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REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
AND ITS PROGRAMS

¥s 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 1ist 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



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 progfams
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



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 motor
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 Qovernments 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.
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



including highways, mass transit capital and operating assistance, small
non-hub and 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.

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.



As alternatives to some aspects of the foregoing, we also considered
establishing a Transportation Safety Administrétion and a Transportation
Research and Development Administration. We concluded, however, that
safety and R& 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 coordinate 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
arteries and terminals which serve routes important to interstate commerce.
These include the portion of the highway system 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.

1. Highways
Program: Portion of the national system determined
to be essential for intercity travel.
Purposes: Planning and construction of interstate

highways essential for intercity travel.
Ultimately plan to include resurfacing,
restoration and rehabilitation of the
interstate highway system.



Delivery System:

Federal Share:

Recipient:

. Freight Railroads

Program:

Purposes:

Delivery System:

Federal Share:

Recipient:

. Northeast Corridor

A separate categorical grant program for
resurfacing, restoration and rehabilitation
of the Interstate would be maintained until
results of the study required by the 1976
Highway Act, due May 1977, are available.

Apportioned by formula on the basis of
"cost to complete" for the existing 42.500
mile Interstate System, put any pro-

gram for expansion or rehabilitation of
the present Interstate System should be
established on a basis other than "cost to
complete."

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

States.

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
Alaska Railroad.

Continuation of existing programs.
Discretionary program of loan guarantees

and preference shares, as modified by Sec. 504
study and recommendation, and Alaska Railroad
appropriations.

Not applicable.

Railroads and Alaska Railroad.

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.



Delivery System:

Federal Share:

Recipients:

4. Amtrak

B

6.

Program:

Purposes:

Delivery System:

Federal Share:

Recipient:

Airports

Program:

Purposes:

Delivery System:

Federal Share:

Recipients:

Pipelines

Program:
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Payments to DOT contractors and to Amtrak.

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

DOT contractors and Amtrak.

Capital and operating expenses of Amtrak.

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.

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

Budgeted operating deficit and capital
requirements.

Amtrak.

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

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

Allocation formula and discretionary funds,
to provide 2/3 to airport sponsors based

on passenger enplanements and remaining 1/3
in discretionary fund.

75 percent.

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

Administer Federal grants to States for

a gas pipeline safety program as authorized
by the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of
1968.
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Purposes: Continuation of existing program.

Delivery System: Grants-in-aid.

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 remain
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



12
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
bperating assistance program for commuter 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 terminals. 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
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200,000. The present UMTA program is limited to cities of 50,000
population or more, except that $500 million of the total amount that
has been expressly authorized for contract authority is available for
transit capital needs in non-urbanized areas. In the UMTA formula
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 formula. Funds attributable to cities of
200,000 or more are earmarked 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.t/

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

v 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 areais

a more appropriate 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:

Urban Interstates not essential
for intercity travel

Urban Interstate Transfers
Federal-Aid Urban System

(1)
2)
3)
4) Urban Primary System
5)
)

P e e

UMTA Section 5 formula grant program
for capital and operating assistance
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

(6

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 MPO's for planning
and under UMTA Section 5 with respect to
transit grants.
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b. Rail Transit Discretionary Fund

Program:

Purposes:

Delivery
System:
Federal Share:

Recipient:

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.

New fixed guideway starts or major extensions
of existing systems.

Discretionary grants.

Up to 80 percent.

Designated recipient.

2. Small Urban and Rural Programs

a.

Small Urban and Rural Block Grant Program

Programs:

Purposes:

Delivery
System:

(1) Urban (and, if any, rural) Interstates
not essential for intercity travel

(2) The Primary and Secondary highway
programs

(3) Economic Growth Center Development
Highways

(4) UMTA Section 3 capital grants and
Section 5 formula funds for small urban
and rural areas

(5) 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
Timit 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.)
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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

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 lTocal 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: (1) Section 130 Railway-Highway Crossings

(2) Section 144 Special Bridge Replacement
Program

(3) Section 151 Pavement Marking Demon-
stration Program

(4) Section 152 Projects for High-Hazard
Locations

(5) Section 153 Program for the Elimination

of Roadside Obstacles

5

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
requlations.

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's fuel efficiency,
cost information and vehicle safety regulatory programs, driver safety
programs (ASAP, 55 mph speed 1imit) and FHWA'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 énd
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.



19

111. Financing

A. The Concepts of a Unified Transporfation 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
1 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



TABLE I

FY 1977 OBLIGATIONS FOR TRANSPORTATION
(In Millions of Dollars)

Federal Assistance

Proaram Included

not

USCG - Boating Safety
FAA - Airport Grants-in-Aid
FHWA - A11 except general

expense & Motor Carrier

Safety
NHTSA - Highway Safety Grants

FRA - Rail Safety Grants, Rail

Service Asst. & Rail

Rehabilitation/Impr.
UMTA - A1l except Admin. Exp.
SLSDC - None

MTB - Pipeline Safety Grants
0ST - None
SUBTOTAL FOR DOT

OTHER DEPTS. AND AGENCIES

AMTRAK - A1l

WMATA - ATl

USRA - A1l except Admin.

Corps of Engineers - None

MARAD - Ship Construction &
Operating Differential
Subsidies

CAB - Local Service Air
Carrier Subsidies

Exp.

ICC - None
FMC - None
NTSB - None
Panama Canal - None
NASA - None
TOTAL

20

1/ Includes USRA and Rail Rehabilitation loans of approximately $520M.

2/ Navigation portion.

3/ Corporation account -- Direct 0/M and capital costs only.
4/ Aeronautical research and technology portion only,

Operations New Loan

Funding & Capital Guarantees Totals
$ 6.6 $1,350.1 $ - $ 1,356.7
521.3 2,067.6 10.0 2,598.9
7,852.8 162.5 - 8,015.3
129.0 89.7 - 218.7
166.0 292.7 727.1 Y/ 1,185.8
2,980.7 18.3 2,999.0
- 6.7 - 6.7
2.3 5.5 - 7.8
- 65.1 - 65.1
$11,658.7 $4,058,2 $§ 737.1 $16,454.0
$ 749.6 $ - $ - $ 749.6
116.2 - - 116.2
897.7 13.3 - 911.0
- 870.0 2/ - 870.0
508.2 77.6 986.0 1,571.8
76.8 22.4 - 99.2
- 61.8 - 61.8
- 8.6 - 8.6
- 13.8 - 13.8
- 297.4 3/ - 297 .4
- 408.7 4/ - 408.7
$14,007.2 $5,831.8 $1,723.1 $21,562.1
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aggregate programs by function in developing their concurrent resolutions.

