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This issue of the New York
Transportation Journal ex-
plores the theme of change, on
a number of levels and per-
spectives. We have just con-
cluded an historic election
cycle which has brought signif-
icant political change to the
nation. Recent developments
in the areas of energy, the
economy and the environment
all underscore the current
state of flux impacting the
lives of those who live and
work in the New York metropol-
itan region. Looking forward,
we foresee change in all of
these areas and we also antici-
pate change in forecasts of
how we might grow and devel-
op as a nation and as a region.
Our articles are a reflection of
this change and a response to

Rachel Weinberger: I’d like to focus on
the Tappan Zee Bridge (TZB) but it would
be good to contextualize it within the
bigger transportation picture; how
would you characterize the big issues?
Andrew Spano: In Westchester, getting
people out of cars is a major transporta-
tion problem. We have two main issues:
one is moving our people around effec-
tively and the other is reducing the carbon
footprint, which means we have to get
people out of cars. I don’t have adequate
funding to put in a transportation system
that will take care of the entire county,
but robust transit will be key. 
Scott Vanderhoef: We need to think about
increasing the transit options for
Rocklanders, so that we have a one-seat
transit ride to Manhattan. We also need to
think about allowing folks, particularly
seniors, who are the fastest growing seg-
ment in our population, more flexibility in
moving back and forth to transit modes
headed to New York City, to the airports —
including Stewart — or to other popular
and needed destinations.  
The federal and state governments must
provide greater funding for mass trans-
portation in order to make this happen.    

RW: Is congestion an issue?
AS: We have some congestion in
Westchester, mostly from people coming
through the county but only at certain
times. On I-287 it’s a little worse since all
the connections were made. There used to

be a reliable 15 minute delay, sometimes
between 7:30 and 9:00 a.m. Then billions of
dollars got invested to save people a couple
of minutes driving, but congestion has been
made worse elsewhere. The New York State
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT)
just looks at the congestion, and people
complain about it. NYSDOT wants to make
the investment, that’s what they do. I have
nothing against DOT, they lay concrete…

SV: State Route 59, the old Nyack Turnpike,
gets congested for the entire length of the
County immediately with any kind of block-
age or congestion on the Tappan Zee Bridge.
When there are accidents or other incidents
on the bridge, we literally can have such
congestion that even ambulances and fire
trucks have trouble getting through.  

RW: Would adding capacity improve the
situation?
SV: One thing we do not want in Rockland is
more lanes of single occupancy vehicles. We
do not want more traffic; that’s over. To
expand Rocklanders’ ability to move in and
out of New York City and eventually within
the county we need mass transportation.
That is the key link here. We used to have
the West Shore Rail Line, which stopped
sometime in 1955 or 1956. It ran down from
what had been the most populated areas on
the eastern side of the county. That has
become solely a freight rail line with no
passenger access. The key for us now is
building commuter rail on the new bridge
and ultimately branching lines to other

(Continued on page 5)
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For this issue, Rachel Weinberger, Assistant Professor of City and Regional Planning at the
University of Pennsylvania, interviewed Andrew Spano and C. Scott Vanderhoef, the
county executives (CEs) of Westchester and Rockland, respectively.  She talked with both
CEs about the broad transportation issues they face, including the transportation sys-
tem’s impact on the environment and on their respective constituents’ quality of life. In
addition, she asked about the Tappan Zee Bridge (TZB), which according to Vanderhoef
“made Rockland County what it is today.” Both CEs have an extraordinary commitment
to transit as their mobility future and are steadfastly focused on transit as the means by
which to usher in the next chapter in their counties’ histories.
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parts of the county to provide more access.
Thus, the new capacity must be in more
mass transit, not in single occupancy road
lanes that results in more local and high-
way congestion.   
AS: When you build a road you just increase
traffic. You don’t solve the congestion prob-
lem. You just increase movements. People
adjust to their environments. When gas prices
started going up people started to take mass
transit. Our transit numbers were going up
because the gas prices were going up. And
that’s what will happen if you crowd the
roads. People will start shifting modes or
move closer to work or something else. Scott
[Vanderhoef] and I would not vote for the
NYMTC study of the 287 corridor until NYSDOT
agreed to some things: 1) that the study
would not look at expanding 287. I don’t want
it any wider; 2) that it had a mass transit
component; and, 3) that it didn’t impact the
landfall at Tarrytown. Those were my three
concerns. They agreed to that. Scott had
some concerns as well, in particular the one
seat ride going down. I think that’s a good
idea too.

RW: At the same time, you must have a
vision for development.

AS: Absolutely. How and where we develop is really important. When
NYMTC did the annual report and identified growth areas Scott and I
agreed that the 287 corridor should be the focus for our counties. We want
to build more spaces to which people can walk, and more transit centers.
Transit oriented development (TOD) is a big issue with us and we’re look-
ing at that very carefully. We want to get people to transit centers with-
out cars. Our trails and sidewalks may be good for that. We are beginning
to explore sidewalks in the north part of Westchester County where we
have very few. The planning department is focused on centers of all sizes,
including hamlets and village areas, where we have a lot of infrastructure,
that’s usually where the train stops are as well. We’re working with a num-
ber of our communities trying to reinforce the walking connections. This
is all part of our 2025 update.  
SV: In Rockland, about 97 percent of the developable land has been devel-
oped, so we’re really talking about redevelopment. However, you really
have to join the land use issues with transportation. Land use planning
through the transportation corridor will have an enormous impact on this
county. This is why the configuration of the bridge is so important. Andy
[Spano] and I have worked together well on this. We’re in agreement on
several things. When NYMTC asked the counties for the places where we
want to focus growth, we said the [I-287] corridor. For five or six years
we’ve said “the corridor,” “the corridor.” 
I can also foresee a number of spots that should allow multi-use develop-
ment: some residential development and shopping with pedestrian walk-
ways between them. We could have shuttle buses moving on north-south
corridors to bring people to these transportation hubs. For example, the
Nanuet Mall owners are looking at a complex right off of the Route 59 cor-
ridor that could potentially connect, via light rail (LRT), to the Palisades
Center Mall, where there would be a rail connection on a Commuter Train
over the New TZB. In turn, the Palisades Center Mall could become a whole
new redevelopment site, not just box development, but a pedestrian
friendly community with a series of different types of complexes and res-
idences. This way, the Route 59 corridor can be redeveloped to create a
better, less congested corridor with transit stations along the old Nyack
Turnpike route. If you focus the development intelligently you preserve
much of the suburban feel for the communities outside of the redevel-
oped area. 

