
PREPARED TESTIMONY OF ROBERT E. PATRICELLI, ADMINISTRATOR, 
URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATION, BEFORE THE HOUSE 
PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE, JUNE 2, 1976. 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: 

Thank you for your invitation to appear and present the 

views of the Department of Transportation on H.R. 3155 

and S. 662, bills which deal with several important issues affecting 

the operation of the mass transportation program. 

The bills would amend the Urban Mass Transportation Act 

of 1964 in several respects. I would like to discuss each 

of the proposed amendments in turn by taking as my reference 

H.R. 3155, the bill introduced by Chairman Howard in 

February of last year. However, before turning to the 

pending bill, I would like to take this opportunity to 

discuss the very serious problem of the escalating cost of 

transit operations. Since provision of operating assistance 

to non-urbanized areas is perhaps the most significant 

element of H.R. 3155, it would be useful first to review 

our experience on the provision of that assistance in 

urbanized areas and the current trends in transit operating 

deficits. 

On several occasions the Department has already expressed 

its concern about the explosive growth of transit operating 
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deficits. These deficits, according to data from the 

American Public Transit Association, have grown from $11 

million in 1965 to $1.7 billion in 1975. In the last four 

years alone, transit operating deficits increased by more 

than 300 percent. 

The rise in operating deficits is a result of rapid increase 

in operating expenditures. While farebox revenues grew 

only by 17 percent in the past five years, total operating 

expenses rose by 87 percent. During the same period payroll 

costs, which typically constitute some 70-80 percent of total 

transit operating expenses, increased by 76 percent. Wage 

rates in the transit industry have grown by 52 percent 

between 1970 and 1975, substantially above the increase in 

the cost of living as measured by the Consumer Price Index 

over the same 5 year period (43 percent), or the rate of 

growth of wages in the private economy. 

An especially striking aspect of this trend has been the 

decline in transit operating efficiency and productivity. 

Total operating costs per vehicle mile rose from $1.00 in 

1970 to $1.78 in 1975, for an increase of 78 percent. 

Personnel costs per vehicle mile increased from 68¢ in 

1970 to $1.12 in 1975, for an increase of 65 percent. And 

personnel costs per revenue passenger increased by 85 

percent over the same period. Looking at it another way, 
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while transit vehicle miles--a common measure of the 

amount of service delivered--increased by only 6 percent over 

the past five years, the cost of providing that service 

grew 13 times as fast, or 78 percent. 

While rapid cost escalation is not unique to the transit 

industry, we believe that these trends of steadily declining 

transit efficiency and mounting operating deficits undercut 

the basic role of public transportation, and must be arrested 

if the long term financial stability of mass transit operations 

in this country is to be preserved. 

While the causes of the declining productivity are complex 

and the problem escapes quick and easy solution, we believe 

that the Congress and the Executive Branch must both make a 

determined effort to address the situation. To this end we 

recommend that the Committee consider the following set of 

proposals: 

1. First, we recommend that the Congress amend the UMT Act 

to limit to a maximum of 50 percent the use of each 

urbanized area's formula apportioned Section 5 funds for 

~erating expenses. Under such an amendment, the Secretary 

should have the discretion to wave the limitation in any 

community which has already committed the formula grant 

funds to operation by binding referendum. 
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While we generally agree with the need to maximize 

local freedom of choice in the use of formula grant 

money, we have been concerned about the fact that these 

funds are being used almost exclusively to subsidize 

operating deficits. During the first 12 months of 

operation of the formula grant program some94 percent of 

the funds granted were for operating expenses and only 

6 percent for capital assistance. We believe that this 

represents an excessive dependence on Federal aid to 

finance operating costs, a dependence which undercuts 

the incentive to seek greater productivity and operational 

efficiency. 

The proposed limitation, in our opinion, will not only foster 

a more responsible financial management and operation, but 

also will help to shelter some formula grant money for 

badly needed rehabilitation and modernization of existing 

plant and rolling stock and for routine bus replacement-­

actions which are essential if we are to build toward an 

increase in transit ridership. 