To implement our recommendation 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 decisiéns
‘'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
or 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
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portions of the transportation account which are funded by user charges
to a trust fund and those which are financed fron the general fund.

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 chargesT 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 revehues 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 commitments
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 be 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 Toans 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 1evel; 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

vwi]l 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 highway user charges. User charges currently
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cover 95 percent of the highway and all of the ADAP program expenditures,
although several operating elements of the FAA pfogram have a significant
user charge deficit. Highway user charges also cover 70 percent of the
NHTSA safety assistance programs. With respect to the waterways, fhe Administra-
tion has recommended 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),
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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

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 1.

1. 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 “ARAD) and the



ESTIMATED REVENUES RAISED WITH TAX ON FULL BARREL OF PETROLEUM

Table 2

TRANSPORTATION REVENUE (1)

NON TRANSPORTATION REVENUE(Z;

ER GALLON PER BARREL FER TOTAL PER TOTAL
CHARGE CHARGE BARREL BARRELS BARREL BARRELS
($) (%) (€)) (%) (%) %)

S .01 $ .42 $ .21 1.3 billion $ .21 $ 1.3 billion
.02 .84 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
.05 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

L2
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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.q., 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

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 TRANSIT TOTAL

$ .01 $ 1.105 $  .042 $ .054 $ .115 $ .003 $ 1.3
.02 2.210 .084 .108 .230 .006 2.6
.03 3.315 .126 .162 .365 .009 3.9
.04 4.420 .168 .216 .460 .012 5.3
.05 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

(tillion) Percent
Highway 110.5 83.8%
Railroad 42 32
Water 54 4.1
Aviation B ) IS 8.7
Transit 0.3 0.2

Total 131.9 100.

(=}
(=}
B

62
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Air (ADAP Only)

Highway
FHWA and NHTSA

Transit
Rail
Water

- TOTAL

Table 4
- ESTIMATED REVENUE AND OBLIGATIONS OF
THE UNIFIED TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

(Billions of Dollars)

Estimated 1975 Revenue from Current Estimated Estimated
Annual Petroleum Use Additional 4¢/gal. User Charge Total FY 77 Program
(Billions of Gallons) Petroleum Tax Revenues Revenues Cbligation

11.5 $ .46 $0.51/ $ 0.96 $ 0.5
110.5 - 4.42 8.0)/ 12.42 8.4
0.3 .01 .01 3.0
4.2 7 7 1.22/
5.4 .22 oY 29 _0.7
131.9 $5.28 $8.57 $13.85 $13.8

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

2/kpa Program Obligations: Amtrak $600 million

Northeast Corridor 180 million
Rail Safety 4 million
Other 400 million

3/Based upon a 10 percent recovery of operating, maintenance, rehabilitation and new construction costs.

0€
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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 (8.7 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

and water programs. Although there is a rationale and existina 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 highway
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
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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 commonly 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 2/ 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
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 desirab

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

le



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 '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 would 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 Motcor Vehicie 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.
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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
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.
From the viewpoint of fiscal policy, the critical aspect of this proposé]
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
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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
goaernment transportation activities. There is a logical nexus
between a petroleum tax and transportation activities but, as we have
pointed out above, such a tax would result in substantial cross-subsidization
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



39

of a tax on crude petroleum (reimbursement mechanism, impact on home
heating, etc.). But in addition to cross-subsiaization, it also has the
disadvantage of being a regressive tax even if exemptions or deductions
are permitted.

Accordingly we recommend 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 commercial 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 commercial 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
ﬁonsist 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 executive 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
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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
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 reqgulated 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
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needs to underpin its regulatory program, it would also 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
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
1ikely 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.
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4. Other Operating Administrations

The Federal Aviation Administration would continue to be
responsible for planning, operational and safety aspects of the airport
and airway system, and safety regulation of airmen and aircraft. The Bureau
of National Capital 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 (0ST) 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 (TCI)
- 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 lTower priority in operating 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
cdordination 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 requiring 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
Administration gets squared away, however, it would be better to retain
the 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
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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

During the deve]opmént 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
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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.

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 fs
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 operation&] consequences. Finally,
in the case of safety the adversary role is being adequately performed
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, perhaps more importantly, it would provide a
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mechanism for the conduct of some R&D projects ihat 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
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 1imit 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.
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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 term work, engineering,
some demonstrations and test and evaluation would be kept in the operating
Administration to assure proper delivery of R&D results. The possibi]%ty

‘of an "ivory tower" organization without any "hands on" 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.
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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.
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 planning
in DOT would be the opportunity to coordinate maritime activities,

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

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.

Washington, D.C. Respectfully submitted,

January 19, 1977
William T. Coleman, Jr. "/’Q'

Secretary of Transportation
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-~ /John W. Barnum
Cf/// Deputy Secretary of Transportation
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 Appendix B

RELATIOHSHIPS BETWEEN DOT AND CONGRESSIONAL COIAITTEES

The following dascribes Senate and House committee jurisdiction over varicus
Department of Transportation programs and activities during the 94th
Congress. As for the 95th Congress, a Senate Select Cormittee has proposad

a total reorganization of the Senate's committee jurisdictions. If acceoted,
transportation responsibilities assigned to Senate Public Vorks and Senate
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs would be transferred to the Senate
Commerce Comnittee. House Committee jurisdictions are not expected to
change.

SENATE
SPECIAL COMMITTEE GN AGING

Transportation for the Aging (0ST)
COMMITTEE Ci« APPROPRIATICNS

Subcommi ttee on Transportation

DOT appropriations
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Reserve authorization (CG)

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING AND URBAN AFFAIRS

Presidential appointments (UMTA)

Subcommittee on Housing and Urban Affairs

UMTA authorizations

COMAITTEE O BUDCE
DOT budget authority and outlays
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE

Presidential appointments (OST, FRA, FAA, NHTSA, SLS, and CG flag
officers)

ii



Subcomittee on Aviation (FAA)

Air cabin safety

Regulatory referm (0ST)

Aviation economics {CST)

Airport and Ainvay Development Act
Aviation research and development
Noise control

Concorde

Subcommittee on Consumer (NATSA)

No-fault insurance
Auto repair
Auto theft

Subcommittee on Merchant Marine (CG)

Authorizations (CG)
Boating safety
Saint Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation

Suiscormittee on Surtace Transportation

Motor carrier reform (OST)

Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety - truck vehicles (FHVA)
Motor vehicle safety authorizations (iNHTSA)

Pipeline safety (FRA)

Hazerdous materials (IT2)

Railroad safety (FRA)

Motor vehicle safety standards

Daylight savings time

Subcommi ttee on Science, Technology and Commerce (NHTSA)