RW: Where would you put the transit infrastructure?
AS: Imagine if [Robert] Moses had said mass transit, not the private auto-
mobile, was king. Imagine what we would have today. I went to former
Governor Spitzer, and I said to him, “We can build all this stuff on the
cheap.” He asked, “How?” I said, “You already have the roads going where
you want them to go, they’re flat, they already cut through the moun-
tains. Put the mass transit on the roads.” And he asked, “What will we do
with the cars?” I said, “The cars? They’ll drive on what’s left.” I don’t
think it’s so wild to put a mass transit component right on the thruway, you
can get to any part of the state with it. I don’t usually talk about this much
in public but I want people to understand where I’m coming from. 
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will you absorb the additional traffic on
the existing road system?
AS: We need to keep discussing that with
NYSDOT. All the options for the new
bridge are eight travel lanes which are
supposedly equivalent to today’s seven.
The BRT lanes could be two additional
ones if they are used as HOV lanes as
well. If those are opened as general trav-
el lanes and if people can afford to drive
on them, that could increase capacity as
well as congestion in Westchester. I’m
against any HOV lanes anyway. They
don’t work. They just encourage cars and
divert trips from transit. I just want to
see a bridge that’s going to last for 150
years. What you do on top of the bridge
can change. As long as the structure is
sound it is not the bridge that is the prob-
lem but rather what you do on it.  
NYSDOT wants to increase car capacity,
but really that just leads to more traffic.
At this point, we’ve raised these issues
and we need to see how they are
addressed in the draft environmental
impact statement. One thing more car
capacity could do is give you a better
shot at a public private partnership
because anyone who wants to put money
into the bridge, or buy it, wants cars and
trucks and not mass transit.  
SV: We’d actually like to reduce capacity
for single occupancy vehicle traffic on
the bridge and not expand it at all. We’re
opposed to adding a climbing lane to
Rockland County. In my experience,
climbing lanes just get more traffic and
bottlenecks. It’s true, there’s quite an
incline there. The problem is that every-
body uses the lane when it is congested,
then the trucks can’t merge back.
Everybody stops and you’re back in con-
gestion. By and large more lanes are not
going to help. I just don’t think the
climbing lanes or extra capacity are
worth much. But coming back to your
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SV: One way might be to run transit right
on the center lane of the state highways.
You would have a couple of stops with-
out having too many stops that would
cause unwarranted delays. We don’t want
subways, but we do want to get people
out of their cars. If you add transportation
hubs you can achieve that goal. I don’t
frequently talk about this transit idea
because it’s a very long term project,
but you never know how things may
get started.  

RW: Let’s talk about the bridge.
AS: The bridge has to be replaced; and it
has to have at least the capability of hold-
ing commuter rail. But we can’t afford it
now. The cheapest way is to build a bridge
capable of holding commuter rail and put
BRT on it. Although that’s not what I
would prefer, it is certainly a good first
step as it would leave all the options
open.  
SV: The bridge itself has to be replaced
and it is critical that the commuter rail
component not be delayed by too much
longer. That corridor provides a vital link
between the Mid-Atlantic States and New
England. The bridge facilitates this inter-
state transportation and commerce. It
also can’t function without the commuter
rail. Having that connectivity would pro-
vide reverse commuting capacity for wor-
kers outside of Rockland to employers
located in Rockland, which could result in
an immeasurable boost in jobs not only
to Rockland, but to the entire Hudson
Valley, west of the Hudson River. That
said, the State really can’t afford it
now. So the question becomes how do
you do it together? You do it by creatively
funding it. Public private partnership
is one way to go. 
Keep in mind, too, that the new TZB proj-
ect is a major transportation improve-
ment; it has significant value even when
viewed at the national level. The ration-
ale for federal funding — through the
much discussed new stimulus package or
other federal funding sources — is clear on
its face. This project should be the
poster-child for stimulus spending. 

RW: You both have mentioned that you
don’t see the value in, or any opportu-
nities to, increasing highway capacity.
How do you feel about the selected
alternative for the bridge? If the BRT
lanes are also HOT lanes you have a
large increase in auto capacity — how
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Rachel Weinberger, Ph.D., is an
Assistant Professor of City and
Regional Planning at the University of
Pennsylvania, and a member of the
Journal’s Editorial Board.

Andrew Spano serves  as Westchester
County Executive. Elected to this
position three times by wide margins,
he has initiated dozens of programs to
improve the quality of life in
Westchester, including those that pro-
tect the environment, encourage
affordable housing, combat domestic
violence and enhance the security and
safety of all county residents.
A protector of the environment, Mr.
Spano has preserved 2,000 acres of
open space from Yonkers to Yorktown
and instituted programs to safeguard
water quality. He tripled, to $30 mil-
lion, the County’s New Homes Land
Acquisition Fund, which helped buil-
ders of affordable housing overcome
the high cost of land. As past presi-
dent of the County Executives of Ame-
rica and as past co-chairman of the
New York Metropolitan Transportation
Council, Mr. Spano has used his influ-
ence to make changes in state and
national policy. Throughout his ten-
ure, he has brought Westchester into
the national spotlight, with cutting
edge programs such as Westchester’s
Airport’s Environmental Management
System, which in 2004 was among
only three airports nationwide to be
certified to the ISO14001 standard.  
Mr. Spano has received numerous
awards in the areas of human rights,
education, government, and labor,
including the 2000 League of
Conservation Voters award.

C. Scott Vanderhoef, an environmen-
tal attorney, is now serving a fourth
term as County Executive of Rockland
County. He has remained true to his
campaign promises that government
should be run like a business, by
creating a streamlined, efficient and
cost-effective government. Under his
leadership, one-third of all County
departments were consolidated or
eliminated. County property taxes are
now 8.30 percent lower than when
Vanderhoef  took office.   

Throughout his administration,Vander-
hoef has advocated for more reasoned
and thoughtful land-use planning. He
commissioned the first new compre-
hensive master plan in over 25 years.
Under his direction, the Office of
Community Development has built and
rehabilitated more than 1,600 units of
affordable housing and supported revi-
talization efforts for the county’s
downtowns. He has also helped secure
new trains, express service, enhanced
transportation stations and parking for
Rockland commuters. Vanderhoef has
created the County’s first-ever Open
Space Preservation Program, leading
to the creation of five new parks, the
preservation of two farms and the
addition of 632 acres of parkland. 

Besides these accomplishments, he
has served as president of the New
York State Association of County
Executives in 2003 and currently
serves on the National Association of
Counties’ Finance and Intergovern-
mental Affairs Steering Committee. (Continued on page 11)

Andrew Spano, Westchester County Executive.
Photograph provided by his staff.
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In its first year, the Obama administration faces a series of
challenges in transportation policy, spending and finance.
These challenges are both immediate and short term, and
ones that have long term implications for the vision of his
administration for national transportation policy and its
direction. I want to talk about my top six.

1. The first challenge to the Obama administration:
Integrating transportation capital spending into its plans
for an economic stimulus. Deciding that the nation needs a
substantial and sustained economic stimulus through the
injection of government funds, the President has promised
to create at least two and a half million jobs in two years
and has announced that he intends to invest in infrastructure
the largest amount of federal capital spending in 50 years.

Transportation capital investment opportunities abound.
Projects were postponed over the last two years as inflation
in construction prices reduced the buying power of federal
and state dollars at the bid openings. An opportunity is pre-
sented to buy back, so to speak, those effects of construc-
tion inflation through the stimulus package, an ‘extra check’
sent off to state Departments of Transportation to buy down
their backlog.  And there are opportunities in every commu-
nity to create low-design-content investments in high-
employment projects such as sidewalk creation and repair,
small parks development, and bus shelters. But, as
we have learned from the Japanese, just building trans-
portation projects as a form of economic stimulus is not
enough. If we do not choose wisely what we decide to build
we will waste both capital and human/contractor resources.

The first challenge for the Obama administration in trans-
portation will be the choice of projects to fund in its stimu-
lus package. Not every project has virtue in its community.
Not every project will create the underpinnings for long
term growth. The low-design content/high employment
projects have the virtue of getting paychecks in the hands of
workers the quickest and can contribute substantially to the
quality of life in communities, but the projects do not cre-
ate as much long term economic value or underpinning.

Buying down the backlog moves ready-to-go projects to the
fore, and their employment impact is longer term. However,
many of the projects that are in the backlog are projects
with complications. The Obama administration will have to
lay down clear criteria for choices.

If it will be hard for the Obama administration and the new
Congress to take up the challenges of new funding for trans-
portation (what I have identified as the third challenge), it
is imperative that we look at the stimulus package as the last
big block of new funding that we are going to get for the
next decade and invest it accordingly. Not every ready-to-go
project should be a high priority if resources are to be con-
strained for the long term.

2.  The second challenge: Refilling the design queue.
The stimulus package, however large, cannot substitute for
a major effort in reauthorization and a new direction for
federal transportation policy. The legislative agenda begins
formally with the expiration of the existing legislation on
September 30, 2009. The stimulus package, while it may
reduce the pressure on the immediate project construction
funding issues, accelerates the timing of decisions on the
long term agenda, guiding the refilling of the design queue
emptied through stimulus investments.

