aircraft. The Bureau 

of National Caoital Airports (National and Dulles) would remain in the FAA. Only 

the airport grant program would be affected by the proposed program changes. 

The U.S. Coast Guard and the Saint Lawrence Seaway Development 

Corporation would remain unchanged. 

5. Office of the Secretary of Transportation 

In addition to the Secretary and the Deputy Secretary, the Office 

of the Secretary (OST) would continue to include the following: 

- Deputy Under Secretary 

- The General Counsel 

- Assistant Secretary for Policy, Plans and International Affairs (TPI) 

- Assistant Secretary for Environment, Safety and Consumer Affairs (TES) 

- Assistant Secretary for Administration (TAD) 

- Assistant Secretary for Systems Development and Technology (TST) 

- Assistant Secretary for Congressional and Intergovernmental Affairs (TC!) 

- Director of Civil Rights 

- Director of Public Affairs 

Even though the operating side of the Department will have been reorgan­

ized to address intermodal problems, it is still important that the 

Secretary and Deputy Secretary have expert policy advice and a program 

oversight capability. The policy advice and oversight functions can best 

be performed by individuals who can give a Secretary objective advice 

on specific functions, advice that is not affected by vested interest. 
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If they have any predisposition it should be to bring about improvements 

in the system and analysis of its problems, purposes and efficiency, a 

role which too often has a lower priority in operqting administrations 

charged with program execution. In order to do that in a credible 

fashion, the individual must have some explicit authority over a certain 

area or areas and an appropriate staff of experts. 

In addition there are many functions performed by the present staff 

that are not directly related to the mission of any single operating 

administration (e.g., international aviation policy and implementation). 

Expertise and advocacy of regulatory reform of the air and motor carrier 

industries would not fit into any of the proposed operating administrations. 

It is also important that the senior OST staff continue to be 

"Assistant Secretaries" for several reasons. Assistant Secretary is an 

established Executive Branch position and its rank and type of mission are 

generally understood within government. In dealing with other government agencies, 

as Assistant Secretaries do all the time, it is important to retain 

that identity and prestige. The same is true in dealing with the Congress, 

and to a lesser degree in dealing with officials of foreign governments. 

"Assistant to the Secretary" or some such title does not have the same 

connotation of senior staff responsibility, even though it may be known 

to some that the individual can speak for the Secretary. Secondly, 

the authority and prestige of a Presidential appointment confirmed by 

the Senate are important attractions for individuals considering 

undertaking the burdens as well as the challenges of joining government. 

A position of lesser perceived stature is not as likely to attract the 

same top talent from the universities or other private sector activities. 

And the pay would be less. And thirdly, the position of an Assistant 
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Secretary is more likely to carry weight within the internal structure of 

the operating administrations, particularly if the Assistant Secretary has 

her or his own staff capability. 

One organization change in OST would be desirable. The principal 

role of the Secretarial Representatives has been to coordinate in the field 

the role of DOT and other government agencies, to coordinate the activities 

of DOT's operating administrations, and to provide the Secretary a point 

of contact for State and local governments. Although the intra-DOT 

coordination role would be superceded in part by reorganization of the 

surface transportation administrations, the Coast Guard and the FAA 

would not be included in that reorganization, thus requirinq at least some 

coordination in the field. The other needs would remain. To take 

maximum advantage of the opportunities to assist State and local 

governments and to enhance the Department's intergovernmental capa-

bility, however, it would be preferable to reassign the Secretarial 

Representatives to the Assistant Secretary for Congressional and 

Intergovernmental Affairs for administrative purposes. There may 

come a time when the positions would be eliminated and the field 

representation and coordination role performed by the senior Interstate 

Transportation Administration official in the region. Until that new 

~dministration gets squared away, however, it would be better to retain 

t he Sec Reps and not burden the new regional director with additional 

duties. 

The Office of Deepwater Ports should be retained as a separate office 

in the Office of the Secretary until such time as it has completed 

promulgation of the rules and regulations for the construction and 



operation of deepwater ports. This is estimated to be approximately 

six months. When that task is finished, it would be appropriate to 

assign the policy role for deepwater ports to TPI and the operational 

role either to the Interstate Transportation Administration or the 

Coast Guard (or a new Maritime Administration if MARAD is relocated 

in DOT or the Department's waterways role is otherwise enhanced). 

B. Alternate Reorganizations Considered 
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During the development of these program and organization recommen­

dations, optional means of dealing with safety and R & D functions were 

considered. Both of these functions are fundamental to the transportation 

mission and can be integrated into the other administrations or considered 

as entirely separate, cross-cutting missions. Thus, a variation of the 

organization selected would be to establish an entirely separate 

Transportation Safety Administration and a Transportation Research and 

Development Administration. (It could also be possible, of course, to 

establish one without the other.) 

With respect to safety, the additional Administration would 

include NHTSA and MTB functions, a number of FHWA's safety construction 

programs, the FHWA's Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety responsibilities, 

safety programs currently administered jointly by FHWA and NHTSA, and FRA 

safety responsibilities, including the State participation safety programs. 

A statewide agency, designated by the Governor as responsible for planning 

and programming the transportation safety block grants, would submit 

a multi-year plan and annual program for Departmental approval as a 

condition for use of the safety block grants. 

The primary argument for such an Administration would be that it 

would highlight the transportation safety function to the extent appropriate 



to its importance as a DOT mission. In addition, the organization would 

probably result in a fundamental adversary relationship between the 

Safety Administration and the operating Administrations. This could be 

perceived as necessary and productive. 
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After careful consideration, however, it was decided for the following 

reasons that the establishment of this additional organization would not 

be desirable and, in fact, could be counter-productive. First, safety is 

·so fundamental to the performance of the operating missions of the 

Department that it should be an integral part of all project planning, 

review, design and implementation. If separated, the incentive to 

inculcate a concern for the safety aspects of a project or program 

into on-going activities would be removed. Secondly, over the long 

run the safety expertise could become sufficiently remote if separated 

from project and program implementation as to become out of touch with 

current needs. In other words, the safety professional must be 

thoroughly familiar with on-going requirements and, if separated from 

"hands on" program management, can become insensitive to or unaware 

of real needs. (This might be particularly troublesome with respect 

to the ability to respond to any emergency or catastrophic events or 

problems.) Thirdly, although it is popular and politic to say that safety 

is priceless and absolute, we know that safety is in fact expensive 

and must be accomplished in the context of other objectives. It is 

therefore desirable to have those charged with the total aviation or 

rail or other transportation mission in a position both to apply 

safety principles and to make the trade-offs where necessary with full 
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knowledge of both the safety and the operational consequences. Finally, 

in the case of safety the adversary role is being adequately perfonned 

by the NTSB, which is appropriately removed from any direct Departmental 

reporting channels. 

There is the further institutional problem: Safety is such an­

integral part of virtually every FAA mission that it would be unthinkable 

to divorce aviation safety from the FAA. The Coast Guard presents 

substantially the same problem. Although collecting all surface trans­

portation safety programs and operations in a new Administration might 

still be feasible, some of the possible benefits of a single safety 

administration would be lost or diluted and there would still have to be 

a significant OST role. 

Rejection of the concept of a separate safety organization suggests, 

of course, that an oversight function must be performed in OST in order to 

(1) set overall Departmental policy, (2) assure timely responsiveness to 

Secretarial and public concerns, and (3) provide guidance, coordination 

and expertise in those areas that cut across Administrations, e.g., OSHA, 

hazardous materials. Such oversight should be performed by an Assistant 

Secretary with a safety office. 