Transportaticn end enargy [NHTSA)
sorts nd enoy

Research and deve]opnent (NHTSA and 0ST)
Fuel economy standards (NHTSA)
Electric vehicles; automobile research and dasvelopment (NHTSA and OST)

Subcommnittee cn Fereign Cermerce and Tourism

Travel and tourism (0ST)

COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA)  (UMTA)
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

ADAP trust fund (FAA)
Highway trust fund (FHWA)

iii



COMAITTIEZE O FCRZIGH RELATIONS

International affairs (0ST)

Subcomrittee on Oceans and International Environrent

International Maritime Consultative Organization (IMCO) (CG)
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations

Regulatory reform
Administrative rules and regulations (0ST)
Installations and logistics (OST)

Subcommittee on Overisght Procedures

Procurement (0ST)

COMMITTEE O INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIPRS

Subcommittee on Environment and Land Resources

Outer Continental Shelf (OST)

Subcommittee on Energy Research and Water PResources

Outer Continental Shelf (0ST)
Alaska pipeline (MTB)

COMMITTEE OY THE JUDICIARY

Subcommittee on Internal Security

i

)

Transportaticon security (05

Subcommittee on Administrative Practice and Procedure

Regulatory reform (0ST)
SELECT COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS

SubccTmittee on Moncgoly

Regulatory reform (O0ST; FHWA; FAA)

COMAITTEE ON PUSLIC WORKS

Presidential appointments (FHUA)

iv



CO:SAITTEC ON PUBLIC YORKS - continued

Subcommittee on Environmantal Pollution

Federal Vater Pollution Control Act (CG)
Auto emissions (HHTSA; OST)

Subcommittee on Transportation (FHWA)

Federal-aid Highway Beautification Program

Truck size and weights
Research and development
Highway safety authorizations (NHTSA; FHWA)

Highivay authorizations

Subcormi ttee on Buildings and Grounds

National Aviation Facilities Experimental Center (NAFEC)

Subcormitiee on !ater Resocurces

Locks and Dam No. 26. (OST)

(FAA)



HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

SELECT COMMITTEE O AGING

Subcommittee on Federal, State and Cormunity Services

Transportation for the Aging (0ST)
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS '

Subcommi ttee on Transportation

DOT appropriations

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Reserve authorizations (CG)

COMITTEE ON THE BUDGET

DOT budget authority and outlays

COMIAITTEE O THE DISTRICT OF COLUNMSIA

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA)
COMMITTEE ON COVERNMENT OPERATIONS

Procurement (OST)
Administrative rules and regulations (0ST)
Installation and logistics (0ST)

Subcommi ttee on Government Activities and Transportation

Noise (FAA)
Air traffic control (FAA)
Auto theft (HHTSA)

Subcommittee on Comrerce, Consumer and Monetary Affairs

DOT consumer issues (OST)

COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS

Coal slurry pipeline (0ST)

Vi

(UTA)



COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS - continued

Subcommittee on Public Lands

Alaska pigelinz (OST)
COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

Special Subccittiee on Future Focreicn Policy Pasearch and Develor—2-<

Concorde

COMMITTEE OH INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COi“MERCE

Subcommittee on Transportation and Cormerce

Dzyligt savings time (0ST)
Hazardous materials (lMTB)
Rail safety (FRA)

Subcommittee on Consumar Protection and Finance

Motor vehicle authorization ({HTSA)
No-fault insurance (NHTSA)

Auto repair (KHTSA)

Pipeline safety (MTB)

Travel and tourism (CST)

Subcomnittee on Oversicht and Investigations

Motor vehicle safety standards (IHTSA)

Subcommittee on Energy and Power

Alzcka pireline [NST)

Deepwater ports (OST5

Subcommittee on Health and the Environment

Auto emissions (0ST; NHTSA)

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES

Deepwater ports (OST)

Subcormittee on Coast Guard and Navigation

Authorizations (CG)
Boating safety (CG)

vii



SELECT COMMITTEE ON OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF

Outer Continental Shelf (CG)
Pipeline safety (0ST)

COMMITTEE CN PCST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE

Subcommittee on Manpower and Civil Service

Air traffic control (FAA)
COMMMITTEE ON PU3SLIC WORKS AND TRANSPORTATION

Subcommittee on Investigations and Review

Research and development: FAA, FRA, NHTSA, and DOT
Aviation economics (FAA, OST)
Investigations and review activities (NHTSA)

Subcommittee on Surface Transportation

Authorizations (FH.A

Motor carrier reform (0ST)

Truck size and weights (FHWA)

UMTA authorizations _

Higiway safety authorizations (MHTSA, FHWA)
Hazardous materials (MTB)

Federal-aid Hichwey Bezautification Program (FrWA)

Subcommittee on Aviation (FAA)

Regulatory reform

Airport and Airways Cevelopment Program (ADAP)
Authorizations

Concorde

Subconmittee on rubiic 3uiilaings and Grounds

National Aviation Facilities Experimental Center (NAFEC) (FAA)

Subcommittee on ‘ater Pasources

Federal Water Pollution Control Act (CG)
Locks and Dam No. 26 (0ST, FRA)
Saint Lawrencsz Seaway Levelopment Corporation

COMAITTEE ON SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

Subcommittee on Energy Research, Development and Dermonstration

Fuel econo~y standards, etec. (NUTSA)
Electric venicles; automotive research and development (0ST)

viii



COMITTEE € SCIENCE AND TEC=N.S_0GY - continued

Subcormittee on Aviation and Transportation Pesearch and Development

Research cnd developmznt: FAA, FRA, FHWA, UMTA, NHTSA

Subcommittee on Environ—2nt and Atmosphere.

Research and development (CG)
Ocean dumping (CG)

COMMITTEE OW SIFALL BUSINESS

Procurement (OST)
Administrative rules and regulations (O0ST)
Installation and logistics (OST)

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS

ADAP trust fund (FAA)
Highway trust fund (FHWA)