The next reauthorization is about many things. But it will be
primarily about what we allow to be designed as future proj-
ects and the circumstances of their choice.

The Obama administration has to quickly tell all of us how it
wants to see the design queue refilled. If we simply focus on
doing as before and do nothing else, we will get a message.
But this will not be change, in transportation policy, that we
can believe in. The policies in transportation that would
seem to be best fitted to the Obama administration’s mes-
sage will be those that integrate efforts to limit climate
change, reduce our dependence on petroleum based fuels
and improve the productivity of the national economy. For
example, states with major port complexes must be encour-
aged to invest in alternative fuel infrastructures, fleets and
facilities to reduce carbon emissions and to eliminate the
current sources of truck gridlock and bottlenecks that limit
the growth potential of port throughput. Mass transit sys-
tems must be encouraged to eliminate existing system bot-
tlenecks as well as to invest in new routes. And in every case
the land-use paradigms that encourage choice, lower fuel

NATIONAL PERSPECTIVES

THE SIX IMMEDIATE TRANSPORTATION
CHALLENGES FOR THE OBAMA ADMINISTRATION

BY FRANCIS X. MCCARDLE

Francis X. McArdle is an industry consultant. He has
served as a member of the National Surface
Transportation Policy and Revenue Commission and is a
member of the Rudin Center’s Council on Transportation. 

“The stimulus package,  however
large, cannot substitute for a

major effort in reauthorization
and a new direction for federal

transportation policy.”
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uses and minimize trip creation have to be
at the center of the decision process.

The Obama team will have its first oppor-
tunity to send us its message in the stimu-
lus package that it chooses to advance.
While it may be tempted to just fund what
is on the shelf and ready to go, it would be
just reinforcing the old ways if it did so.

3. The third challenge: Funding trans-
portation going forward. The amount of
federal funding for the design queue will
depend on what we do about the highway
trust fund. Do we increase the revenues
into the fund or do we just allow the fund
buying power to wind down? If we do
choose to grow the revenues into the trust
fund, do we continue our traditional
reliance on fuel-based user fees or move
beyond fuel-based user fees to some other
form of charging? Do we now start charging
for the trip, as we do in mass transit or air-
line use? How do we balance the need to
support current system usage and rehabili-
tation and the need to create new infra-
structure to underpin future population
growth and economic development? What
gets said in this area will be a key state-
ment about the relevance of transporta-
tion investment to the Obama administra-
tion’s view of America’s economic future.
Will his administration allow future popula-
tion and economic growth to flow any-
where or will they insist that population
growth be preceded by effective invest-
ment in supporting infrastructure?

The highway trust fund, which has been
the source of most federal funding for four
decades, is now both broke and broken. It
is broke because there is not enough
income to go forward and meet the needs
of the system. A continued federal pro-
gram requires at least that the buying
power of the fund be maintained. The trust
fund is broken because it is not structured
to adapt to changing user habits, whether
alternative fuels, more use of mass transit,
or new patterns of transportation demand,
from walking to transit-oriented develop-
ment, that put new and different use bur-
dens on the system that are not now prop-
erly priced.

To say nothing and to do nothing is a signal
in itself. If the highway trust fund is not to
have new revenues, we are effectively
shutting down the system of federal lead-
ership in transportation over the next
decade. If the debate continues as a
debate between donors and donees, then
the  federal program  will be lost even
sooner, because the donor states know that
sending their dollars through the federal
gas tax mechanism to Washington ends up
costing both time and treasure before they
get them back. 

4. The fourth challenge: Defining our
transportation energy future. American
transportation today is 97 percent
dependent on petroleum for fuel, using
67 percent of the petroleum consumed in
the United States, or 20 percent of the
world’s petroleum production. This takes
place in a world of peak oil, where the
cost of finding and extracting the next
barrel of oil is much more costly than the
barrel that we just used. Every additional
barrel of oil used in transportation comes
from imports, mostly from nations that
are not long term allies. Moreover, trans-
portation produces 33 percent of the car-
bon usage in the United States. 

Whether one believes that changes are
needed in the transportation sector to
deal with global warming or energy avail-
ability or energy independence, it will be
the task of the Obama administration to
set out its vision of how we move for-
ward, and in what steps and increments. 

There is more here than just using a new
fuel source. The fuel must be produced in
the context of a carbon constrained
world. The infrastructure needed to sup-
port the chosen fuel or fuels must be
readied. If electricity is chosen, the
national and regional grids must be
strengthened and local recharging options
created. If compressed natural gas has a
role, then there will have to be new infra-
structure created for local distribution
and availability. 

This new critical infrastructure has to be
in place in tandem with the adoption of
the new fuel or fuels by new vehicle man-
ufacturers or converters. At the same
time, the existing infrastructure systems
have to be maintained for legacy vehi-
cles. All of these costs will have to be
captured and incorporated into the user
charging systems.

As with many challenges, time will not be
on the side of the Obama administration.
While we enjoy a temporary fuel cost
respite (as the worldwide economic
downturn suppresses the global demand
for oil and increases the needs of some
producer countries for current revenues
at any cost), we have to recognize that an
economic recovery with the same fuel
uses will just drive up costs again and
impoverish our citizens.

Transportation energy investments have
another virtue during this time of eco-
nomic uncertainty. They can create jobs
for workers and mechanics being dis-
placed from our factories. Few of the
people who have lost their manufacturing
jobs in the last year are trained or suited

(Continued on page 15)

it. They explore a variety of its
characteristics and offer
thoughts and options for policies
and approaches within the con-
text it sets.

Frank McArdle, who served on
the National Surface Transpor-
tation Policy and Revenue Study
Commission, presents his ideas
on the transportation impera-
tives he sees for the incoming
administration of President
Barack Obama. Martin Robbins
offers his thoughts on trans-
portation policy and planning
options to be considered in the
legislative process as the cur-
rent Federal legislation which
authorizes spending for trans-
portation improvements nation-
ally expires and new legislation
is developed. 

While John Nolon and Jennie
Nolon offer their perspective on
the implications of expected
growth in population and travel
on future land use and trans-
portation, Suzanne Seegmuller
looks at emerging travel trends
related both to this growth and
to the economic, energy and
environmental developments
that are dominating our policy
discussions.

In our region, planned improve-
ments in the Interstate 287 cor-
ridor in the lower Hudson Valley
promise far reaching change in
that area's transportation sys-
tem. In this issue’s interview by
Rachel Weinberger, Rockland
County Executive C. Scott
Vanderhoef and Westchester
County Executive Andrew Spano
provide their thoughts on these
improvements, the changes they
will bring and the outlook for
growth in the northern suburbs.

Together, our contributors pro-
vide a snapshot of some of the
aspects of change that we face
as the first decade of the 21st
Century draws to a close and a
new federal administration
starts. They also offer informa-
tion and ideas for how we can
understand, respond to and
shape that change going for-
ward. 

I hope you enjoy this issue of the
Journal.

Letter from the Editor (Cont. from p. 1)
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FEDERAL-MULTISTATE PLANNING PARTNERSHIPS: A
NEW TRANSPORTATION APPROACH

Now that the Interstate highway system has been long com-
pleted, a challenging question repeatedly asked over the
past two decades is, “What should be the federal govern-
ment’s transportation mission?” Conservatives have argued
that the best thing to do would be to “devolve” federal
transportation funding programs by sending federal fuel tax
revenues to the states and letting them individually decide
how the money is used. The virus of congressional earmark-
ing further lowered expectations of a strong federal role.
The report of the July 2007 National Surface Transportation
Policy and Revenue Study Commission (the “National
Commission”), however, rejects the devolution approach. It
acknowledges that the nation’s transportation system must
keep evolving, as have our economy and settlement pat-
terns, for our nation to stay competitive in the global econ-
omy and for our transportation network to continue to
respond to the travel needs of its businesses and citizens.   