The arguments advanced for and against a separate Transportation 

Research and Development Administration were similar to those advanced 

for a Transportation Safety Administration. Those favoring such an 

Administration argued that it would avoid the problem of splitting the 

highway and rail research between the Interstate and Local Transportation 

Administrations and, perh~ps more importantly, it would provide a 



mechanism for the conduct of some R&D projects that are longer range 

than the vast majority of existing projects. Other arguments in favor 

of an R&D Administration included the elimination of the duplication 

inherent in modally-oriented programs and the advantages of being able 

to have the best talents work on programs across modal lines. These 

points are not mutually exclusive. Consider, for example, the number 

of large-scale traffic control systems now under development in DOT. 

There are the FAA Air Traffic Control System, the USCG Vessel Traffic 

System, the FHWA Street and Highway Traffic Control Systems and the 
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FRA Freight Car Management System in addition to various automated transit 

systems. These similar systems are developed by engineers who are more 

modal experts than control systems experts. There is not, therefore, any 

community of interest to assure that advances in one area can overcome 

the institutional barriers that limit technology transfer. Modally­

oriented programs also do not attract some of the best technical people . 

The Department, in addition to its research, development and 

demonstration (RD&D) functions at headquarters, also has seven research, 

development, test and evaluation facilities (RDT&E) throughout the 

country . Much of the overlap that occurs in the current modal R&D functions 

is reflected in the programs conducted in the RDT&E facilities. These 

facilities would have been a part of the R&D Administration and 

restructured, where practical, to be centers of expertise in specific 

multimodal functions. It was thought, however, that certain aspects 

of test and evaluation might be kept in the operating Administrations. 



The principal and finally compelling argument against the R&D 

Administration was advanced by those who felt that such an organization 

could eventually become unresponsive to the Department's needs. It 

was pointed out by the protagonists that short tenn work, engineering, 
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some demonstrations and test and evaluation would be kept in the operating 

Administration to assure proper delivery of 'R&D results. The possibility 

· of an 11 ivory tower 11 organization without any 11 hands on 11 experience, 

especially for the conduct of FAA R&D, however, was considered a strongly 

negative factor. 

Because of the dubious desirability and unlikely prospects of 

including FAA R&D, some consideration was given to a Surface R&D Adminis­

tration. Such an organization, however, would not be sufficiently large 

to justify the establishment of a full administration. 

Given the rejection of this concept for the present, the need for 

an Assistant Secretary for Systems Development and Technology should be 

emphasized. Without such a high level function, the necessary coordination 

of Departmental RD&D programs would not be accomplished. In addition, 

serious consideration should be given to the possibility of increasing 

the amount of long range R&D done by that Office. 

C. Transfer of Other Transportation Activities to DOT 

There are some transportation functions currently carried out 

by other Departments and agencies that should be shifted to DOT in order 

to achieve better coordination in the Executive Branch of Federal govern­

ment rail, water and air transportation programs and responsibilities. 



Rail 

That portion of the car service function of the ICC involving 

freight car movements should be transferred to DOT for inclusion in 

the Interstate Transportation Administration along with the other R&D, 

safety and financial assistance programs currently conducted by the FRA: 
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The present ICC function pertains to the flow of freight cars and should 

eventually be phased out as the railroad industry's National Freightcar 

Clearinghouse (sponsored by the FRA) becomes nationwide. The ICC 

activity is essentially an operational role and is inconsistent with the 

basic regulatory mission of the ICC. The function would fit best in an 

Executive Branch agency charged with government oversight of all freight 

movements. 

Water 

The Maritime Administration (MARAD) now in the Department of 

Commerce and the navigation planning, investment analysis and decision 

to build portions of the Civil Works function of the Army Corps of 

Engineers should be incorporated in DOT to permit closer coordination 

of national and international water transportation programs and activities 

with other transportation functions of the Executive Branch . In addition 

to integrating the water mode with the national transportation planning 

and programming functions of DOT, we believe that these changes would 

promote better investment decisions, improved coordination among modes, 

and consideration and evaluation of trade-offs among competing modes. 

An additional advantage of having MARAD activities and Corps plannin9 

in DOT would be the opportunity to coordinate maritime activities, 

including port development, within the same Department. It is further 



anticipated that such a consolidation would result in administrative 

and operational economies. 

If waterway user charges are enacted or if the above mentioned 

Civil Works functions of the Corps of Engineers are transferred to DOT, 

those activities should be managed in the Interstate Transportation 

Administration. 

The functions of MARAD are sufficiently distinctive to warrant 

a separate Maritime Administration in DOT. 
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Whether or not MARAD is reassigned to DOT, the maritime and 

oceans policy issues with which the Federal government must deal are 

broader than transportation. They concern the Departments of State, the 

Treasury, Defense, Justice, Interior, Commerce and Labor, EPA, ERDA, 

FEA and NSF. The recent rash of oil spills is a timely reminder that marine 

policy and programatic responsibility requires more effective coordination. 

Therefore DOT should renew its recommendation that the President 

establish a National Oceans Council, a cabinet-level committee under 

the chairmanship of the Vice President, to address such problems and 

to assign action agencies where desirable. 

Air 

If the existing local service airline subsidy program were transferred 

to DOT (and the subsidy program proposed in the Aviation Act of 1977 

were adopted), those activities would be managed in the Local Transporta­

tion Administration. 

With respect to international aviation matters, the role of the 

CAB in negotiating bilateral agreements and other aviation treaties 

with foreign governments should be reviewed. Although this has been 
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an historic function of the CAB, it is difficult to see how, without 

creating conflicts of interest or getting involved in the Executive Branch's 

foreign policy role, a regulatory board or one or two of its members can 

first participate in bilateral policy formulation, then negotiate a treaty 

and then have the whole Board pass on route and rate applications by 

foreign and domestic carriers which are covered by the policy, the 

negotiations or the agreement. It would appear more appropriate to shift 

the international air carrier activities in the CAB's Bureau of International 

Affairs to DOT in order to facilitate coordination of international 

aviation policies, programs and regulations, and to promote a stronger 

U.S. flag carrier system. The activities would be consolidated with the 

Aviation Policy Office in the Office of the Secretary, which has much the 

same function in international aviation matters. This would make for a 

more coordinated and less duplicative approach to bilateral negotiations 

and other responsibilities DOT shares with the Department of State. The 

Board's need for staff advice on regulatory matters in the international 

area could be handled in the same manner as in the domestic area. 

vJashington, D.C. 
January 19, 1977 

Respectfully submitted, 

~ (f~r:l/L. (). 
William T. Coleman, Jr. ~ 
Secretary of Transportation 

8/t- ?, 'J 4:ri---
John W. Barnum 
Deputy Secretary of Transportation 
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RELATIO:lSHIPS BETWEEN DOT A.'-lD CONGRESSIONAL COi-~~ ITTEES 