X



, Appendix C
Table 3. RANK OF URBANIZED AREAS BY POPULATIO*N:*LAND AREA, AND
POPULATION DENSITY: 1970
(*Indicates urbanized areas established since the 1970 census)
Population Urd d 1970 rnnd S Land area Density Density
rank rhsnizad nres population n square rank per square rank
miles mile
1 New 'York, N, Y, =Northeastomn M. cseeesnsesseaesesy 16,206, 841 2,425.1 1 6,683 1
2 Los Angeles-long Beach, Calif. . uceevseosscncnnsns 8,351,266 1,571.9 2 5,513 4
3 Chicagy, 111, ~Northwestern Ind,...oseeossses cosess 6,714,578 L,2270.2 3 S,257 5
4 Philadetphta, Pr.=N.diivooosconermysmomesses oy 4,021,066 | 751.8 5 5,349 3
5 Detrott, Mich....... 3,970,584 872.0 4 4,553 13
6 San Franmcisco<Oakland, CalLf. . .secivmsnvevsessssens 2,987,850 681.0 7 4,387 L6
7 Boston, Mass,....... 0N SRR B AR T A 8 e e 2,652,575 664.4 9 3,992 27
8 Washington; D, C.oMA, =V, 0 e0pisnisessvseasiseseysios sie 2,481,489 494.5 13 5,018 9
9 CLEVEIANA, ONLO. v e ese s esesrnssnenesnennennnness 1,959,880 646.1 10 3,033 9L
10 St Louls, Mo.=TLY.aw ooy 1,882,944 460.6 15 4,083 23
11 o | PPUESBUrEh, Paasavsemiseesssessssesesssesnessss 1,846,042 596.4 11 3,095 8l
12 Mintenapolis=St, Pavl, MIRN, . uveweeeuvesseesasssise 1,706,423 721.4 6 2,363 167
13 Houston, Tex...... D P . 1,677,863 538.6 12 3,115 79
14 Baltimore, Md........ T ——— 1,579,781 309.6 28 5,103 7
15 Datdas, TEX. s Seie sie sl TR R 1,338,684 674.2 8 1,986 209
16 Milwaukece, Wis...... S e T 1,252,457 456.5 16 2,744 121
17 SEALTLO-~EVERett, WaRRM. o.qreve oumive)iswes e mee s e s 1,238,107 413.1 18 2,90 94
18 Miomi; Flac:.aws 0 8 2 B W 1,219,661 258.7 33 4,715 12
19 Sun Diego, Calif........ B 1,198,323 380.7 22 3,148 77
20 ACVARCA,; (Gia s ouioreosmtesererelne e e se s oee oo & oe 5o s 1,172,778 435,0 17 2,696 125
21 Cincinnatl, Ohi1o=Ky.. . vieeaaasssssonssisssssss 5 50 1,110,514 335.1 26 3,314 6l
22 Kansas City, Mo.-KansS.......o0000 L & 1,101,787 493.2 14 2,234 184
23 Buffalo, N.Y..... 1,086,59 213.7 4“1 5,035 8
24 DENVEE; 'COL0: ik vimevsmenns s e R sl e 4% o8 & 1,047,311 292.8 30 3,577 40
25 Sail Jose; TRl uswsvvesnniaaeBmnesmesvesae &e w55 1,025,273 277.2 31 3,699 35
26 NGW OT1eanS;. LA, sqvswemiiinm S S R 85 B 961,728 184.0 47 5,227 6
27 PhoeniX, AFL1Z; ....evminnii R B 1,8 68 FEEEERY; 863,357 387.5 20 2,228 185
28 Portland, Oreg:~WaASR. .. it vesssssasossiisssses 824,926 266.8 32 3,092 83
29 Indianapolis, Ind......osisccassos b 1 0,00 B 00 820,259 381.2 21 2,152 196
30 Providence-Pawtucket-Warwick, R.I.-Mass........... 795,311 244,1 35 3,258 65
31 ColumbuUS, ONL0. cueeeeesamasenmsemsesoreosesoreseses 790,019 234.5 37 3,369 57
32 San ARBONED, ‘T, o wsisioenimseins seinieimiesomemmioeisiaiaieimeeine » 772,513 222.9 40 3,466 47
33 Louisville, Ky.=Ind............ o O O I o T 739,396 210.4 43 3,514 43
34 Dayton, ORLOI. oo samiseenme s seiieemnsvisise erece iwieieienseE 685, 942 224.2 39 3,060 89
33 Fort: 'Worth, TexX....a.eses s seaomnassess ciniorecmien 80, o 676,944 396.4 19 1,708 239