The nascent change-oriented administration of President
Barack Obama, working through his Transportation
Secretary Ray LaHood, has the opportunity to establish new
transportation paradigms for the federal government. For
example, the Regional Plan Association’s (RPA) America
2050 Report, quoted approvingly by the National
Commission, perceptively observed that “increasingly,
investments and interventions must occur at the megare-
gional scale, which provides the necessary breadth of
resources to grow and compete globally.” Consequently,
America 2050 has proposed a federal initiative,
“Competitive Corridors and Gateways,” which RPA
describes as “[a] research driven multi-modal national
study [that] could determine pressing national needs to
facilitate global trade, intercity passenger movement and
metropolitan and megaregion accessibility.” 

A New Federal Approach to Transportation 
Recognizing that our economy is spatially organized in
megaregions and supply chains stretching over many states,
the Obama administration should adopt an alternative par-
adigm in approaching federal transportation policy planning
— the promotion and financing of robust multistate part-
nerships to tackle significant projects of the types outlined
by the National Commission and America 2050. Funding
incentives, in particular, can influence behavior of intended
recipients. In at least five modal or functional areas, such
partnerships, underwritten by the federal government,
offer promise, including in aviation congestion relief, inter-
city rail development, surface freight movement, short sea
shipping and interstate highway operations. In its “Corridors
of the Future” program dealing with interstate highway
operations, the federal government has already launched a

similar multistate approach. A broader federal initiative that
applied the multistate partnership approach to all of modal/
functional areas previously mentioned could benefit our tri-
state metropolitan area as well as the nation as a whole.

The National Commission recognized that, when the federal
government attempts to address intermodal issues such as
metropolitan mobility and goods movement, the rigid modal
structure of the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT),
organized as it is around specific transportation modes, acts
as an impediment. The Commission, therefore, recommend-
ed a dramatic departmental restructuring. Additionally,
the Commission’s recognition of the significant role that
intercity passenger rail could play in megaregional mobility
has suggested that USDOT should strengthen its planning and
policy control over quasi-independent Amtrak, more resem-
bling the relationship that existed in the 1970s when USDOT
conceived and executed the successful Northeast Corridor
Improvement Program.    

One way to raise the profile of this new federal planning and
project development approach through multistate partner-
ships is for the U.S. Transportation Secretary to organize a
new unit within his office that either initiates these arrange-
ments, especially when the partnerships involve more than
one transportation mode, or monitors their functioning with-
in USDOT’s various units. The Intermodal Surface Transpor-
tation Efficiency Act of 1991 set just such a precedent by
establishing an Office of Intermodalism within USDOT that
reported directly to the Secretary. In an economic geography

BY MARTIN E. ROBINS

Martin E. Robins is a Senior Fellow at the Alan M.
Voorhees Transportation Center of Rutgers, the State
University of New Jersey.

“Recognizing that our economy
is spatially organized in megaregions

and supply chains stretching over
many states, the Obama adminis-

tration should adopt an alternative
paradigm in approaching federal
transportation policy planning

— the promotion and financing of
robust multistate partnerships....”
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marked by megaregions and multistate
supply chains, that federal organizational
precedent should be adapted to the pro-
motion of multistate partnerships for the
planning and implementation of projects. 

The Northeast megaregion is well posi-
tioned to respond to such a new paradigm.
Its I-95 Corridor Coalition, whose member-
ship now runs from Maine to Florida, was
formed in the 1990s in response to the
advent of E-ZPass toll technology and the
need for its uniform application to the cor-
ridor’s toll roads. Recently, the I-95 corri-
dor has been selected by FHWA as a
“Corridor of the Future” to develop multi-
modal transportation improvements. The
USDOT’s Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) describes the undertaking as “using
a comprehensive approach across state
boundaries to bring real-time traffic infor-
mation, expedited incident clearance pro-
cedures, and integrated intercity transit
service that will reduce congestion and
improve mobility along this critical corri-
dor.” In addition, the I-95 Corridor
Coalition’s agenda has broadened to
include rail freight improvements for the
Mid-Atlantic states, coastal shipping and
intermodal customer information for
Amtrak Northeast Corridor riders. 

Recent Experience

The idea of federally-initiated multistate
partnerships is not novel.  Recent program-
matic attempts at such partnerships
include the National Corridor Planning and
Development and Coordinated Border
Infrastructure Program enacted in 1998 as
part of the Transportation Efficiency Act
for the 21st Century (TEA-21). Some of the
successes of this program were the coordi-
nated rail freight/highway grade separa-
tions in the Los Angeles area’s Alameda
Corridor East (ACE) and port access roads
and grade separations in the Seattle
region’s Freight Action Strategies Corridor
(FAST). However, after a promising begin-
ning, the program soon became dominated
entirely in legislated funding earmarks and
was not continued in TEA-21’s successor
legislation, the Safe, Accountable,
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity
Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU).

A more recent multistate initiative by the
USDOT, arising from former Transportation
Secretary Norman Mineta’s concern about
interstate highway congestion, is the com-
petitive “Corridors of the Future” program
designed to develop innovative national

and regional approaches to reduce con-
gestion and improve the efficiency of
freight delivery. This existing federal
approach toward multistate partnerships
should be nurtured and expanded by the
new administration. 

A current multistate initiative, with ear-
marked federal financial support from
SAFETEA-LU is the Heartland Corridor
Project, involving the states of Virginia,
West Virginia and Ohio and the Norfolk
Southern Railway. The primary focus of
this public-private, multistate initiative is
on improving the movement of freight by
rail from the Norfolk, Virginia marine ter-
minals on the Atlantic Coast inland to
Midwest markets and from manufacturers
in the Midwest back to Norfolk. Priced at
$309 million, this federally-funded multi-
state project involves creating more effi-
cient routings, multiple tunnel clearance
projects to permit movement of efficient
double-stack containers and a variety of
intermodal terminal improvements. 

Areas for Experimentation

One of the most challenging areas for
multistate collaboration is devising alter-
native modal solutions for certain interci-
ty air trips to address the issue of aviation
congestion in the major metropolitan
markets. The Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration (FAA) has determined that the air
travel markets between New York City
and Washington D.C. and within Southern
California are particularly plagued by
flight delays, with too many planes for
the air traffic control system and airport
facilities to handle. The emergence of
regional commuter jets have spurred
increased air service to short distance
destinations, which contributes to this
congestion. The FAA has postulated that
upgrading or reintroducing intercity rail
passenger or intercity bus service could
divert short distance air trips and, conse-
quently, reduce aviation system overload.
In this regard, federal attention should be
directed to the Northeast Corridor (for
example between New York City and
Philadelphia or Washington D.C.), where
the respective services provided by short-
distance air and intercity-rail target sim-
ilar markets.

At the FAA’s initiative, an Airport
Cooperative Research Program study has
been launched to examine this issue. The
study has illuminated the reality that the

(Continued on page 14)  .