The follo,,.ling describes Senate and House committee jurisdiction over various 
Departrr,ent of Transportation programs and activities during the 94th 
Congress. As for the 95th Congress, a Senate Select Corr::iittee has proposed 
a total reorganization of the Senate's corrrnittee jurisdictions. If acceoted, 
transportation responsibilities assigned to Senate Public Works and Senate 
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs would be transferred to the Senate 
Comr.erce Com.~ittee. House Corrmittee jurisdictions are not expected to 
change. 
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lnternati ona l affairs (OST) 
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CO:•:~ITTEE mi PUBLIC \·!Or.i~S - continued 
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CO:-:;•'.ITTEE 0:1 I:ITERJ OR t-\C It:SULAR AFFAIRS - continued 
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cc:-::-'.I1TEE W S(:H::;CE ;'.,'.m TEC~::8:..0GY - continued 
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Appendix C 
RANK OF URBANIZED AREAS BY POPULATION, LAND AREA, AND 

POPULATION DENSITY : 1970* * 
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f'h t c.:;,~t>, I 11. -:i o rthwC"stern Ind ........... . .. .. .••. 

l 1l1l l ~1 IC'lµht :,, P:1. -N.J ... , ., .........•....... , .. , .. 

llt•t1·n tt, ~l1ch • • •• • ••• ••••••••• ••••••••••• ••••••••• 
S :111 t'rnnc lsco-0.1klanct, Call t ............ , ........ , 
tins tnn, M:\~S .•. ..•••• ••••••••••••••••• , ••• , , , , , , , , 

W.1~hin,:: t u n, ll.C. -Md. -V:1 ............... ,,,,.,,,., .. 

C l< 'VC 1:lnd, Ohlo ............•. , .•••• , •.•.•••••..•.. 
!>t. Wt1is , Mo. -Ill ............................•.•. 

• IJf"{tsburgh, P-:\, •• ••••• ••••••••••.••••••••••••••••• 

i1l1 nnc .,polts-S t. P:lul, Minn •...•....... .• .......... 
ff(l\lston , Tex . ......... •.. . .•...•....•............ . 
U:il timtJ re, ~kt ..... . ......•........................ 
o.,ll ~s, Tc:ic ..... .... .. . ............. •. . ........... 
Mi lwau k ee , Wis .......•.... ....... ... . ... . ..•... ... 
Sc:1t tl c -F.v e rett, Wa~h ... , ... .. .....•.....•..••.... 
~ti nmi, Fla . . ..... , .. ..... , .............. , ......•.. 
SJ n Diego, C.tli f . .. ... .. ... . ... ... . ......... , .... . 
/\tlan t:'l, Ga . ..... .. .. .........• •... ...••. , ....... . 

Ci ncinn:tti, Ohio-Ky, .............. .... , .. .. ...... . 
Kansas City , :i.to. -K:ins . ........ ......... . ......... . 
Uuffalo, N.Y ... . .•. ...•... , .•. . ,.,, ........... , .. . 
Ocnvc r, Co l o ............................•......... 
S:1. n Jose, Cali f .. , .. .. ..... . . , ......•....... . .. ... 
7'/cw Or leans, L:i. . ... . .. .... •...... ... . . , , ......... . 
Phoenix , Ariz ............ , ..... ... ............... . 
Port land, Or eg. -Wash .•........•................... 
Jndi:tn:tpolls, Ind ...•.... ..... ... ... . .... ,., . . .. . . 
Provide11cc-..,awtucket-Warwic k, R. I. -Mass, ..... ... •. 

Columbus, Ohio ... .. • , .•........... . .. . , .•• , .. .... . 
S:1n /\ntonio, Tex ..... , •. , .. , ..•.. , ............... . 

Loui sv il le, Ky. -Ind ..... . .......... , .. , .. ... ... .• . 
D:iyton, Oh i o . ... , ...•• , . ..• ... , .....•. .....•..... . 
fort Worth, Tex ., .... .. ..... , ..... , . . , ......... .. . 
Norfolk - Portsmouth , Va,,,.,., ......... , ... , .. , ... . 
\fcmphis, Tenn. -Ml ss ......•.......... ... ,., ... . ... . 
Sac1·nmcnto, Co ll f. t., ............. , . . • , . •••. , .. , . . 
Fort Lauder<1,1le-Hollywood, Fla.,., . . .. ,., .. , .. .. . . 
Rocheste r, !'I.Y. , ....••... ..••. . .•.. , ....••.. ..• .. • 

Su n Bernordino-Riverstde , Ca lif ....... ......... . . . 
Okl ahoma City, Ok la .. ..... , ...•.... , . .... , ..... , .. 
B1rm1nJZ:hnm, Ala .. .. . .. •. , .. ,.,., ....... , .. .... , .. . 
/\kron, Ohio ....... . , ... .. . ...... .. ......... . ..... . 
-I ~H . ..: ksonvt l le, Fla .................•............... 
~prin~ficl<l-Cl1ic u pcc-Holyoke, Mass.-Conn .. . .... . . . 
S t. Pi~tc r shurg , Fla ............ , ... . ,, . •... .. .... , 

I 
Om;iha, Nebr. -low~ ......••.. .•. .. ,.,.,,,., .. ,, .... . 
T o l e do, Oh i o -i\ftch . ........ , ... ... , .. ... .. ........ . 
AlUany-Schcnc~ t..1dy-Troy, N.Y . . .•.. . •.. ...•.. ...... 

Salt Lake City , Ut Jh., ........................... . 
llartford, Con n ..•.. .. .. , . . ,,, . ... ......•.... . .. , . , 
Nashvillc-navitlson , Te nn, ....•................ , ... 
llonnlultt , li.1w~1il . ............ , ...........•....•... 
Hlchmond, Va .. , ..........•..................... , .. 
Ort ct,::cport, Conn ........••. ,., ....•......... , ...•. 
Younf.{stown-W:-trrcn, Ohio.,., ... , ............... , . . , 
Syracuse, N".Y .......... ,, ......••... .. ··•·••••• .. . 
'fulsa , Okla ..........•..... •.. , ..............••... 
Wilmington , Dr.-1.-N . • f .••••••••••••• •• •••·••••••• ··· 

T:1mpa, F'la .. , ..... . . , .....•..•• • .•.•••• , •.•••••.•• 
Al lcn town-Ile th lchcm-f.oston, Po.. -N. J .. . ......... , . , 
Grand R:iplds, Mtcl,,., ......•.................. , .. , 
Ne w lluvcn, Conn ..••••.•••...•.•..••..•... .. .•.•••. 
t:l P.:1so, ·rcx, ................................ .. . . . 
Tocom:i, W::i~h ...• •. , •• , •••••.••••.•• •.• •• ,,,,, •• , •• 
Flint, Mich, .. ..... ,. , ................ . ... , ..... ,. 
Or l ando, Flu • .... . .. , •••. ••.• , •.... . ,, •• , •• ,,., .•. 
\Vichi tn, Kans , ... •. , . ... ..••..••...•.... , .•. ,, •• ,, 

AJhu4ucrquf'l, N. Mox •••••• ••.•••·• ••••••••• •• . • •• •. 