36 Norfolk=Portsmouth, V&...s.eeesesessessieeseseenses 668,259 299.0 29 2,235 183
37 Mcemphis, Tenn.-Miss...... A T AT O T T O IO 663,976 [95.5 45 3,396 53
38 Sacramento, Calif.). . ... ..iiiuninnnnnnnn 640,759 253,5 34 2,528 146
39 Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood, Fla.......evvevvncensns 613,797 212.2 42 2,89 107
40 Rochester, N.Y...... 0 R 010 I 1A ST W 601,361 145.7 56 4,127 22
41 San Bernardino-Riverside, Calif....... T T e S 583,597 309.7 27 1,884 228
42 Ok Tahoma: CLEY,. DRLK e eememisiasraeisimsessinoiesiessis 579,788 339.1 25 1,710 238
43 Birmingham, Ald. ...eeweeessemreensses ST, 558,099 224.6 38 2,485 155
44 Akrow,; OREB. s o oo ocevens o 81 0 OO S 542,775 203.5 44 2,667 128
45 Jacksonville, Pla...ceeeemce eep— enimism e e R 0 e A e 529,585 351.3 23 1,508 254
46 Springfield-Chicopee~-Holyoke, Mass,=Conn.......... 514,308 237.8 36 2,163 193
47 3t, Patershurg, Fld.,.vewsweassssssonypseveeovesi 495,159 160.5 51 3,085 84
48 Omaha, NCBI.-IOWA.c.cvsevescessnosssonerenonsosanes 491,776 (51.2 52 3,252 68
49 Toledo, Ohio=-Mich...... R AR NIRRT RN - 487,789 L6355 50 2,947 99
50 Albany-Schencctudy-Troy, NeY..cesocesssssossssssss 486,525 150.5 53 3,233 74
51 sakt Lake City, UbtaNiaewusieweeewasnesmessemesessss 479,342 184.3 46 2,601 137
52 Hartford, Conn....: . T TR e RS TR ST R 8 R 8 465, 001 130.5 61 3,563 41
53 Naghvi LEe=Davidson,, Tella e e cnmaesste s v s@eeeee 448,444 343.5 24 1,306 264
54 , HEROTOLE; EAWAEL: 5 ws en siecamiemnmesas e amsuarae:ons ss e/ ae 442,397 115.0 71 3,847 32
55 Richmond, Va......eoueess SR S e e 416,563 144.6 57 2,881 108
56 Bridgeport, Conn...... 0 3 R B M I N 413,366 148.8 54 2,778 118
S7 Youngstown-WArren, ORL0: i eeieieieselsiaaieasioeio s 395,540 128.6 65 3,076 87
58 STORBEBE; N Wi 5 5 5 5 5 0 55w o0 O P e e oA 376,169 96.2 91 3,910 30
59 LN ORYES &5 5 4 % 5 5 5 5 790 050 e h e AT OIS 371,499 180,1 48 2,063 204
60 WElnington, DeY. «Ni Jiqusssamasnmvasvaeniseeiesee 371,267 109.8 75 3,381 55
61 Ranpa, Flhesrosvessass 3§ B s AR AR R e e 368, /42 130.5 62 2,826 113
62 Allentown-Bethichem=Faston, Pa.=N.J......cvvvnunnns 363,517 98.5 88 3,691 37
63 Grand Rapids, MICH; ... sissmvwmenivenisveesine oo e 352,703 146.2 55 2,412 161
64 Now: Taven, COnM. .« o5 s 500 sneemasiaeiaeionCovisenien s 348,341 107.3 77 3,246 70
65 Fl Pa80, TeX.coceooossscsvsososcscossscsossscoscss 337,471 119.4 68 2,826 112
66 Tacoma, WaBN. cvoecrosscennscomveitnsesssoosvsvodoe 332,521 128.7 64 2,584 139
67 FIARE, MACW.. .o cios o0 ombosbammmmisanianeesnessenvaios 330,128 96.4 90 3,425 52
68 Orlandn, Fla......cveeervavscsscssessssessessnssas 305,479 131,7 60 2,320 174
69 WHehita, KARK. . ..o o0 ooimomsdmndesssenoieninesenmne 302,334 105.1 83 2,877 109
70 Albuquerque, N. MeX.....eeeeereencrsonconsancnnnss 297,451 Ll4.4 72 2,600 138
See footnotc at end of table. X
* % .
October 1976 Supplementary Report, 1970 Census of Population, Bureau of Census