UPDATE ON THE SURFACE
TRANSPORTATION BILL

Recalling that SAFETEA-LU was
signed into law 22 months late,
many are concerned that the next
transportation legislation would be
delayed by months. Furthermore,
the US Department of Transpor-
tation, which has primary responsi-
bilities for this bill, already has a full
agenda for this year. It includes set-
ting priorities for funding on “ready-
to-go” projects; developing a strate-
gy to deal with many transit agen-
cies at risk of defaulting on loans;1

and, tackling the FAA authorization
bill, expiring in March 2009.
Moreover, the authorization process
may be long as it involves the input
of multiple stakeholders, with the US
Congress as a major player. The US
House of Representatives’ Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure Committee,
chaired by Congressman James Ober-
star, has already held numerous hear-
ings and completed some work in ad-
vance of deliberations, which are ex-
pected to start late this spring or early
summer.2 This committee will call for
a major revamp in investment, and
highway, transit and safety programs.
A bill of up to $500 billion over six
years is expected.3

The Senate has yet to announce when
it would start deliberations. Its legisla-
tive process requires coordination
among several committees, including
the Environment and Public Works
Committee, with responsibility for
highway, intermodal, safety and con-
gestion programs,4 among others; the
Commerce, Science and Transpor-
tation Committee, dealing with safety
and trucking programs; and the Ban-
king, Housing and Urban Affairs Com-
mittee, tackling transit programs. In
addition, the Finance Committee in
the Senate and the Ways and Means
Committee in the House will write the
main tax portion of this legislation.5
The involvement of other stakeholders
— from officials at various government
levels, to transit, transportation and
planning agencies, to industries, labor
and advocates — is also needed to
ensure a balance bill. 
Fortunately, work by two Commis-
sions established under SAFETEA-LU,
will facilitate the authorization pro-
cess, especially their reports on rev-
enue sources, financing and program
reform. However long this process
ends up being, it offers an opportunity
to set a new transportation strategy
that should not be missed. 
1. Kenneth Orski; The Transportation Agenda of the Obama Adminis-
tration; Planetizen, 11/17/08. www.planetizen.com/node/36087...
2. Webinar:  Reinvesting in America’s Transport-ation System:  Cha-
llenges and Opportunities for the 2009 Federal Surface Transportation
Authorization;1/21/09.www.fccma.org/coaching/PDF/Florida
Webinartalkingpoints.doc.......................................................
3. Ibid...................................................
4. Statement of Senator Boxer: Transportation Field Briefing in
Sacramento, CA, 9/3/08, Press Release http://epw.senate.gov/pub-
lic/index.cfm?FuseAction=PressRoom.PressReleases&ContentRecord_
id=2A10AD57-802A-23AD-4488-2EF6E9583735..
5. Webinar, op. cit.
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This article addresses several enduring questions asked
about land use and transportation planning.

Why has it been so hard to coordinate land use and trans-
portation planning? Although there are some inspired
examples of coordination between these two critical fields
of planning, they have operated in separate spheres since
the early days of the 20th Century. Land use planning is a

local prerogative. Across the country, 40,000 local
governments have been delegated the power to adopt
comprehensive land use plans and zoning laws that conform
to them. The relevant jurisdiction is the municipality: gen-
erally planning stops at the local border. In the lower
Hudson Valley region, there are 256 cities, towns, and vil-
lages and nearly that many comprehensive plans (many of
which are out-of-date) and zoning ordinances, which
ascribe some permitted land use to every privately owned
acre of land in the community.  

This serendipitous mosaic of laws arranges people (and their
cars) in expansive development patterns, greatly increasing
the number of vehicle trips and vehicle miles travelled. A
relatively small percentage of the regional population lives
within walking distance of a transit station. Planning for sta-
tion areas has only recently become an important aspect of
land use planning and only in a relatively few communities.
The comprehensive land use plan is responsible for more

than transportation planning. Its focus includes
public buildings, water and sewer service, residen-
tial development, including affordable housing,
commercial and industrial development, environ-
mental protection, preservation of agricultural
lands, archeological resources, historic preserva-
tion, and more.  

Local planning is fundamentally political. Local tax-
payers and property owners elect local legislators
who adopt comprehensive plans and zoning laws,
and who appoint local volunteers to serve on plan-
ning boards, which approve applications to build
residential and non-residential projects. The equa-
tion is simple: land use law determines what is built
on the land, which in turn affects local taxes, prop-
erty values, and the quality of community life.
Anything that threatens local control over these
fundamental community concerns is rejected.
The myth of local home rule justifies these exclu-
sionary impulses.  

Transportation law, much of which is federal, tries
hard not to invade this local domain. The Tenth
Amendment of the U.S. Constitution reserves the
power to control land use to the states: land use
control is not a federal prerogative. Since all poli-
tics is local, no effort that usurps local home rule

will succeed, unless carefully camouflaged as an incentive
or general policy. State legislatures grant local land use
power and can take it away, but politics is local in Albany as
well and throughout the country attempts to arrogate land
use planning to preemptive regional or state-wide agencies

NEW YORK TRANSPORTATION JOURNAL

ENHANCED TOD: CONNECTING TRANSPORTATION
AND LAND USE PLANNING

John R. Nolon and Jennie C. Nolon are Counsel and
Staff Attorney, respectively, at the Land Use Law
Center of Pace University School of Law.  

BY JOHN R. NOLON AND JENNIE C. NOLON

Photograph of Bloomington Central Station; provided by Oslund and Associates. Available online
at: http://www.oaala.com/projects/BloomingtonStn/Bloomington_Station.htm



have failed, with modest exceptions.
Well-meaning efforts to use transporta-
tion funding to influence local land use
planning are seldom attempted, again to
avoid disturbing local tranquility.
Meanwhile transportation planning deals
at the metropolitan and state levels,

with capital plans focused on maintaining
and building an integrated network of
roads. While area-wide in scope, trans-
portation planning can be as myopic as
land use planning, focusing on the road
and its relevant intersections or the tran-
sit station and its adjacent parking. 

It is not surprising that most transporta-
tion and land use planners don’t show up
at the same conferences, belong to the
same professional organizations, or speak
similar languages.

Has anything changed? Is there hope for
connectivity? Yes. With the U.S. Census
Bureau predicting 100 million additional
people in the country by 2043, things
have to change. The Urban Land Institute
estimates that this new population, plus
the projected obsolescence of existing
buildings, will cause the private sector to
build 70 million more homes and 100 bil-
lion square feet of additional non-resi-
dential buildings. It matters very much
where this new development goes on the
landscape. Seventy percent of domesti-
cally generated carbon dioxide, the
prime culprit in climate change, comes
from transportation and buildings. In the
past decade, 60 percent of households
chose to live in single-family neighbor-
hoods. If 60 percent of the additional
100 million people chose the same
option, 40 million more households will
be spread across the landscape. They will
take 10-to-15 vehicle trips per day and
drive longer and longer distances to
work, school, shopping, recreation, and
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services. Their buildings will consume
large amounts of building products and
fuel for transportation of those products
during construction, use excessive
amounts of energy for heating and cool-
ing, and cause a number of environmen-
tal impacts we can no longer afford:
increased storm water run-off, flooding,
erosion and sedimentation, and water
shortages at a time when fully 26 states
have declared water shortages.  

To the satisfaction of all but a few, the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change, in reports issued just over a year
ago, has declared that climate change is
real, that our actions significantly exac-
erbate it, and that its consequences will
be profound. How we develop our land to
accommodate this additional 100 million
people depends largely upon how munic-
ipalities plan now for increased develop-
ment within their land use regulations.
Compact, transit oriented development
(TOD) — a mix of housing and business in
dense patterns with walkable neighbor-
hoods and available public transit — is a
critical tool in reducing house size and
automobile dependence. How we will live
and transport ourselves and the next 100
million people is therefore inextricably
connected to climate change.

There is hope for connectivity.  Urban liv-
ing is becoming more desirable in the
marketplace as our preference for subur-
ban living wanes. This change is a result
of not only a desire among present-day
Americans to live in a lively, walkable,
community environment, but also a
changing American demographic: the
next 100 million will include more young,
single, senior, and immigrant households
than ever before — all oriented toward
urban living.