Seo footnote at nnd o f tablo. X 

16,206,841 
8,351,266 
6,714,5 78 
4,021,066 
3,9 70 ,584 
2,987,850 
2,652 ,5 75 
2,481 , 489 
l, 959,880 
l,882, 944 

1,846,042 
l, 704 ,423 
l, 677,863 
l, 5 7 9, 7 8l 
1,338,684 
1,252,45 7 
l,238,l07 
1,219,661 
l, 198,323 
1,172,778 

l,ll0,514 
l, 101, 787 
l,086,594 
l,047,Jll 
l, 025, 273 

961, 728 
863,357 
824, 926 
820,259 
795,Jl l 

790,019 
772 , 513 
7J9 , J96 
685,942 
676 ,944 
668,259 
66),976 
640, 7-59 
613, 797 
601, )61 

583,597 
579 , 788 
558 ,099 
542,7 75 
529,585 
514,108 
495,159 
491 , 77 6 
487 , 789 
486,525 

479,Jl,2 
465,001 
448 ,444 
442 ,3 97 
416 , 563 
413 ,366 
395,540 
J 76,169 
371 , 499 
)71, 267 

368, 142 
363,517 
352, 70) 
)48,341 
337,471 
332,521 
330,128 
305,479 
302,334 
297,451 

2,425.1 
l, 5 71. 9 
l, 277. 2 

751. 8 
872.0 
681.0 
664.4 
494. S 
646.l 
460.6 

596 . 4 
721. 4 
5)8.6 
309. 6 
674.2 
456.5 
413,l 
258. 7 
380. 7 
435. 0 

335. l 
493. 2 
213. 7 
292. 8 
277. 2 
184.0 
387. 5 
266. 8 
381. 2 
244. l 

2)4.5 
222. 9 
210.4 
22 4,2 
396.4 
299,0 
195.S 
25).S 
212:2 
145. 7 

309. 7 
J3 9 , l 
224.6 
203. 5 
351. 3 
2J 7. 8 
l60.5 
151. 2 
l6S.5 
150.5 

l84.J 
\JO. 5 
34). S 
l 15. 0 
144.6 
l48.8 
128. 6 

96. 2 
l80, l 
l09.8 

1)0. 5 
98.S 

146.2 
107.3 
119. 4 
128. 7 

96.4 
l3l. 7 
lQS. l 
114.4 

2 
J 
5 
4 
7 
9 

lJ 
10 
l5 

ll 
6 

l2 
28 

8 
16 
18 
J3 
22 
17 

26 
14 
41 
30 
Jl 
47 
20 
32 
21 
)5 

) 7 
1, 0 
4) 

39 
19 
29 
45 
34 
42 
56 

27 
25 
)8 

44 
23 
)6 

Sl 
52 
50 
SJ 

46 
61 
24 
71 
57 
54 
65 
91 
48 
75 

62 
88 
55 
77 
68 
64 
90 
60 
83 
72 

6,68) 
s. J lJ 
5, 2H 
5, J49 
4,55) 
4, )87 
), 992 
S,Ol8 
J,033 
4,088 

3,095 
2, )6) 
J, 115 
s, 103 
l, 986 
2,744 
2,9,7 
4, 715 
), 148 
2,696 

3,)14 
2,234 
S, 085 
J , 5 77 
3,699 
S, 22 7 
2,22 8 
3,092 
2, l 5 2 
3, 258 

3,)69 
3.46'> 
J,Sl4 
J, 060 
l, 708 
2, 2)5 
3,396 
2,528 
2,893 
4,127 

l, 884 
1,710 
2,485 
2,667 
1,508 
2, l6J 
),085 
3,252 
2, 94/ 
J , 233 

2,601 
J , 56) 
l, 306 
),84/ 
2 , 881 
2, 77 8 
J,076 
3,910 
2, 06) 
3,381 

2,826 
3, 69l 
2,412 
3,246 
2,826 
2,584 
3,425 
2,320 
2,877 
2,600 

Density 
ra1nk 

4 
5 
3 

13 
16 
27 

9 
9l 
23 

SL 
167 

79 
I 

209 
121 

94 
12 
77 

125 

61 
184 

8 
40 
JS 

6 
185 

81 
196 

65 

57 

'•' 
43 
89 

2)9 
183 

53 
146 
101 

22 

228 
238 
155 
128 
254 
193 
84 
68 
99 
71 

l 3 7 
41 

264 
)2 

108 
l l8 
87 
JO 

204 
55 

113 
)7 

l 61 
70 

l l2 
139 
52 

174 
109 
1)8 
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Population 
rank 

71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 

81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
8 7 
88 
89 
90 

91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
9 7 
98 
99 
100 

101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 

111 
•11 2 

113 
114 
115 
116 
117 

• 118 
119 
120 

121 
122 
123 
124 
125 
126 
127 
128 
129 
130 

131 
132 
133 
134 
13~ 
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 

Table 3. RANK OF URBANIZED AREAS BY POPULATION, LAND AREA, AND 
POPULATION DENSITY : 1970- Continued 

(•tndicatcs urbnntzc<l arcoH c~tot,lisl1cd stncc the 1970 census) 

Urbanized aren 

Tucson , Artz ................ .. , ......•...... , .. , .. 
s,>utJ1 Hen<l 1 Intl, -~1tch ... ,, ..... ,., ... , ........ , .. . 
West Pnlm Ucach, fl;"t, . . . .... , .....•....•..•..•..•. 
Charl otte , N.C ............................ , , , , .. , . 
Trenton, N.J.-Pa . ... ... ..... , ............ , .. .... . . 
Ncv.·port Nev,s-lfamptnn, V:, . .... , ...... , .. , .. , .. , . . , , 
Davenport-Rock I sl;rnd-MQl inc, Iowa-Ill.,,,,,,,, .. , 
Austin, Tex ... .. ......... ............ ... ......... . 
Frc~no, Cal 1 f . .... .... . , ......................... , 
llohl le, Al a .. , ........ ,, .... ,,, ... ..... , .. ,, .. , .. , 

Des Moines , Jo1,1,·a .. . ..... ....... . , ................ . 
Ba ton Roug-e, L~ . . .. . . .. .... .. .. .......... ........ . 
Worces ter, Mass ... .. ...... ....... ... ... ........ .. . 
Peoria, 111 .. .. . . ........ ... .. ... .......... ...... . 
Oxnard-Vcntura-Thousond Oaks, Calif ... , .. ...... .. . 
Cant on , Ohio .......... , .. .... .... .... ......... ... . 
Columbi a , S. C ...... .... . .. ...•. ••.•.•.• •.•• , ••• ,., 
Harrisburg, Pa . .. ............................ .... . 
Las Vegas, Nev .................................. ,. 
Shreveport, La ........................ ,,,,, ..... ,. 

Aurora-Elgin, 111 . ............ ................... . 
Spokane, Wash ... ......................•..•••••.... 
Lan~i ng, Mich .. .................................. . 
Charleston, S. C ....................... , ..... ..... . 
Fort Woyne, Ind . .. ... .... ...... ....... . ~ ......... . 
Ch attanooga , Tenn. -Ga ... ....... .. . .... ........... . 
Wilk es-na rre, Pn ................................. . 
Little Rock-:-Jorth Little Rock , Ark .............. .. 
Corpus Christi , Tex ................ ,., ........... . 
Columbus, Ga.-Ala . . .. ... , .... , ................ , .. . 

Rockford, !11, ...... . ............................ . 

Madis on, Wis ..................................... . 
Colorado Sp1·ings, Colo ... ............ .. ........ . . . 
Scranton, Pa ... , ....... , .. ... ....... ............. . 
La"'TcnC"c-llaverhill, Mass.-N.H .. . .... .. ......... .. . 
L,oroin- f.lyr1a , Ohio ... . .. . , ..... . ............. ... . 
Knoxville, Tenn . .............. , .. , ............... . 
Jae kson, Miss ... ..... ....... ..... ..... , ... , ...... . 
Stam101·d, Conn ........ ............. . ...... ....... . 
Lo"'c- 11, Mass .... . . .. . .......... . .......... : ...... . 