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

POPULATION DENSITY: 1970—Continued

(*Indicates urbanized arcas established since the 1970 census)

Land arca Density
Fopulation Urbanized area 1920 in square kexd, foren per squarce Donsity
rank population rank rank
miles mile
n Tueson, Ard2. . ecersavsoes atigTomiamaten S A SRR T S o 294,184 104.7 84 2,810 114
72 South Bend, Ind,=MICh,...veeeesesesscssssoacssosse 288,572 102.8 86 2,807 115
73 West Palm Beach, FlAi.ceesseessscosancosssoscscnes 287,561 " 136.4 59 2,108 199
74 CharJutte, N.C.ivacinnesnssssaesneesesensedeessess 279,530 105.7 82 2,645 132
75 Tronton, N.Ju =Pl eiiaeisscsvaceesevvesssoseessse 274,148 65.4 134 4,192 18
76 Newport News~Hampton, Vo...ceseseessosscoscacsosee 268,263 143.3 58 1,872 230
77 Davenport-Rock Island=Moline, Jowa=T1l.....uevenns 266,119 118.4 69 2,248 182
78 Rustin, TeX..owonaes R R A e e e e 264,499 85.8 98 3,083 85
79 Fresno, Calif,......... T — 262,908 79.1 106 3,324 60
80 NobiYe, Aba.csasoeeins SRR S AR AR e e 257,816 168.4 49 1,531 253
81 Des Moines, Towa......... A e e ey e 255,824 109.1 76 2,345 169
82 Baton Rouge, la.......... B W 0 R R e e e e 249,463 B4.6 101 2,949 98
83 Worcester, Mass........ R L o e e 247,416 84.4 102 2,931 103
84 Peorfia, Ill.....:.. vaA RS SR e e R e s e ssssese 247,121 106.7 79 2,316 175
85 Oxnard-Ventura-Thousand Oaks, Calif.......c.veuuuee 244,653 111,35 73 2,194 190
86 Canton, Ohio....... T X L 244,279 17,2 111 3,164 15
87 Columbia, S.C....... SRR BB R R e 241,781 ¥03.3 85 2,341 171
88 Harrisburg, Pa..... S o 2 SUILILIe) 240,751 78.4 107 3,07) 88
89 Las Vegas, NeV....:sciavessvssonssssossossssassses 236,681 121.2 67 1,953 214
90 Shreveport, L8...csssasuasiiosoesssesiseesiessasoses 234,564 94.3 93 2,487 154
91 Aurora-Elgin, Ill.......... N T ot 232,917 76.8 113 3,033 90
92 Spokane, Wash......ceocevvvecececsscssssssscanscocs 229,620 77.8 109 2,951 97
93 Lansing, Mich....sswisnins 8RO SRR e e e s 229,518 73.4 117 3,127 78
94 Charleston, S.C.isewwnasmiae B e s 228,399 99,2 87 2,302 178
95 Fort Wayne, INd....eesscessssnsesscsscstossasensase 225,184 69.0 127 3,264 64
96 Chattanooga, Tenn.=Ga,..ecececossssasassssacscnnns 223,580 116.7 70 1,916 219
97 Wilkes-Barre, Pa...... e o8N T 6 e e . 222,830 82.5 105 2,701 123
98 Little Rock-North Little RocK, ATK.....vevevsonees 222,616 95.3 92 2,336 172
99 Corpus Christi, TeX........ 8705000 R O W SR e e 212,820 130.3 63 1,633 242
100 Columbus, Ga.=Ala......... T T TP 208,616 106.2 81 1,964 213
101 Rockford, Ill.secccons e e A e 206, 084 61.0 144 3,378 56
102 Madison, Wis....... R SRR SR e 205,457 68.8 128 2,986 95
103 Colorado SPYANER; CONO:y s aisinwesassiesissewiveissles:sios 204,766 90.0 95 2,275 180
104 Scranton, Pa..ssssssieeines R R S e SRS 204,205 98.4 89 2,075 203
105 Lawrence-Haverhill, Mass.=N.H...iiouiernannrnesnnees 200, 280 84.4 103 2,373 165
106 Loratn-Elyria, ONE0:: 00 vdsss s e vess wavassyioe 192,265 106.4 80 1,807 236
107 Knoxville, Tenn...... AR WP WPIPIPE R e S St 190,502 86.1 97 2,213 187
108 JRCKBOW, MEBE . o o0 imivereiomuissioreime e sioosisiodbd oo wsos 190, 060 72.2 121 2,632 134
109 Stamford, COoNf..eeeonoses T a e mmcm owcusaaeei e Blm kB 61 184,898 69.6 125 2,657 130
110 Lowcll, Mass....... wia 878 a0 R 8 RWINIS 00 8 mIe) 0188188 @10 8 #6600 182,731 62.1 139 2,943 102
111 Uticas=Rome, N.¥..:corssrsasssenvnesereneevasesesses 180,355 74.6 115 2,418 160
*112 Melbourne=Cocoa, Fla...ceeseevsecscsasesseensssass 178,948 106.8 78 1,676 240
113 Ann Arbor, Mich.......... a0 40 10 g (e e e o inielim a8 w0 40191 818, 8 178, 605 45.0 172 3,969 28
114 Bakersfield, Calif...ccvvavvnorsnassoveosnaanesase 176,155 57,2 152 3,080 86
115 Erie, Ph...asescscrecsensgosansersnrnensnaseannees 175,263 43.8 174 4,001 25
116 Resding, Ph....sceveevsvsnseronaserevevmmvesensyes 167,932 41.1 188 4,086 24
117 Huntington-Ashland, W. Va,-Ky.=Ohio.....co0euuunns 167,583 55.5 154 3,020 93
*118 Sarasota-Bradenton, Fla......ouieeveeennssossnnsnss 167,298 91.6 94 1,826 234
119 BIRPROMEON, No Mo cnimsmonsomesmeeisomionioniseneisndsamu 167,224 52.3 164 3,197 73
120 Pensacola, Fla........... o i o o o e B 166,619 66.4 132 2,509 149
121 Bavaningll,) ‘G s 651 0 men:3iniemieeierninieaisivisiom:omnioe:esiselsslo s 163,753 64.1 136 2 5554 144
122 Fayetteville, N.Coovooonvnnsenssonseneeeeennns 161,370 73.3 118 7,20 188
123 gtockton, CalIL.cvvasens snnsansrrpenevenansansenss 160,373 46.8 171 3,427 51
124 LOXIRREON, KY¥.ooornnnernsnnnrasswgonesnesrseenms 159,538 39.9 193 3,998 26
125 Charleston, W. Va...ceecnesoevevessiseeasenesesases 157,662 61.8 141 2,551 145
126 GYOEVELYE,, BiCvivennmpiinmsisismaniouapsevnepesmamisas 157,073 70.9 122 2,215 186
127 ¥aterbury, COMM i vivsnscserasssasssscssssssasasnsse 156,986 59.9 149 2,621 135
128 ROANOKE, VB oaoeiaasonneassosssesessesesessoneses 156, 621 66.4 131 2,359 168
129 Jolget, IlY..couasssnesosancionvesssessesssssssssse 155,500 55.0 157 2,827 111
130 LINCOIN, NODP. cccscaossisnssaoesssssssssasssosssos 153,443 52.1 167 2,945 100
131 RACIRN, NiCoicvosvcocinsnncncansssssssassseansesss 152,289 70.5 124 2,160 194
132 Greensbor0; K.C.vaigiess eoseseesiaeasaesiensensaesa 152,252 61.2 142 2,488 153
133 Knlamnzoo, MICA. cciieescvsacnncsnsscossansnsocssens 152,083 73.3 119 2,075 202
134 LUbbock, TeX.cesseesroonccoassssssnsasssossnesonns 150,135 76.9 112 1,952 215
135 Ogden, UtBRioeieiscescossosssansssssessossssscssns 149,727 61.0 143 2,455 156
136 Augusta, Go.-8.C.cocicisvsvnssassesssesssssasossse 148,953 58.0 151 2,568 141
137 Brockion, Mass....ccocecsescescesscscescsssescesce 148, 844 52.5 163 2,835 110
138 Saginaw, MICR, ... .ceevisesensnssscscssacscsrnasess 147,552 43.5 177 3,392 54
139 MRntavilie, AJRiiseiissvosesaninissseessssesensees 146,565 123.1 66 1,191 271
140 Winston=Salem, N.C.....ccnucncascsncsssssssccsasas 142,584 66.0 133 2,160 195