What is enhanced TOD and why is it
important? TOD is often thought of as a
medium to high density, mixed-use
development within a walkable distance
of transit stations. But mere density and
proximity to transit may not be sufficient
in many communities to reduce automo-
bile reliance and create a pedestrian-ori-
ented environment. “Enhanced TOD”
goes beyond density and proximity. It
ensures, through local land use regula-
tion and incentives, that transit oriented
neighborhoods are sustainable because
they are walkable, well designed, energy
efficient, and create a sense of place
that encourages community interaction.
Evidence explored in the next section of

(Continued on page 10)

NEW DIRECTOR
APPOINTED TO THE

RUDIN CENTER

New York University’s Robert
F. Wagner Graduate School of
Public Service is pleased to
announce the appointment
of Anthony E. Shorris as the
new director of the Rudin
Center for Transportation
Policy and Management and
as Professor of Practice at
the Wagner Graduate School
of Public Service. The previ-
ous director of the Center,
Dr. Allison L. C. de Cerreño
stepped down from this posi-
tion on January 31, 2009.

Mr. Shorris most recently
served as Executive Director
of the Port Authority of New
York and New Jersey, the
nation's oldest public author-
ity responsible for the
region's five airports, three
container ports, six bridges
and tunnels connecting two
states, the PATH transit sys-
tem, and the World Trade
Center. Prior to that post, he
was a faculty member at the
Woodrow Wilson School of
Public and International
Affairs at Princeton Univer-
sity and the director of the
Policy Research Institute for
the Region. Previously, he
served as Deputy Chancellor
for Operations and Policy at
the New York City Board of
Education, and has more
than 30 years of experience
in public and non-profit man-
agement, including serving
as New York City's Commis-
sioner of Finance under for-
mer Mayor Edward Koch. 

At Wagner, in addition to his
teaching and directing the
Rudin Center, he will be
exploring how the Center can
join forces with other
research entities within NYU
to address contemporary
infrastructure-related policy
and management issues.

Mr. Shorris is a Fellow at The
Century Foundation in New
York. He holds an A.B. from
Harvard College and a
Master's degree in Public
Affairs from Princeton
University.

“...With the U.S. Census
Bureau predicting 100 million

additional people in the
country by 2043, things have
to change. The Urban Land
Institute estimates that this
new population... will cause

the private sector to build 70
million more homes ... ”
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this article shows that local governments are adopting a
variety of new land use laws and programs that create
enhanced TOD in a variety of ways. They are responding, in
our view, to a societal imperative. We understand intu-
itively that a new development pattern is necessary to
avoid the impending catastrophes of climate change: flood-
ing, land erosion and subsidence, worsening natural disas-
ters, droughts, global warming, habitat shifts, and species
elimination, among others.

Enhanced TOD can mitigate the causes of climate change
dramatically. It is one of the most effective mitigation
strategies that is available using current technology — all
of it available to land use and transportation planners, if
they work together. According to the Urban Land Institute’s
Growing Cooler report: “much of the rise in vehicle emis-
sions can be curbed simply by growing in a way that will
make it easier for Americans to drive less. In fact, the
weight of the evidence shows that, with more compact
development, people drive 20 to 40 percent less, at
minimum or reduced cost, while reaping other fiscal and
health benefits.”

Compact development, as defined in the Growing Cooler
report “does not imply high-rise or even uniformly high
density development… that will result in the
‘Manhattanization’ of America.” It refers to development
at about 12-to-14 dwelling units per acre, which is 75 per-
cent above the 2003 national average density for all hous-
ing development. The report concludes that “shifting 60
percent of new growth to compact patterns would save 85
million metric tons of CO2 annually by 2030.” This shift is
aimed at abating the alarming increase in driving caused by
the dominant single-family growth pattern, which, if con-
tinued, will increase driving by 59 percent by 2030 while
the population increases by 23 percent, according to the
U.S. Department of Energy’s forecasts.

The concept of “lock-in” — often used in environmental
policy discussions — applies here: if our communities begin
to build in a compact, dense, transit-oriented pattern,
they will lock-in certain levels of efficiency and savings for
generations to come. If it were possible to shift half of the
additional eight million households nationally from single-
family settlements to higher density urban development
— the type associated with transit oriented development —
the positive effect on the environment and climate change
would be dramatic. Using a variety of data, the following
annual results accompany shifting to Enhanced TOD devel-
opments: 

•   150 million fewer metric tons of CO2 emissions

•   74 billion fewer cubic feet of stormwater

•   33 billion fewer square feet of impervious coverage

•   100 billion fewer gallons of potable water consumed

Undoubtedly, this type of shift in our settled patterns of
development requires a new integrated model of land use
and transportation planning — one that engenders a differ-
ent set of local zoning and planning decisions.

How is it accomplished? Lessons from the field. Local gov-
ernments across the country are taking part in the creation

of this enhanced model. Through their programs, policies,
and regulations, these governments are beginning to foster
mixed-use, higher-density communities with smaller average
housing sizes resulting in fewer vehicle trips and vehicle
miles traveled. They are beginning to incorporate green site
and building standards that themselves lessen the impact of
development on climate change.

In Bloomington, Minnesota, for example, the City Code pro-
vides for an “HX-R”(high intensity mixed use with residen-
tial) district, which is aimed at reducing car dependency by
embracing TOD. It attempts to reduce vehicle trips and vehi-
cle miles traveled by maximizing high-intensity development
in close proximity to transit, making transit stations the
focal points of development, and creating a walkable, bike-
able environment. Bloomington’s zoning ordinance prohibits
drive-through uses; provides a minimum density of 30
dwelling units per acre of gross site area for residential
development; and also sets a minimum floor area ratio (FAR)
of 1.5 and a maximum of 2. Building flexibility and incen-
tives into the regulation, the ordinance allows an increase in
maximum FAR through bonuses for retail and service uses,
below grade parking, development of plazas or parks,
affordable housing, public art, and sustainable design.
Parking is restricted in order to promote walking, biking, and
transit use, and must be located below grade, within struc-
tured ramps, or in individual on-street spaces parallel with
and adjacent to low volume streets. Bicycle parking facilities
commensurate with anticipated demand must be provided
near building entrances and development sites that contain

a transit station must provide sidewalk and bikeway connec-
tions between the transit station and on-site buildings as
well as to adjacent sites.

In addition to Bloomington, many communities are using
incentive-based zoning models (instead of the more frequent
command-and-control approach) to create development that
is transit oriented, to provide developers the flexibility to
make a project work, and to proactively attract the type of
development and amenities that are needed. A bonus system
or other incentive model can be created to reflect a com-
munity’s priorities — like public art, affordable housing, and
sustainable design, under the Bloomington ordinance. A
review of the policies and regulations creating enhanced

“...‘shifting 60 percent of new growth
to compact patterns would save 85
million metric tons of CO2 annually

by 2030.’ This shift is aimed at
abating the alarming increase in
driving  caused by the dominant

single-family growh pattern, which, if
continued, will increase driving by

59 percent by 2030 while the popula-
tion increases by 23 percent...”

Enhanced TOD.. (Cont. from page 9)
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TOD from communities across the coun-
try reveals some common elements:        

•   Residential development required in
conjunction with office development
— creating a simultaneous flow of com-
muters into and out of a transit area

• A streamlined approval process
for developments meeting certain
requirements

•  Defined transit areas: typically con-
centrating new development within a
quarter mile (the classic walkable
distance) of a transit station or town
center

•  Density bonuses to encourage devel-
opment that is consistent with specific
guidelines

• Increased densities and building
heights near transit stations, and
decreased setbacks

•  As-of-right status given for develop-
ments consistent with TOD regulations

•   Prohibitions on land uses that do not
generate transit ridership and require
access primarily by car

• Prohibitions on drive-through uses
(to discourage automobile depend-
ence)

•  Transportation impact fees

•  Restrictions on development of cul-
de-sacs and roads with a single point of
access

• Aggressive reductions in parking
requirements, especially for multi-
family apartments

•   Requirements for sidewalk and bike-
way connections to transit stations and
for bicycle parking near building
entrances

•  Requirements for mixed-use devel-
opment

• Streetscape design / walkability
standards

Policies and zoning regulations that
employ a range of these techniques not
only create sustainable communities
because they are better for the environ-
ment (increasing energy efficiency,
reducing cumulative stormwater runoff,
reducing impervious coverage, etc.) but
also because they create the kind of
aesthetically pleasing, lively, pedestrian-
oriented environments that encourage
people to get out of their cars and to
remain committed to a neighborhood,
generation after generation.

question, you can’t do this project by just
building eight lanes and expect that con-
gestion will be relieved. There has to be
mass transportation on it. Otherwise, at
some point, you’re going to be right back
where you are now and no difference will
have been made.  