Utica-Rome, N.Y . ....... ........... ... ............ . 
l1elbourne-Coco:l, Fl:1., .... ................. , .. ... . 
An n 1\rbor , Mich .. , ............................... . 
Bokersfleld, Calif., ............ , ....... , ..... ,.,. 
F.rtc, Pa ............ ........ ... ,.,., ............. . 
Read1n~, Pa . ... ........ ................. .......... . 
Huntington-Ashland, W. Va.-Ky . -Ohi o .. ........... . . 
s~r a!--ota -llr:1c1cn ton, Fla .......................... . 
Rini,::h ., mton, N. Y ......... , .... . , ..... ,., . .. , ...... . 
Pcn sRcol o, Fl n .. ..... ... .. .. , . . .................. . 

Sav:1nn ah , Ga ... ... , .... .. .......... , .......••..... 
Fayetteville, :-i .e . .... .... ......... .. ........... .. 
StOC'klon, C'altf. .............. , .............. , .. .. 
J.JCxtni,::ton, Ky ................. , ..•....•...•... . ... 
Charl<"!'iton, " ' · Va ..... , . ..... , ................... . 
Grccn\'illc, S.C .. ................................ . 
\ 'a tcrlJury, C<,nn .. .........................•.•..... 
RonnokC>, Vo .............. ... , ...................•. 
Joliet, Ill ......... ,,, .... , •. ,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ,,, .,, 
Lincoln, Nebr ... , ....•. , ..•...•................... 

Rolcl~h , N.C,,,,, .... , .. ,, .. ,,,,, ........ , .. ,,,,,, 
Gr~t.>nshoro, 1' . C .. .. , •... , •••.••.•.• , •..•• , .••• , .•. 
Knl tu'ftnzoo, ltich , ...... ,., •••....••..••• .•..•.• ••.. 
Lubbl.'\C k, Tex . ..•. , ..........• , .... ,., •..••..•.•... 
O~c1<'n, Utoh .•.........• , •....•..•.•........••..•.. 
Aui;ust u, Go. -s.c .. , ........ , ........ , ... , ....... .. 
01•04..~kton, ltn111 •••• , • ••..•.•.••.. ·•·••• ••••· ·•••··· 
Sn1tin 11w. Mich ...... ... ..•.••••.. ......•...• •...•• . 
tluntsvillo, Aln ..........•. • •.• , •...••...•.....•.. 
li'inston-Soll~fl, N.C ..•.....•...•••••••....••••.. , •• 

1970 
popub tion 

294,184 
288,572 
28 7,561 
279,530 
274,148 
268,263 
266, 119 
264,499 
262,908 
257,816 

255,824 
249,463 
247,416 
247,121 
244,653 
244,279 
241, 781 
240, 751 
236,681 
234,564 

232,917 
229,620 
229,518 
228,39 9 
225,184 
223,580 
222,830 
222,616 
212,820 
208,616 

206 ,084 
205,457 
204, 766 
204,205 
200,280 
192,265 
190,502 
190, 060 
184,898 
182, 731 

180,3551 
178,948 
178,605 
l 76,155 
175,263 
167,932 
16 7,583 
16 7,2981 
167,224 
166,619 

163,753 
161,3 70 
160,3 73 
159,538 
157,662 
157,073 
156,986 
156,621 
155,500 
153,443 

152,289 
152,252 
152,083 
150,135 
149,727 
148, 953 
148,844 
14 7,552 
146,565 
142,584 

Land a rC'a 
in square 

mt leg 

104 . 7 
102.8 
136. 4 
105. 7 

65.4 
143.3 
118. 4 

85. 8 
79. l 

168. 4 

109. l 
84. 6 
84.4 

106 . 7 
111. 5 

77. 2 
103. 3 

78.4 
121. 2 
94.3 

76.8 
77.8 
73.4 
99. 2 
69.0 

116. 7 
82.5 
95.3 

130.3 
106.2 

61. 0 
68.8 
90.0 
98.4 
84.4 

106.4 
86. l 
72. 2 
69. 6 
62 . I 

74. 6 
106.8 
45.0 
57.2 
43.8 
41. l 
55.5 
91. 6 
52.3 
66.4 

64. l 
73 . 3 
46.8 
39.9 
61. 8 
70. 9 
59.9 
66 .4 
55.0 
5 2. I 

70. 5 
61. 2 
73.3 
76.9 
61. 0 
58.0 
52.5 
43.5 

123. l 
66.0 

Land o r c:-i 
rank 

84 
86 
59 
82 

134 
58 
69 
98 

106 
49 

76 
101 
l 02 

79 
73 

111 
85 

10 7 
67 
93 

113 
109 

117 1 8 7 
127 I 

70 
105 

92 
63 
81 

144 
128 

95 
89 

103 
80 
97 

121 
125 
139 

115 
78 

1 72 
152 
174 
188 
154 

94 
l64 
132 

136 
118 
171 
l 93 I 

14l 
122 
149 
131 
157 
167 

124 
142 
119 
112 
143 
151 
163 
177 

66 
133 

llcnslty 
p<'r squnrc 

.,1 Jc 

2,810 
2,80 7 
2,108 
2,64 5 
4,192 
1,872 
2,248 
3, 0ijJ 
3,324 
1,531 

2,345 
2,949 
2,931 
2,316 
2,194 
3,164 
2,341 
3,071 
l, 953 
2,487 

3,033 
2,951 
3,127 
2,302 
3,264 
l, 916 
2,701 
2,336 
1,633 
I, 964 

3,378 
2,986 
2,275 
2,075 
2,373 
l, 807 
2,213 
2,632 
2,657 
2,943 

2,418 
1,676 
3,969 
3,080 
4,001 
4,086 
3,020 
1,826 
3,197 
2,509 

~ 5.55 . 
2,202 
3,42 7 
3,998 
2,551 
2,215 
2,621 
2,359 
2,827 
2,945 

2,160 
2,488 
2,075 
1,952 
2,455 
2,568 
2,835 
3,392 
1, 191 
2,160 

Seo f ootnoh' nt end ot tabl<>, 

xi 

l>cnsl ty 
rank 

114 
115 
199 
132 

18 
230 
182 

85 
60 

25 3 

169 
98 

103 
175 
190 

75 
171 

88 
214 
154 

90 
97 
78 

178 
64 

219 
123 
l 72 
242 
213 

56 
95 

180 
203 
165 
236 
187 
134 
130 
102 

160 
240 

28 
86 
25 
24 
93 

234 
73 

149 

144 
188 

51 
26 

145 
186 
135 
168 
l ll 
100 

194 
153 
202 
215 
156 
141 
110 

54 
271 
195 

. 

I 
I 
I 
• I 
I 



l'opul11l ion 
ru11 k 

141 
14l 
14) 

*144 
145 
146 
147 
148 
149 
150 

Table 3. RANK OF URBANIZED AREAS BY POPULATION, LAND AREA, ANO 

POPULATION DENSITY : 1970-Continued 
("lrultcntcs urbant.-.c..•d arco~ est l,bl 1shccl slnl'C the L970 census) 

U rb,rn 1 ✓-. c-tl R r e a 

►: v :,n s vlllc, Ind ....... ... , , , ... ,.,,, .... .. ,,,,,,, . 
Fal 1 ltlvcr, Mn~s.-R , l, ... ,. , . . ,,, ...... ,, . ... . , , .. 