It is also important to realize that the proposed 

50 percent limitation will not lower Federal operating 

assistance funding below the calendar year 1975 levels. 
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The amount available in fiscal year 1977 ($325) would 

still be roughly equal to the amount actually used for 

operating assistance during the first 12 months of the 

program ($310), and the amount available in 1980 ($450) 

would exceed the 1975 amount by $140 million. 

2. Second, we recommend that the Congress take prompt action 

to repeal Section 3(h) of the UMT Act of 1964 as amended, 

the so-called "Beame Shuffle". 

This Section permits a local transit authority to transfer 

up to one-half of any capital grant for the payment of 

operating expenses, provided that the Secretary finds that 

effective arrangements have been made to repay this amount 

to the capital project from State or local sources within 

two fiscal years following the year of the initial grant. 

The provision, so far used only by New York for the 

transfer of $204 million from capital to operating uses, 

encourages localities to engage in the dubious practice 

of financing current operating deficits out of the capital 

budget account. It is an example of the kind of budgetary 

practice which has plunged New York into its current fiscal 

crisis and does not, in our judgment, belong in Federal 

law. So long as the provision exists, it will be the 

source or constant temptation for other areas to use. 
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Operating Subsidies in Areas Other than Urbanized Areas --
P.L. 93-503 required the Secretary of Transportation to 

set aside not more than $500 million through FY 1980 in 

Section 3 capital grant funds for assistance in "areas 

other than urbanized areas," i.e., areas with populations 

of less than 50,000. Section 1 of H.R. 3155 would authorize 

the use of up to one-half of this amount--or $250 million--

for operating expenses. 

Last June former Administrator Herringer, testifying on 

behalf of the Department before the Senate Banking Committee 

on a similar bill, S. 662, requested a one-year delay in the 
I 

extension of the operating assistance to non-urbanized areas. 

The reason for the requested delay was our feeling that 

there were still substantial uncertainties about the 

scope and magnitude of the small town and rural transporta-

tion problem, and that the wisest course was to study the 

results of the .Rural Highway Public Transportation Demon­

stration Program (the so-called Section 147 program) before 

deciding what legislative changes were appropriate. 

The first meaningful results from the rural demonstration 

program, however, will not be available until July, 1977. 

Even then they will be fragmentary because the evaluation 

will be based only on one year's operational experience of 

a small segment of non-urbanized areas. Thus, we think 
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that it is premature to irove at this tine to provide ~ating assistance 

to noo-urbanized areas, given the absence of the dem:>nstratioo results. 

lbwever, if the Congress feels that it is necessary now to take this 

step, the Depart:rrent believes the following explicit oonditions are 

necessary to make such legislation acceptable to the Administration: 

First, that oot nore than SO percent of the funds set aside 

for non-urbanized areas be spent on such operating assistance. 

'!his provision is now included in H.R. 31SS. 

Secom, that at the sane time and in the sane legislation, 

Congress similarly limit to SO percent the Section S furrling 

made available to urbanized areas which can be used for 

operating assistance (with a waiver possibility for areas which 

have already cxmnitted to ~ating assistance use of their full 

fo:r:mula allocation by binding referendllll) ; and 

'Ihird, that the Congress at the sane tine and in the sane 

legislation repeal Section 3(h), the Beane shuffle, effective 

beginning with Fiscal Year 1977. 

Secretary Coleman, in his Statarent of National Transportatioo Policy, called 

for a rural transportation policy and program, coordinated with other Federal 

efforts in rural developrent, as part of a broader national policy on rural 

and urban growth. Rural public transportation programs oould enoourage 
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community development, help meet the problem of rural 

poverty by facilitating access to employment, education 

and better medical services, and provide improved mobility 

to the 85 million citizens, or nearly 42 percent of our 

population, who still live in small towns and the 

countryside. 