RW: What else do we need to think
about?
SV: I have asked NYSDOT: “once you open
up with eight lanes and use BRT on both
sides, how long it would take before
you’re actually back to congestion —
because of population growth or use?”
That’s why it’s so important that we don’t
frame this as a road project but rather as
a commuter rail/road project and that’s
different. We have to think differently
about all of it. This is a major infrastruc-
ture improvement for mass transportation
to move people in and out of a congested
area and give them alternatives. My fear
is that government can be so slow in
reacting. If you pass by the opportunity to
fund and build a commuter rail, my con-
cern is that you’ll never build it and you
will just talk about it forever. But the
highway component will not work alone.
You cannot do just one or the other and
relieve the congestion and deal with the
issues of the environment, economic
development or land use. You’ve got to
contemplate them together and that’s
what’s going to be the challenge. That’s
the big problem going forward, other than
the much larger question of funding.  
The funding question must be viewed in
light of the economic stimulus that will be
created. We’re not just throwing money
at a project, we’re genuinely investing in
a major, national transportation upgrade
that will create a return on the dollars
spent in economic development and jobs
creation.   
AS: The real key here is to decrease traf-
fic, especially the number of people who
have to travel long distances. People have
to work closer to their homes and not
have to travel in five days a week. One of
my problems with current transportation
planning is that it does not include tech-
nology considerations, such as virtual
transportation and working at home. We
need to look at that more closely or we
are in danger of putting money into and
old paradigm.
And finally, there are times like this when
there are tremendous problems but they
also offer incredible opportunities to
make changes in a way that could have a
big effect. Right now, since we don’t have
a lot of money and we are in an econom-
ic crisis, the creativity that we can apply
to some of these problems is much
greater and we should be doing that.

Interview  (Cont. from page 3)
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easier to work from home — is the advent and availability
of high-speed internet service.

While travel to work is usually a necessity, many other
types of trips are discretionary. In terms of each trip pur-
poses’ share of total VMT, the United States Department of
Transportation’s 2001 National Household Travel Survey
found that 27 percent of vehicle miles are traveled on trips
to and from work, followed by other family/personal busi-
ness (18.7 percent), shopping (14.5 percent) and other
social/recreational (13.2 percent). Alan Pisarski’s
Commuting in America III study found that work travel in
2001 constituted only about 16% of trips but, as Figure 3
shows, this relatively small proportion is attributable to the
dramatic growth in other trip purposes rather than to
diminished work travel. While data for more recent years is
not available, evidence suggests that it is these discre-
tionary trips that have been substantially reduced over the
past several years. There has not been enough of an
increase in transit, carpooling, or working from home to
suggest that work trips per capita have decreased by any
significant amount, therefore it can only be concluded that
trips for discretionary purposes — personal, social,
shopping, etc. — decreased considerably, perhaps to pre-
1990 levels.

The growth of the Internet over the past ten years has
resulted in a new, all-encompassing resource used by many
people as their primary source of information, for commu-
nication and as a medium for the purchase of goods and
services. Through the Internet, people can complete
errands, do social networking, and find entertainment
without ever leaving their homes. In theory, the availabili-
ty of the Internet makes a number of discretionary vehicle
trips unnecessary.

The proportion of U.S. households with broadband Internet
increased from less than 5% in 2000 to more than 50% in
2007. According to Nielsen Online, Americans now spend an
average of nearly 33 hours per month on the Internet —
more than seven hours  per week.  

A study completed in 2000 by the Stanford Institute for the
Quantitative Study of Society (SIQSS) included a survey of
more than 4,000 adults nationwide to determine how the
Internet has affected society. The study revealed that of
regular Internet users who spend five or more hours a week
online, 25 percent reported spending less time shopping in
stores and 14 percent reported spending less time com-
muting in traffic. While making some tasks more conven-
ient, the Internet has also made it less necessary to leave
home to accomplish discretionary tasks.

Age of Population

Shifts in the age of the U.S. population are also likely con-
tributing to the recent VMT phenomenon. The post-World
War II Baby Boom caused a spike in birth rates between
1946 and 1964. Since then, birth rates have generally been

Figure 2 shows real gas prices indexed compared with the
overall VMT trend.  

Figure 2 displays  little overall correlation between histor-
ical gas prices and the VMT trend. But it appears that when
the real price reaches a certain threshold (about $3 in
today’s dollars) as it did in 1980 and 2008, the VMT trend
flattens and begins to decline. The unprecedented spike in
gas prices over the past six years has made people today
more aware of gas prices, the fuel efficiency of their vehi-
cles, and the possibility of changing their driving behavior
to compensate. The automobile industry is now responding
to higher gas prices and consumer demand by manufactur-
ing more fuel-efficient vehicles (new fuel efficiency  stan-
dards for light trucks were instituted by Congress in 2007)
and offering alternative fuel options. Increased fuel effi-
ciency and the use of alternative fuels, however, has the
unfortunate effect of reducing gas tax revenue.

Internet

Another factor that has likely contributed to the large
reduction in discretionary trips — and has also made it 

Take my Automobile, Please... (Cont. from page 16)

Figure 3: Trips per Capita by Purpose, 1977- 2001

Suzanne Seegmuller is  a Consultant for Jacobs
Engineering. She has seventeen  years of experience
in Traffic and Revenue Forecasting.

Source: Commuting in America III, Transportation Research Board

Figure 2: Real Gas Prices vs. VMT, 1973-2008

Source: FHWA, EIA

U.S Historic Gas Prices (2008$)  12-Month Moving Average
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declining. The age group that produces
the most VMT — those 20 to 44 years of
age — has seen a reduction in its  share of
the population since 1990, as shown in
Figure 4.  Meanwhile, the 45 to 64 and 65
and over age groups, who drive less and
less each year, have grown proportional-
ly. The oldest of the Baby Boomers have
already begun to retire from their jobs,
as they turned age 62 in  the year 2008.

Figure 5 shows how the aging of the pop-
ulation is contributing to the decline in
VMT, since older people drive fewer miles

annually. The 30 to 39 age group had the
highest annual VMT per person, and the
youngest of the Baby Boomers are now
age 44. While population is still growing,
and there will continue to be more and
more eligible drivers each year, the high
percentage of older drivers in the coming
years is expected to contribute to flat-
tening the VMT trend from its previous
level of growth.  

What Does This Mean for the Future of
Road Travel and Funding?

Since July 2008, gas prices have begun
a steady, yet unexpected, decline.
The effects of this development
on  the VMT trend remain to be seen. It
is also unclear what the impact will
be of doing errands, socializing, and
other activities online versus leaving
home and driving. Online retail sales
are seven times what they were in
1999, with no indication of flattening.
More and more businesses and  com-

mercial ventures are en-
couraging the use of
the Internet to conduct
business, including apply-
ing for jobs, managing
accounts, and paying bills. 

Consequently, we cannot
assume an immediate
change back to the tradi-
tional increase in road
travel as a result of the
recent decrease in gas
prices, because the con-
tinued use of the Internet
is expected to increase.  