Eua;: c ne, Oreg . .... . ........ ...... .... . ..... .•..• ... 
St.•w Lnnd,,n-~nrw lch, Cnnn . . . , , .. .. ... . . . .. . ... , , , .. 
~hlnt iton1c 1·y, Ala .. . , .. .................. , . .. , .. . ,, . 
Ouluth-Supcrlor , ~ltnn.-Wts .. ... . , .... . . . . . . .. , . . . . 
i\l l ant le City, N. J ...... " " .... . . . .... .......... . 
Nl•w Dcc1f ord , Mass ........................... . . ... . 
Topeka, Kans . ..... , ........ ... ........ , ... . . . .. , .• 
Ced a r H:'\µ1 d5. I owa ....... .. ... .... ............... . 

:-;ew Orlt:\i n . Conn ........ . .....•...... . .... .... ... 

1970 
pu pul::atl nn 

142 ,476 
1)9, 392 
1)9,255 
1)9 , 121 
1)8,983 
1)8,352 
1)4,016 
13),667 
1)2, 108 
132,008 

t...11,d Ql"f"B 

in gquare 

miles 

40.5 
42.9 
55 . 3 
75,4 
51. 1 

110 . 9 
67 . l 
33.7 
52 . 8 
62 .0 

Lnnd nreo. 
r ank 

190 
181 
155 
114 
169 

74 
130 
2 l 9 
162 
140 

0<-nstty 
per sQUa\t• 

•lie 

),513 
) , 249 
2.518 
1,845 
2,720 
1.248 
I. 997 
3,966 
2, 502 
! . 129 

151 
152 
15) 
154 
15 5 
156 
15 7 
158 
159 
160 

.- S3t'l l .\ IJarbar:1, Cali! ........ . ......... . ..... .. ... . 
13 1,)49 
129,774 
129. 532 
129, 105 
128 ,065 
127,010 
12) , 106 
121 .60 1 
121. 340 
120,794 

39 . 1 
37 . 1 
37. 1 
77 . 6 
51 . 3 
60.7 
37.3 
6 3. 7 
6J.l 
)3.5 

195 
2 10 
209 
110 
168 
146 
205 
1)7 
1)8 
221 

3. )59 
J . 498 
), ,,91 
l .664 
2 ,496 
2.092 
3. lOO 
1 , 909 
I. 92 J 
3,606 

161 
162 
163 
164 
165 

•166 
167 

•168 
169 
170 

\71 
172 
17 3 
174 

•175 
176 
177 
178 
179 
180 

181 
182 
18) 

*184 
185 
186 
187 

•188 
189 
190 

191 
192 
193 
194 
195 
196 
197 
198 
199 
200 

20 I 
202 
20 ) 
204 
205 
206 
207 
208 
209 
2 10 

/\ppleto11, Wis ... ... ... . .... .......... . ........... . 
Green Day, Wis .. . ...... . .... . ............ , . . ..... . 
M=tcun, Ga ........................................ . 
Am a ,·ill o, Tex .......................... .. .... .. .. . 
York. Pa . ... . . , ............... .. ........ .. .... .. . . 
Oil oxi-G11 l!port, ~Uss ....... .... . ........... ,., .. . 
Spr i n~fi cld . Mo . . ........................... . .... , 
S pr in~fteld. Ill ........................ .. .... . .. . 

Waco, Tex . ..... . ..... , • ...... .. , , . • •. • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Rae i.ne , Wis . ............. .. ................ . ..... . 
Lanc aste r . Po. ................ . .... . ... ........ ... , 
Po rt Artl1ur, Tex ... . .... • ... ............... .... ... . 
Beaumont , Tex .... ....... . . . .. . . , .. , ... .. .... ..... . 
Daytona Ueach, fla ....... , ... .. ....... .. .. ... .... . 
Waterloo, Iowa ...... , ........... . . .... . . ..... . ... . 
Anchoro.ge, Alaska .......... ............ .... . ..... . 
~or.1.·al k, Conn .. . .. . , ...... ... ..... , .. ,., ... .. .. . . . 
Portl and, Maine . . , ..... . .......... . ..... .. ....... . 

\lodes to, Cal it . . .. .................. . ............ . 
~lu:::.kegon-~luskegon He i.ghts, Mlch .......... ,, .. , ... . 
Provo-Or('m, Ut oh. , . ........ . . . .... . .. .. .......... . 
Pueblo, Co lo . ... ........ .... ......... ...... ..... . . 
Poughkeepsie , N. Y . .......... ... . . ...... ... ....... . 
Du rh am, S.C .. . .............. .... .......... . ...... . 
Petershur~-Colonial Heights, Va ..... ....... , ..... . 
Champ::iign-U rbana , Ill ............ ... ...... . ...... . 
Decatu r, Ill . . .. . ........ . ........ . . .. .. . . . ...... . 
Reno, Nev ................. .. . ......... . ........ .. . 

Meriden, Co nn ..... .. . ............ ... ............. . 
Wtchi .. a F'::'llls, Tex . . ............. , ............... . 
Johns town, Pa ..... , .......... . ................... . 
Al t on, 111 .... . .................. .. ........ . .... . . 
Sioux City, Iowa-Sehr .-$. Oak .... ,., .. ........... . 
Lav.ton, Okla ........ ........... .. . ....... ........ . 
Manchc~ter, N.tt .. . ...... ........•.... . ........... 

G~stoni3, ~.c . . . ................... .. ....... . ... . 
Springfie ld , Ohlo . .............. , ...... . . . .... , .. . 
lligh Poin t , N .C .......... . ............••.......... 

Seaside-~ton tercy , Calif .. . ..... ,, ... . , . ... . .. . , .. . 
Salem. Ol'e g ...... . . ........ . . .. ... . . . . . ..... . .... . 
Whecli.ni.;, W. Va . - Ohi.o .. ... . ... .......... .. .. .. . . . . 
Mc,\lle11-Ph;1 rr-Ed inburg , Tex .. ... . ..... , .......... . 
lf ~m llt on, Ohlo .. ............ .. . .. ......... ..... . . . 
Abilene , Tex ......... . .. , .... . .............. . .... . 
Monroe. L"\ •.••••. • ...... . ...•.• . ••.•.••••••.•.. . .. 

Muncie, Ind ...... ............... , . ........... . . .. . 
Lakr. Ch;1.r lcs, La ............................. .. .. . 
T'uscalo,,sa, Ala . .. ... .. . ..... . . . .......... , . ..... . 

Steubc..·nvtllc-Wctrton, Ohto-W. Va .. .......... .. ... . 
Fargo-\loorhend, N. Dak . - ~1lnn . . .......... , .... .... . 
Uolse C: lty, lllnho ... . .... . .... . . . ...... ........ •. . 
Keno sha , Wi.s ..... . ............... ... . ... .. . ...... . 
Tcxa~ C t.ty-L..'\ Marque, Tex .... ... ........... . .... .. 
Alt o,>n a, Pn .. . . , .. , ....... . . .... .... . . .... .. .. . . . . 
C>dcesa , Tex . .. . ... .. . . ..... ... , . ... .. . . . . . .. . , ... . 
Terre 11 .,u to, Ind ........ ..... . . ...... , . . ..... .... . 
/\11der5on, Ind .... .... ...... . ... . ................ . . 
r.,a!ayc..·ttc-West I.Bfaycttc , Ind . . . . , , .. . . •... , ... , .. 