Indeed, the problem of rural residents who do not 

have access to automobiles are often more severe than 

those of transit-dependent individuals in metropolitan 

areas. Many communities are without service at all, 

and where transit service does exist the quality is 

often poor. Moreover, travel requirements are harder to 

satisfy because of the relative isolation of many rural 

communities and the long distances between origins and 

destinations in sparsely settled communities. 
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Certain small cities and rural areas presently operate 

various types of public transportation service.. The 

Department has taken advantage of the existence of these 

operations to assess the problems of non-urbanized public 

transportation through two investigations. One was a 

series of case studies of transit operation in thirteen 

small cities representing a variety of community settings, 

service objectives, financing mechanisms and institutional 

environments. The results of these case studiE~s are re­

ported in a report entitled "Small City Transit." The 

other was a study of rural public transportation service, 

reported in a document "Rural Transit Operations and 

Management." I am submitting a copy of each report for 

the Committee's information. 



Through these studies we now believe public 

transportation can promote certain important soc ·.al 

objectives in non-urbanized areas. It can provi le increased 

mobility to elderly citizens and children who of ~en 

constitute an important proportion of total popu .ation 

in small communities. It can knit a community c .oser 

together and contribute to a feeling of social c •hesiveness. 

It can reduce the need for downtown parking. An:, in one 

suburban community at least, it has already led .o a 

reduction in second automobile ownership. 

Recognizing that a number of questions concernin r the 

transportation needs in small urban and rural ar !as still 

remain, we would propose to minimize the risk of making 

unwise decisions by building into the ad.ministra :ive process 

certain safeguards that would protect the Federa . resources 

against wasteful, inefficient and duplicative us!. 

These safeguards would take several forms. Firs:, we would 

intend to make full use of the provision of Sect .on S(d) (2) 

of the UMT Act of 1964 which authorizes the Seer ~tary to 

promulgate appropriate requirements concerning t·ansit 

efficiency as a condition of granting operating tssistance. 
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Second, we would propose to implement anv onerA~inq 

assistance program for non-urbanized areas incr(ementally. 

During each of the first two years of the progrjarn we would 

devote only a limited portion of the available ifunds to 

such assistance. At the end of this two year ~rial 

period, we would assess the effectiveness of thje program 
I 

Ii 

and the delivery mechanism and revise the proc~dures as 

necessary. 

Third, we would intend to coordinate the ~ellv1~Y of our 

assistance closely with the on-going programs tjf other Federal 

agencies, notably those of the Department of H~:alth, Education 
I 

and Welfare. 

Fourth, the local matchinq share reauirement w~uld militate 
! 

i 

against localities submitting spurious or infl~Lted requests 

for operating grants. 

Finally, by way of amendment, we would suaaest ! nut-.t-.i.nrr .=.. 

period after the word "expenses" in line 2, pa~Je 2, of 

H. R. 3155 and substituting the language of s.~62 as 
I 

follows: "Grants for assistarce in other thanlurbanized 

areas shall be subject to such terms, conditio~1s, requirements 

and provisions (similar as may be appropriate ho those 

applicable to grants under Section 5) as the Secretary may 

determine to be necessary or appropriate for non-urbanized 

areas." 
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In other words, we would suggest deleting reference to the 

various subsections of Section 5 in H. R. 3155. These 

provisions were primarily aimed at the problems of major 

urbanized areas and would unnecessarily encumbe1r the effective 

administration of the non-urbanized area progratn. The type 

of substitute language we are proposing was incorporated in 

Section 16(b) (2) of the UMT Act, resulting in greatly 

increased flexibility of administration of that provision 

in respect to small scale transit operations. 

Grants for Training Programs 

Section 2 of H. R. 3155 would amend Section 10 of the UMT 

Act of 1964 to broaden the Department's authority to make 

training grants to employees of transit systems. The 

Department favors enanctment of this amendment. The existing 

provision contains a number of restrictions whi.Jch have 

hampered the effectiveness of the training grant program. 

The law sets a limit of one hundred grants per year; it 

restricts the percentage of grants that may be awarded 

in any one State; and it requires that grants be made only 

for training received in "institutions of higher education 

offering programs of graduate study". However, the training 

needs of transit personnel need not always be n11et through 

courses offered by graduate schools. Many kinds of technical 

training of value to the transit systems can be conducted in 

trade schools and other technical institutions not accredited 

as universities. 
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The bill would remove the present limitations. The 

Department would be able to make its own determination as 

to the number and distribution of training grar..ts, within 

the limits of its appropriations, and would have the 

flexibility to make grants for training at all appropriate 

institutions. 