Seo footnote at end of table.
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Table 3. RANK OF URBANIZED AREAS BY POPULATION, LAND AREA, AND

POPULATION DENSITY: 1970—Continued

(*Indicates urbanized arcas established since the 1970 census)

Land area Densit
roputat Lon Urbanized area 1970 in square Land imcen per squn’ro Dengity
rank population mited rank aile rank

141 Evansville, Ind......... F—— 142,476 40.5 190 3,518 42
142 Fall River, Mass.-R.I......c0000 > ¥ 9.0 gT0eIBee AW IO TR R RS 139,392 42.9 181 3,249 69
143 Eugene, Oreg..cccoiosscons ) T 139,255 55.3 155 2,518 148
*144 New Tondon=Norwlich, Conn....coeverarernsnsan eaiaenie 139,121 75.4 114 1,845 232
145 Montgomery, Al@........co00eue e 138,983 51.1 169 2,720 122
146 Duluth=-Superior, Minn.=Wis.......ovviuen. 138,352 110.9 74 1,248 268
147 Atlantic City, N.J..sccoeae § SV PR ol R 134,016 67.1 130 1,997 208
148 New Bedford, Mass........ o8 03B R PN R R 133,667 33.7 219 3,966 29
149 Topeka, Kans......... 5N E¥E LSS PR 132,108 52.8 162 2,502 151
150 Cedar Rapids, lowa.....cccos0s0s6s0% 5081 B 958 132,008 62.0 140 2,129 198
151 New BRICRIN. CONMG 5 o5 v v a v 5 5 0% 9o s s 8 S%eaiawa wres e 131,349 39.1 195 3,359 58
152 Santa Barbard; Calif.::cieesossiispossnyeses e 129,774 37.1 210 3,498 44
153 APpPReton: WEB e corerssassnns bm s e ass@upamaase 129,532 37.1 209 3,491 45
154 Greon DAYy, WE@s icvoaeasssines s s eseneesasesssss 129,105 17.6 110 1.664 241
155 MBROR. Ollvr s omis osesssss s s uiesyEmahemiEesimees 128,065 51.3 168 2,496 152
156 ARAPELEO, TOResoooonissisiiesnssbis uuminyDessesss 127,010 60.7 146 2,092 201
157 VOPR, Phecsrsssisnsspesosnadis R 8 R ST e 123,106 37.3 205 3,300 62
158 Biloxi~CuLLport, MASS: ¢ s oo eisisais sl eiesiaissesissis 121,601 63.7 137 1.909 221
159 L L L T [ e T 121,340 63.1 138 1923 218
160 Spriagl OO, THLs 155056 453 S pFARRRAELIAAREA DGR 120,794 33.5 221 3,606 39
161 T T R N L L L T N E o 118,843 89.9 96 1.322 263
162 Ractine, Wis..ccoccecisssss R R AR R A A AR 117,408 28.1 237 4,178 19
163 LANCABROr, P vs s vis s o5 oG smaTadaasee s R 117,097 38.7 198 3,026 92
164 Port Arthur, TeX......... b e R A A 116,474 73.0 120 1,596 247
165 Beaumont, TeX........... S RPN P ol e 116,350 74.5 116 1,562 251
*166 Daytona Beach, Fl@......cceccssrsssssvsassocsasans 115,176 85.0 100 1,355 262
167 waterloo, IOowa............ T T RS SAPUPIP SORP AT Y o 112,881 69.4 126 1,627 243
*168 ANChOrage, ALRBKEL o« oo oo oios ons e oensosesssmsssms 110,782 54.5 161 2,033 206
169 NOEWALK, CORNG . oo es0essseina T TR E S 106,707 41.5 187 2,571 140
170 Portiand, MaLnes s oeeo o cnmmnmnmemmiosioes PIPPS RN 1 106,599 552 153 1,914 220
171 Modesto, Calif.....c..oc0uue > 1010/81018010:0(8,016/0/80 &880 09 106,107 34.3 216 3,093 82
172 Muskegon-Muskegon Hetlghts, Mich.......cocenvncennn 105,716 52.3 165 2,021 207
173 PPOVO=OPEM, UCHNG i s o o055 « o 00 e atereimmacaimieameeeeeseaisse 104,110 65.0 135 1,602 246
174 Pieblo, ColOice-cciosavisnns S TN e S S e e e 103,300 n.s 229 3,279 63
*175 Poughkeepsie, N.Y............ T e 102,649 54.7 160 1,877 229
176 Diitham, NiClowsiisaooviesnanse ) e R e BB e R e A 100,764 43.0 180 2,343 170
177 pPetersburg-Colonial Heights, va...... 100,617 42.4 182 2,373 166
178 CHampaign=Urband, T1L. . :«s0cssmsmssemeesmpasey 100,417 18.3 2h8 5,487 2
179 DECALNE: IV vevovsvvusossersuupuseueiue 99,693 37.2 207 2,680 126
180 REMO; MOVl iivnp0 605656 6 050 88 8408 638 ED8E 0 U0 REEE 0 99,687 32..5 202 2,658 129
181 MEPIACA,: COMMos o ii ¢ 43530353 RERRERSTUOVE AT INFVTD 98,454 70.2 123 1,393 261
182 Wichi®a FPalle, TeX.::icoccennsncsivasaniseesssinsss 97,564 42.2 183 2,312 177
183 JORRSEOWN, PBsccvrioasassonssssmsaaaias o5 e e A e 96, 146 28.0 238 3,43 49
*184 . I 1 ([ T T 95,998 41.5 186 2313 176
185 Stoux Clty, Towa=Nebr.=8: DK ... nenasseesseess 95,937 60.3 148 1,591 249
186 EAREON, OMERE v s o vs i va ¢ 9003 BaEsr ¥ OBERLEGRRI DS 95,687 44.0 173 2,175 192
187 Manchester, Mol ow:ueisasssvaseessave A 95, 140 39.1 196 2,433 158
+188 Gastoniad, NiCiceviisesnssass e A T R 94,725 58.5 150 1,619 264
189 Springfield, Ohio........ 008 BB ie AR R B 93,653 25.3 245 3,702 34
190 HABR POINE, NuCurrreerneennnsesnneennensnneeennes 93,547 52.1 166 1,796 237
191 Seaside=Nonterey, Callf. ... ... weaineeesameimie 93,284 26.1 251 3,871 31
192 SAVEM:; OP@R.wvssvsivssvsoenns 18580 L8 G e 93,041 36.8 211 2,528 146
193 Wheeling, W. va.-Ohlo..... A N e 92,944 27.8 239 3,343 59
194 McAllen=Pharr=Edinburg, TOX. . cooeessssseessssonsss 91,141 32.2 225 2,787 117
195 HOMELEON, OWEO G v« 65545 595 5 6 v e o0 A B8R 90,912 38.2 199 2,180 164
196 ADENOT@;: TORuvssuosvsssusssygpaimnne AR SR VRS 90,571 78.4 108 1,155 272
197 MOBEOR: Eluiviaiaosvas i ons o635 s 5 e amaaae O R S AT A 90,567 40.1 192 2,259 181
198 Muncie, Ind...... WO N AN E R E TR R T X TC T LI 90,427 24.5 250 3,691 36
199 Lake Charlos; Kle:ivivicianossnpiis AN KBRS 88,260 313.5 220 2,635 133
200 Puscalovs, AlBcssasvssssaesssnns iaaaasseg 85,875 43.7 175 1,965 212
201 Steubcnville-Weirton, Ohio=W. Va.......... 85,492 38.9 197 2.198 189
202 Fargo-Moorhead, N. Dak.=MInf.......ooivnrenranenns 85,446 23:5 253 3,636 38
203 Boise Clty, Idaho............ 85,187 29.4 234 2,898 106
204 Katsoutia, WAS ot oo s ss i il ninass SRR TR AT 84,262 Y75 269 4,815 .
205 Texas CLty=0La Marque, TOX.:.::ccscresersossonsotos 84,054 82.7 104 1,016 27)
206 RUCBOWE . B8 ooi0 w0 n) 00 Bis'n .05 81,795 19.6 264 4,173 20
207 DACEBR ; TOW s ais505i05; & 5rm5. 01575 LU R0 Rl 80 e 81,645 25.1 246 3,253 66
208 Torre Houto, TAdeis s cercsissins PR AR RS TN 80,908 3L1.6 228 2,560 143
209 Anderson, Ind...e.eeeeeenanes 80,704 43.4 179 1,860 231
210 Lafayctte-west lafayette, Ind.....covvvnunnnns 79,117 18.6 267 4,254 17

See footnote at cnd of table.



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

POPULATION DENSITY: 1970—Continued

(*Indicates urbanized arens established since the 1970 census)