See f ootnote o.t end o t to.bl e , 

xi i 

118 . 843 
117,408 
117,097 
116, 474 
116 ,350 
115, 17 6 
112.881 
110,782 
106,707 
106,599 

106, 107 
105,716 
101., 110 
lOJ, JOO 

-10 2. 649 
100 , 76 4 
100,617 
100,4 17 
99,69 ) 
99,68 7 

98,454 
97 .564 
96,146 
95,99 8 
9 5,937 
95,687 
95,140 
94,725 
9),653 
9 3, 547 

9 3 . 284 
93,041 
92,944 
9 l. 14 l 
90,912 
90. 5 71 
90,567 
90,427 
88,260 
85,875 

85,492 
85,446 
85, 187 
84, 262 
84,054 
81, 795 
81. 645 
80,908 
80. 704 
79,117 

89. 9 
28. l 
)8. 7 
7 3. 0 
74.5 
85.0 
69.4 
54.5 
41.5 
55.7 

34. 3 
52,3 
65.0 
31.5 
54 .7 
43.0 
42.4 
18.3 
)7.2 
37. 5 

70. 7 
42 . 2 
28.0 
41. 5 
60.3 
44.0 
J9. 1 
58. 5 
25.) 
52. I 

24. l 
36. 8 
2 7 . 8 
]2. 7 
38.2 
78.4 
40. l 
24 . 5 
3 J. 5 
43. 7 

38.9 
2) .5 
29 .4 
17 . 5 
82 . 7 
19 . 6 
25 . 1 
31.~ 
4). ,, 

18. 6 

96 
237 
198 
120 
116 
100 
126 
161 
18 7 
15 3 

2 16 
165 
IJ'.j 

229 
160 
180 
182 
2~8 
20 7 
202 

12 3 
183 
238 
186 
14 8 
17 3 
196 
150 
245 
166 

25 1 
21 1 
2 )9 
225 
199 
108 
192 
250 
220 
17 5 

197 
25) 
2 )4 
269 
104 
264 
21,6 
2L8 
179 
267 

I. 322 
4 ,1 78 
J,026 
1,596 
l , 562 
I. )55 
1,6 27 
2,0)) 
2,571 
1,914 

3 ,09) 
2,021 
I , 602 
3,279 
I. 877 
2,34) 
2,) 73 
5,487 
2 .680 
2, 658 

I . J? 3 
2. 312 
J,4)4 
2 . 31) 
1 , 59 l 
2. I 7 5 
2 ,4 3 J 
I.619 
J , 702 
I. 796 

J.8 71 
2,528 
J. )4 J 
2,787 
2, 380 
1, 15 5 
2 , 259 
3. 691 
2. 6 35 
l, 965 

2 . 198 
3,636 
2,898 
4,815 
1,016 
4,173 
).253 
2 . 560 
1 ,860 
4 . 254 

L>cns tty 
rank 

42 
69 

148 
232 
12 2 
268 
208 

29 
15 l 
198 

58 
44 
45 

241 
152 
201 

62 
221 
218 

39 

263 
19 
92 

247 
251 
262 
243 
206 
140 
220 

82 
207 
246 

63 
229 
170 
166 

2 
126 
129 

261 
177 
49 

176 
249 
192 
158 
244 

34 
2 )7 

)l 

146 
59 

117 
164 
2 72 
18 l 
)6 

l)J 

212 

189 
38 

106 
II 

27) 

20 
66 

143 
2)1 

17 



Population 
ran k 

211 
212 
213 
214 

*21S 
216 

*217 
21R 
219 
220 

221 
222 
223 

•224 
*225 
*226 
*227 

228 
229 
230 

*231 
232 
2 33 
234 

•23S 
2 36 
2 37 
238 
239 

*240 

241 
242 

*243 
244 
245 
246 

*247 
*248 

249 
*250 

251 
*252 

2S3 
254 
255 
2S6 
257 
2S8 

*259 
260 

*261 
262 

*263 
264 

*265 
266 
267 
268 
269 
270 

271 
272 

• 273 
274 
27:'> 

Table 3. RANK OF URBANIZED AREAS BY POPULATION, LAND AREA, AND 
POPULATION DENSITY : 1970-Continued 

(•Jndtcot-es urbanJ7.(•d n rt·ll s e~tohl t s hc.•<.l st ne e tlit• 1970 c.: cnsus) 

1970 f.nnd OTl' .t IJCns!ly 
Urban I zed are:. 

l..nnd nrcn In ~qunre per squo.r<: 
population rnnk 

mJ lcs milt.• 

J ac k!' ()n, Mich ..... ....... .. .. . .. ... ....... . .. . ... . 78,S72 36 . I 21 2 2 , 177 
l.af ayct te, '"' ··. ····· ········ · · · ···· ...... , . . .. . ,. 78 , S44 24 . 9 247 3 , IS i, 
nay Ct ty , Mich .. ... .. · · ···· ·· ···· ... . ...... . ..... . 78 ,097 26 . 2 244 2 ,981 
Fi t c hhur~- Lem m 1 n s t c.- r , Mass ... . ............ . . . . .. . . 78 ,053 60. 9 145 1. 782 
Ha t l l<: Cr~e k , Mi c h ....... .. ................. .. .... 77 . 92 2 31. I 2)0 2 , S06 
Tallaha ~scc:, na ... ······· · · , ........ . . . . . .. ... ... 77,851 29 . 8 2 33 2 , 61 2 
Alc x andr1a , La . ' .. . ... . · ········ ..... ···· · ·· · . 77,609 37 . l 208 2 ,092 
Mans f 1c ld . 0111 0 ....... . ........ ... . . . •.• ..•. . , ... , 77, S99 40 .9 189 I , 897 
St. J o seph, Mo. -Ka ns .... . . . ............ ... .. ... .•. 77, 223 3 I . 9 227 2 ,421 
Albany, Ga ........... . ... ... . , ... . ... ... .. . . , . . . .. 76 ,5 12 32. 9 224 2. 326 

Fort Sm 1th , Ark . - Okla ... . . .. . . ... . . ... ... ... . .. .. . 75.517 60. 3 147 l , 2S2 
Si o ux f'al ls, s. llak . .......... . ... .. ... , . . . , .. . . .. 7S. 146 26. 9 24 3 2 , 791, 
Santa Ro sa, Cal If ..... . ..... . .... . . .... .. .. ... .... 7S ,08 J 38. 2 200 1 , 966 
Elmira , N. Y .... . .. ... ...... . . . .. , . . . . ... •.. . .. . .. . 74,039 23. 8 252 3 , 11 l 
Sant,1, Cruz , ca 1, r ... . . . . ..... .. , . ..... ... .. . . . ... . 73 ,758 34.4 21S 2 , 14 4 
Spart a nl>urc, s .c .. .. . ...... . . . . .. ... .. ...... ..... . 73,6 38 36. l 213 2,040 
Killeen, Tex . .. ...... , ..... . . . . , .. ... ... , ....... ,. 73,S8S 40.3 191 1,826 
Vineland-Millville , N.J . ... ... . ..... ... , .. , , ... ... 7 3, S 79 8~.3 99 863 
Asheville, N.C ... . . . , . . , ... . . , .. ·. · · ,, ·, · , · ·, • · · , · 72,4 SI 38 .2 201 I, 89 7 
Bristol, Conn . . . .. . , •. . , . . . ..... . .•... .. . . .. ... . . • 71 , 732 37 . 3 204 1,923 