Expanded Definition of Construction 

Section 3 of H. R. 3155 would add a definition of the term 

"construction" to Section 12 of the UMT Act of 1964 as 

amended, thus making it applicable to all programs authorized 

by the Act. At present only Section 5 contains a definition 

of "construction", causing some confusion as tc• whether 

different elements of construction are eligible under the 

different programs. 

As a technical point, we would recommend deletion of the 

existing definition of construction in Section S(a) (1) of 

the Act if Section 12 is amended. The presence! of two 

definitions of "construction" with very slight differences 

in wording could only compound the confusion. 
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Elderly and HandicafEOO Provision 

I "10uld like to turn now to Section 4 of the bill, which deals with 

the transportation needs of elderly and handicapped pers;ons. '!he 

Depart:lrent is in agreemmt with the basic direction of this section. 

We agree with the need to make transit facilities and vehlcles rrore 

accessible to the elderly and handicapped; we also agree~ that there 

soould be strong participation by elderly and handicappE~d persoos in 

the process for the planning and developrer1t of accessible transit 

systems. lbwever, we do not believe it is necessary to am:md section 

16 at this t:Ure. 

As you may kru:M, on April 30, 1976, llMI'A issued fonna.l regulations 

and advisory infonnation on transportation for elderly amd handicapped 

persons. I am sul:mitting a copy of these regulations with this 

testircony. '!his canes after rcore than a year of careful and intense 

effort at developing a workable approach to the goals of accessible 

transportation for elderly and handicapped persons. 

We feel that these regulations represent solid progress toward 

achieving this goal. The issuance we published on April 30 takes a 

three pronged approach: 

1. The llMI'A/FHWA regulations on the urban transportation 

planning process issued last fall, ccntain a 1;pecif ic 

provision which requires that the planning process 

include "special efforts" to plan public mass 

transportation facilities and services that am be 



17 

utilized by elderly and handicapped persons. 'llle rules 

we p:ramilgated on April 30 elaborate an that r.equ.irerent 

and enphasize the requirerent that elderly and handicapped 

persons-including wheelchair users and seniabulato:cy 

handicapped persons--be involved in the plarming process. 

The rules establish a presmcption that effective project 

develqnent cannot occur without the assistance and 

c:x:q:eratian of such persons, including wheelchair users 

and saniarcbulato:cy persons, and of public and private 

health welfare agencies and handicapped consumer groups. 

2. Effective with transportation inproverrent programs 

sul:mitted after September 30, 1976, tMI'A will require 

such progrartS to include projects designed to benefit 

elderly and handicapped persons, specifically including 

wheelchair users and those with seni-arcbulatory­

capabilities. The adviso:cy infonnation which .aca:irpanies 

the new programning regulation gives cmcerete exarrples 

of the type of projects, or level of effort, which will be 

acceptable. 

3. The new regulations also establish detailed accessibility 

standards for fixed facilities, buses, rapid ~ail vehicles, 

and light ~l vehicles-requiremmts such as inproved 
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interior handrails and stanchions, rxmslip fl.coring, 

lighting in the stepwell, priority seating si~rns, 

warning strips next to boarding platfonns, and other 

hazard warnings in buildings. For the new de~;ign buses 

which are about to c:x::rre on the market, the ~rulations 

require that front step risers not exceed 8 irLChes and that 

manufacturers offer a wheelchair acx::essibility option. 

The CClllteilts we received on our pre.posed regulations re·vealed substantial 

disagree:rent over the best type or mix of services for wheelchair users 

and semiambulatory handicapped persons. Given present knowledge, -we 

cannot say that aie type of service-acoossible ful.l-si2:e ruses, 

specialized servioos, or a cxm::>i.nation-is best for all cx:mnunities. 

'Iherefore, a basic feature of our final regulations-a feature -we 

oansider intx>rtant and sound, given present lll'lCertaintie!s--is to leave 

the choioo of particular types of servioos to the local level. HcMever, 

-we will not approve token efforts, and the issuanoo -we published on 

April 30 gives concrete exanples of appropriate levels of effort. 