Land arca bensity
Population Urbanizod ares 1970 15, SORATS Land arca 56T SRIRTE Density
rank population rank rank
miles mile
211 JRCKNON, MACH o sviovveinies e B B R O TR 78,572 36.1 212 2:197 191
212 lafayctte, la......... aiereteiviete P T T I . SRR 78,544 24.9 247 3,154 76
213 By CHly. MECH. civv cnvmamaiaeeisiomimmeesidie e/ maie i 78,097 26.2 244 2,981 96
214 Fitchburg=leominster, MassS....cuoveusnaenas T 78,053 60.9 145 1,282 266
*215 BRELUYC CPRABK: MECN v iviisiswisiomsloten s 1aisoiess/sre taemems 77,922 "31.1 230 2,506 150
216 TaDIRNARROC ;. Flhv.acsvivisivieonisieionioe e sbemieiaresme 77,851 29.8 233 2,612 136
*217 A1eXBAAPER, La...cosesvivasonieeioeessse e oy e 77,609 37.1 208 2,092 200
218 Mansfield, Oh10....cocnrucvscavaasans sesesav R a e, 77,599 40.9 189 1,897 224
219 St. Joscph, Mo.~KanB... ... escessssevvaseiseese SN 77,223 31.9 227 2,421 159
220 ATBADY , B~ cnimcmss T nsaa R o T SRR T 76,512 32.9 224 2,326 173
221 Fort Smith, Ark.-Okla........ ea L T 75.517 60.3 147 1,252 267
222 Stoux Palla, 8. Dak...sovevswavssssvvemioweeeie e 75,146 26.9 243 2,79 116
223 Santa Rost, CRYAT .. ccieivemvseswiienassaing VR % 75,083 38.2 200 1,966 211
%224 EInira, No¥Voiowonooeesmosoes B A e T casesese . 74,039 23.8 252 .11 80
%225 Santa Cruz, Calif....cceuu e ey o e e L) 4 T s 73,758 34.4 215 2,144 197
%226 Spartanburg, 8:C..iceveroseseosveevevnsos SRS et 73,638 36.1 213 2,040 205
%227 Killeen, Tex........ By ases s adiszayes T . P S 73,585 40.3 191 1,826 233
228 Vineland-Millville, N.J......... R IR o) 73,579 §5.3 99 863 275
229 Astevitle, Wilivsvwunnerveds e inchiae s £ 72,451 38.2 201 1,897 225
230 Bristol, Conn...... obinie e e L R i ey e R e 71,732 0 | 204 1,923 217
%231 Richland-Kennewick, Wash.........ooouueuns . 71,245 5.8 159 1,300 265
232 Billings, Mont........ e e 71,197 26.9 242 2,647 131
233 Great Falls, MORtl.....coocoooce 5010 R e e BT 70,905 21.8 259 3,253 67
234 Lynchburg, 70,842 572 206 1,904 222
%235 Kingsport, 70,342 48.7 170 1,444 258
236 Lima, Ohio 70,295 27.4 240 2,566 142
237 Laredo, Tex 70,197 22:1 258 3.176 74
238 Bloomington=Normal, Ill.......cocvennenvennnnnanas 69,392 19.9 263 3,487 46
239 GCRANEIVEYLE,. Rl sivvsivinscvioiomimaeoesoniniessis e @i ase et 69,329 29.0 236 2,391 163
%240 FOrt My@Ps, Bl s sioavimsimmmasisesemmbmbenmyies 69,129 43.4 178 1,593 248
241 Boulder, Colo.......... O RS IR R e SR e e Te e e e e 68,634 14.1 273 4,868 10
242 GadBAen .. AVWisiv:eesotyievivm oo s sieiesioeme oo seeeems 67,706 5542 156 1,227 269
%243 LBRONBNG s BNEcivioie cisiaiess inloss tolsie o o nslarelo e e oo o e asll i 66,739 27.3 241 2,445 157
244 DORUAPT: COBB . v:oo5si6wis7s 550 e o038 To oo (101979 51 o071 578 66,651 54.9 158 1,214 270
245 DUbGTURs TORR=IX Kenooiomienwnmeinnniiswpess e 65,550 19.1 265 3,432 50
246 1ewAStOR=AUDULR, MBANC. o viiisissie i ces siosesssees 65,212 67.9 129 960 274
*247 Parkersburg, W.Va.=0Ohio.....ccvoeecocscosne e e 65,010 20.3 262 3,202 72
*248 Yakima, Washi.... soneocaneaevesvssssvess o e R 64,730 22.2 257 2,916 105
249 8an Angels, ToXs .vivissvvsnmnsnevsnaices SR 63,884 33.7 218 1,896 226
*250 BilEtamaport; Pl easirsnmnssirivis s e e i 63,880 21.7 260 2,944 101
251 I Crofnes WANSUMEBN < v v tvieienbon v athenioemnmeesn — 63,373 23.5 254 2,697 124
%252 Florence), Nilss ocm e montmss SR R SR S 6 62,926 42.0 184 1,498 255
253 Pittsfield, Mags..ccovccancccncoe EIRLeS) VR 8 e e S s T o 62,872 43.6 176 1,442 259
254 Salinas, Calif.... ... e AR oo o T Ve Rs Tata 1o I 13 2SN e 5% e o %o 62,456 15.0 272 4,164 21
255 GAIVEStON, TON.auwewsouwnis acele g i PR R B 61,809 22.5 255 2,747 120
256 ROENUA, NaBiccioinipoimpeison smeesaeersmes o 01001070 60,961 33.5 222 1,820 235
257 Pine BIULE, APKoovie0miqmomeiniomos oo bror i o b BB b 60,907 20.8 2061 2,928 104
258 Midland, TeX......oueuunn S ATt AR S A 60,371 32.0 226 1,887 227
259 Burddagton, NiC..csieisssassiebaeespnns CEeE e e 59,891 30.7 202 1,951 216
260 PVEET, TOK v 20050 0ba b b b h d ER AT B SR AA ST A TF 59,781 24.8 249 2,411 162
*261 Antioch-Pittsburg, Calif............ o e e A e rere e eI 59,585 22.3 256 2672 127
262 OO DUIROTR . I 1000070 o1 xmitosioniosiasbiioz or o ovari 011 bicez o1 e 59,231 42.0 185 1,410 260
*263 RABETEON; AXQe 00010 ie0rnaveresorsinreaaiersieisrsrelssrorersioidiereiosd Tale 58,851 37.4 203 1,574 250
264 FEXATRAND s TR SRR o i0a 000 0mov g vess s @i e16m5 99w avg w0V .o 58,570 30.8 231 1,902 223
%265 Clarksville, Tenn.=Ky........ O 6 R N 07 A 58,345 39.9 194 1,462 257
266 wilmpagton: NoCisvsnwsmeavaves e 57,645 29.3 235 1.967 210
267 Simd Valley, CalMl . ivesavsmmeavaan e W o 56,936 24.8 248 2,296 179
268 Rochester, Minn.............. L a8 56,604 15.2 271 3,724 33
269 OBBROEN, WES a0 506000000 @78 A PR 55,480 12.6 274 4,403 15
270 BUOPMEA~DONIBRON; TORioiviviwsin s bamenpw v Env s nes 55,343 34.5 214 1,604 245
271 Owensboro, Ky.......... B R RS R R E R @ e 53,133 11.9 275 4,465 14
272 Brownsville, Tex...... TSR PR TR R T 52,627 15.2 270 3,462 48
273 Bt Clowd, MAWN: oo v swsmeivo e e e 52,059 18.8 266 2,769 119
274 Bryan-College Station, Tex....... 98 BN R $1.395 33.4 223 1,539 252
275 Harlingen-San Benito, TeX............ SR e 50,469 33.8 217 1,493 256

IRevised since publication of 1970 census reports.
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