Richland-Kennewick, Wash .... .... . . . ...... ...... .. . 71,2 45 S4 . 8 159 1 , 300 
Billings , Mont ... . .... .. . .... .• , . .... . ........ . .. . 71,197 26 . 9 24 ?. 2 , 64 7 
Gre a t f·a1 ls . Mo nt . . .. . .... . .. .. .. .. . . ...... .. . . .. . 70,905 21. 8 2S9 3 , 2S3 
Ly nc h bu re , Va .. . ... . , ,.,. ,, .... ,,, . . ,., , • . , ..... . . 70,84 2 37.2 206 1 ,904 
KI nr.s port . Tenn . -Va .... . ........ ,,, . ... . ... . . ..... 70. 342 48 . 7 I 70 1,444 
Lima, Ohio .......... .. .. .......... .... . , . . , . .. .. . . 70,29 5 27 . 4 240 2,566 
La.r edo , 1'e x ................... .. .... . . . .. . ..... . .. 70, I 9 7 22. I 2S8 3 . l 76 
Ol oominc t on-~o rmal, Ill ... . ............ . ........ .. 69, 392 19.9 263 3 . 487 
Gain esville . Fla .. .. ........ . .......... . ..... . .... 69, 329 29 .0 2 36 2, 39 1 
Fort Myers , fla . . . . . ..... . ...... , .. . ...... .. ...... 69. 129 43 . 4 I 78 l , 59 3 

Houlder, Col o . .. ....... . ................... . .... . . 68, 634 14 . l 273 4 , 868 
Gadsden , Ala ... . .... . ..... ,, .. .. .. . ........ . ...... 67 ,706 55.7 156 l , 2 2 7 
L.1kclnnd , Fla . . ....... . .... . .. . .. . . .... . , ... . ... .. 66,7 39 27. 3 241 2 , 44 5 
0,'lnbury, Co nn .. . ............. .. .. .... , . ...... .... . 66,651 S4 . 9 158 l, 214 
Dubu qu e, l owa-111 ........ . ......... . ... .. ......... 6S,SS0 I 9 . l 265 3 , I, 32 
Lev.· iston- Auburn , Ma inc .. . .. ....... ... .. . .. .. .. ... . 65,21 2 67 . 9 129 960 
Parkc rsburR , "''· va . -Ohio .. . .... , ..... . . , ... .. . ...•. 65,010 20.3 262 3,202 
Yakima , Was h . .. ... . . . . . . . . . .... . .. . ..... , . . , . . .. .. 64 , 730 22.2 257 2,91 6 
San Ang e l o, Tex ... . . . . . . .. .. . . ····· · · ·· ··· · ·· · · · · · 63 , 884 33.7 218 1 ,89 6 
Wil 1 iamsport, Pa .. . ..... . ....... .. , . . ... . .. ..... .. 63,880 21. 7 26 0 2,944 

La Cr\JSSC, Wts . -Minn .... ... , . .. . . . .. . .... , ... . .. . • 63 , 373 

I 
23 . S 2S4 2 . 69 7 

Flore nc e, A la . ... . . ... . . . . . . .. . .... . ... . .. ... . . . . . 62,9 26 42. 0 184 1 , 49 8 
Pittsfield, M ~lS&, • •.••• , • • , • • •• , , • , , , , , • , , • , • •• • , • • 62,8 72 4 3. 6 176 l. 1,4 7 
S.1linas, Ca! If . . .. . .. , ... .. ...... ... . .. . . . . , , . .. . . 62,456 IS . 0 27 2 4,164 
Galveston, Tex . . .. . ... .. . . ... .... .. .... . .. , . ... . . • 61,809 22. S 2S5 2,74 7 
N,'\ShU-' , s.11 ..... .. . . . .. . .. . .... . . .. .. ... .. , • .•.• •• 60,961 33. S 222 1, 820 
Pinc- Oluff , Ark .. . ..... . . . ... . ...... ....... .. . . . . . 60,907 20. 8 2bl 2,9 26 
Midland, Tex ........ . . .... .... . ... .. .... . . .. . .. . . . 60, 371 32 . 0 22 6 1, 88 7 
Dur) ini:,!t o n , N.C . . . .......... . .. . . . .. . .. . , . .. . .. . .. 59 , 89 I 30. 7 232 l.9Sl 
Tylc-r, Tt'X . . •.••. • .• . .. '.' •• •• •• • •• . . ' .••• ••• • •• • • 59,781 24 .8 249 2,411 

Ant h .,c-h·· Pit tsbur~ . Ca l if . ... ... ... ... ... . .. . .. . . ,. S9 , S8S 22 . 3 256 2~ 72 
CCllumbta , \1o .... . . . ...... . .. .... . . . . .. . . . . ........ 59,231 42 .0 185 1.41 0 
Ann ts t o n, Al:1 . . . . . . .. . . .. .. ... . . . ... .. ... .... .. ... 58,8Sl 37 . 4 20 3 I. S 74 
Texarka na , Tcx.-Ark . . . . .... ... . ... ....... . .. . . , ... S8,S70 30 . 8 2 31 I. 902 
Cl .1 rksvlllc, Tenn . - 1\.y . . . .. ...... . .. ..... . . •. , .. . .. 58,34S 39 . 9 194 1 , 462 
Wilmin~ton, ~-C , . ... ... ... ..... .. .. .. . . .. . .. . ... .. S7,64S 29 . 3 2 3S I . 96 7 
Simi Vnl lcy , Cal If . . . . .. . . . . .. . . .. ... . . ... .. .. ... . S6, 9 36 24 . 8 248 2,296 
Rochester, Minn., .... ..... ........ .. . .. ... .. ,., .. . 56,604 15 . 2 271 3,724 
Oshkush, Wis ., . . . .. , .. . .. . .. . . .. . ... , . ... , .. , .. ,, . 55,480 12.6 274 4,403 
Shcrman-L>cn ison, Tex .... .... , .....• , .... , .. ,, •• ••. 55, 343 34 . 5 214 1,604 

O.·cn&boro, l(y . .... . .. . . ....... . ............ ''.' ... 53, 133 11.9 275 4,1,6S 
Brownsville. Tf!X ... . ..... ' . . .. . . . .. . ........•..•.. 52,627 15 . 2 270 3,462 
St . Cloud, Minn ... ,. , . ....... , ..•..• • . • .. ,, •.• , •. , 52,059 18 . 8 266 2,769 
Brynn-Co J l..,~e St lll ion, Tex ... .. . . ............. . ... 51, 395 33.4 223 I, 5 39 
HArlin~cn-Snn U••n1to, Tt•x ... .. , .. . .. . .........•... 50,469 33 . 8 2 l 7 I, 493 

1Revlaod o lnce rut.llcatlon ot 1970 ce nous reports. 
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l>f'ns tty 

rnnk 

191 
76 
96 

266 
I SO 
136 
200 
224 
I S9 
I 7 3 

26 7 
116 
2 I I 

80 
197 
20S 
233 
27 S 
225 
217 

26S 
131 
67 

222 
258 
14 2 

74 
46 

16 3 
248 

JO 
269 
IS7 
270 
so 

274 
72 

!OS 
22 6 
JOI 

124 
2SS 
2S9 

21 
120 
23 S 
104 
227 
216 
162 

127 
260 
250 
22 3 
2S7 
210 
179 

33 
15 

245 

14 
48 

119 
252 
256 