As stated above, our planning guidance errphasizes the requirement that 

elderly and handicapped persons--including wheelchair users and semi­

ambulatory handicapped persons--be involved in the planning process. 

However, we oansciously declined to include a specific Iequ .:irem:mt for 

a local elderly and handicapped advisory c:x:mnittee, for we feel that 

the appropriate Federal role in this case is to require an out.cx:m:!-­

i. e. involvement of elderly and handicapped persons-ana leave the 

particular rrechanisrn by which this is to be accx:mplished to local 

detennination. 
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We have also ocnsidered the need to establish a National Advisory 

Council on Accessibility of Mass Transportation. fOwever, because iht.. 

Rehabilitatioo Act established a Architectural and Transportation 

Barrier Carpliance Board \tolOOse functions appear to be sllni.lar to tlDse 

suggested in the Bill, we oo not see the need for a second a:mni ttee. 

Both UMrA and the Congress have the sarre goal: assuring the availability 

of mass transportation which can be effectively utilized by elderly and 

handicawed persons. In the long and carplex task of develq>ing these 

regulations, we have been mindful of the ooncerns of Congress on this 

subject including the specific provisions of H.R. 3155 ands. 662, and 

we have tried to inoorporate these ooncems into our regulations. 

The specific provisions of H.R. 3155 and S. 662, while sllni.lar in goals 

and overall approach to the tMrA regulations, oontain many differences 

in ercphasis and detail. For this reason we w::>uld respectfully ask the 

Ccmnittee not to ncdify the language of Section 16 at this tirre except 

as proposed further in my testim:m.y or until there has been q>erating 

experience under the new regulation. I think you will agree, after 

reviewing the regulations, that we have taken a long step tCMard the 

goal of rrore effective transportation services for the elderly and 

handicapped. I hope that the Ccmnittee will allow these regulations 

an opportunity to dem:::mstrate their ability to accarplish this goal. 
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Loan Forgiveness 

Section 5 of this bill allows the Secretary of Transportation to 

covert prior capital assistance loans to grants (or to forgive 

principal and interest on a prior loan in lieu of a cash grant). 

This provision applies to the only two places where we have made 

capital assistance loans--the State of Rhode Island, and the City 

of Philadelphia. 

Because of problems of matching shares and availability of grant 

funds at the time, they were forced to accept capital loans 

instead of grants. The legislation is designed to equalize 

their obligations and benefits with other recipients of Federal 

mass transit aid, and should, therefore, provide for the 

foregiveness only of the Federal share that would have been 

awarded had the amount been a grant. 

Elimination of Liquidation Schedule 

Section 6 eliminates the old liquidations schedule in Section 4(c) 

of the Act and establishes a requirement that the Secretary 

submit reports to Congress on the estimated cost of capital grants 

for the years 1977-1983. We think this requirement is unnecessary. 

The Department has always responded to Congressional requests for 

information and has every intention of doing so in the future. 
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years 1982-84. 

Unifonn Te:rms and Conditions Under Section 16 (b) 

Finally, oo a subject not incltrled in the periling bill, we recxmnend 

that grants under Section 16(b) (1) be made subject to the sane 

provision as grants under 16 (b) (2), as far as applicable tenns and 

conditions are concerned. In other words, we believe that the 

Secretary should be given discretion in detennining the tenns and 

conditions of all grants to assist in the provision of transpbrtation 

services for elderly and handicapped persons. 'll'le goal of Section 16 (b) 

is speedy and effective service for elderly and handicapped persons; 

whether the operator is a public body or a private non-profit 

organization should not make a difference in our requirenents. 

Certain of the tenns, conditions and requii:ements applicable under 

Section 3(a) have little relevance to the type of services that are 

called for under Section 16 (b). With the increased errphasis on 

specialized services called for by our neN regulations on transportation 

for elderly and handicapped persons, it is important not to burden such 

services with tmnecessacy requirements that would contribute to less 

efficient and less productive operation. We believe that the proposed 

arcendrrent would be a step in the right direction. 

This concludes my prepared testinony. I will be happy to answer any 

questions the Ccmnittee may have. 