With regard to the aging
of the Baby Boomer gen-
eration, while it will not
reduce overall travel
because population con-
tinues to grow, it will
likely reduce the huge
VMT growth we have seen
in previous years.

The implications of these
dynamics are clear. We
can no longer assume that
the growth in road travel
— and therefore gas tax
revenue generated based
on  the current rate — will
be what  it  once was.  At
the same time, the need
for roadway repairs and
expansions is not likely to
substantially decline,  nor
are the associated costs
of construction. In order
to compensate for the
diminishing return on the

gas tax, alternative measures both
private and public must be taken
to ensure funding for highway repair
and expansion. These may take the
form  of an increase in the gas tax,
additional highway tolling, or other
usage-based fees.

Figure 4: US Historic Age Distribution

Figure 5: Average VMT Driven per Person by Age Range

Source: US Census

Source: 2001 National Household Travel Survey, U.S. DOT

UPCOMING RUDIN CENTER
EVENT 

Friday, March 6, 2009

TRANSPORTATION ISSUES
FOR THE NEXT DECADE

This conference is co-sponsored
with Princeton University’s
Policy Research Institute for the
Region, in association with
Rutgers University’s Edward J.
Bloustein School of Planning
and  Public Policy. The confer-
ence will explore the status of
the next surface transportation
bill, the potential for new
sources of financing transporta-
tion infrastructure, and the
ways in which the transporta-
tion community may want to —
and need to — link transporta-
tion to broader policy goals and
legislation in energy, health,
and the environment.

This event will be held at
Princenton University’s campus
in New Jersey. Further informa-
tion about the program is avail-
able at: http://www.prince-
ton.edu/prior/events/confer-
ences/transportation-infra-
struc/index.xml

COUNCIL ON
TRANSPORTATION

Representing major private and
nonprofit sector organizations,
the Council on Transpor-
tation is a bipartisan group
created by the  NYU Wagner
Rudin Center, committed to
improving transportation in the
downstate New York region. 

Kevin Corbett, Co-Chair
Alan Friedberg, Co-Chair
Richard Anderson
John Dionisio
Beverly Dolinsky 
Mortimer Downey III
Phil Dupuis
William Goetz
Mark Gorton
Jerry Gottesman
Gregory Hodkinson
Francis McArdle
James Melius
Steven Polan
Richard Ravitch
William Rudin
Gene Russianoff
Samuel Schwartz
Dominic Servedio
Kate Slevin
Richard Trenery
Robert Yaro
Jeff Zupan
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vately-owned railroads is the development of higher speed
short-to-medium distance intercity passenger rail hub net-
works. The most obvious place for Secretary LaHood to try
the idea of a robust federal-multistate partnership-private
sector collaboration would be in planning and implementing
the Chicago hub network for higher speed intercity trains
serving Illinois, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Missouri, Michigan,
Indiana and Ohio. These trains would radiate from Chicago to
points such as Milwaukee, Minneapolis, St. Louis, Detroit,
Indianapolis, and Cleveland.   

The Northeast Corridor is another location where federal-
multistate partnership-private sector collaboration could be
tried.  The I-95 Corridor Coalition “Corridor of the Future”
grant is intended to develop better customer information
links that would allow travelers on Amtrak’s Northeast
Corridor intercity service with much improved information
about transit links at both ends of their trips. Strong support
from USDOT will be required for this project to produce help-
ful and quick dividends.  

The recent federal Amtrak reauthorization legislation tenta-
tively tests the collaborative paradigm of multistate cooper-
ation with the formation of a Northeast Corridor Infrastruc-
ture and Operations Advisory Commission. Composed of the
Northeast Corridor states, USDOT and Amtrak, the Commis-
sion is charged with developing recommendations for short-
and long-term capital investment needs, as well as address-
ing operational improvements, scheduling, dispatching, mar-
keting and future capacity requirements. The new Adminis-
tration should consider taking the reins from Amtrak in man-
aging this advisory commission and seeking legislative change
to include in its charge a review of Northeast Corridor gover-
nance arrangements, including the multistate partnership
format advocated in the Alan M. Voorhees Transportation
Center report, “Northeast Corridor Action Plan: A Call for a
New Federal-State Partnership.”

Finally, multistate collaboration for planning and develop-
ment could be applied to coastal shipping. The Atlantic Coast
is an ideal test bed, with its congestion and heavy truck usage
on I-95 and less than robust rail freight traffic between the
Southeast and Northeast. The National Commission looked
into this possibility, and the I-95 Corridor Coalition is primed
to pursue this collaboration. A federal initiative on a
multistate basis for the Atlantic Coast would draw consider-
able interest.

Building upon this nation’s federal principles which allocate
responsibilities between the states and the federal govern-
ment, the Obama Administration should carefully weigh the
reality of today’s economy, the nation’s demography and its
geography for how transportation planning and policy are
conducted. Harnessing the nation’s energy for positive
change, so thwarted by a decade of rampaging federal fund-
ing earmarks and devolution thinking, the Administration
should seize the opportunity to define a new federal mission
in transportation — to foster many variations of multistate
transportation planning and project development partner-
ships and reorganize USDOT to perform that mission. The
results could well turn out to be stunningly rewarding and
satisfying for the nation and its megaregions.

Federal-Multistate Parnerships... (Cont. from page 7)

NEW YORK TRANSPORTATION JOURNAL

federal government’s transportation policy apparatus is a
“no-man’s land” in cases such as this, segmented by mode
and quasi-autonomous organizations without established
communications channels and dispute resolution mecha-
nisms. Therefore, in order to achieve coordination,
extraordinary organizational leadership and follow-
through will be required to create new relationships
between the Federal Aviation Administration, the Federal
Railroad Administration, the private airlines and Amtrak.
Moreover, the difficulty in assembling information from
privately-owned airlines and Amtrak impedes the imple-
mentation of findings, even if the FAA’s hypothesis proved
to be true. 

The absence of multistate partnerships for aviation con-
gestion relief is reflected  in the current litigation over
congestion relief measures in which the Port Authority of
New York & New Jersey successfully petitioned a court to
enjoin the FAA from auctioning airport slots at LaGuardia
Airport. Sharp disagreements about methods for dealing
with long-festering intergovernmental issues, such as this
one, are less likely when long-standing partnerships exist.  

Freight movement is another area in need of new para-
digm of federal-state collaboration. The recent report of
the National Commission provides Secretary LaHood with
a number of opportunities to experiment with the concept
of federally-initiated multistate partnerships to plan and
develop significant and complex freight projects. The re-
port calls for the development of a National Freight
Transportation Plan to address the reality that investment
has not kept pace with the emergence of trade-driven
supply chains and, consequently, freight movement is cho-
ked by a lack of adequate capacity and missing links. It
calls upon the federal government to work with multiple
states and metropolitan areas in this endeavor. Experience
and the current project inventory (the Heartland Corridor
project, the I-95 Corridor Coalition’s Mid-Atlantic Rail

Operations project proposal to improve rail freight move-
ments into and among the Mid-Atlantic states and Norfolk
Southern’s Crescent Corridor proposal to relieve truck
congestion on the I-81 Corridor), indicates that multiple
states must be involved. A federal initiative that: a) facil-
itates the states to organize around each of these goods
movement projects, b) encourages the privately-owned
railroads to participate, and c) provides continuing feed-
back and financial support, is ready to be tried. 

A third new area that is ripe for a federally-initiated mul-
tistate partnership and collaboration with Amtrak and pri-

“...the Administration should seize the
opportunity to define a new federal
mission in transportation — to foster

many variations of multistate transporta-
tion planning and project development
partnerships and reorganize USDOT to

perform that mission.”
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for infrastructure construction work.
But alternative fuel retrofits and installa-
tions can provide work that is both useful
to the nation and helpful to some dis-
placed workers.

5. The fifth challenge: Keeping more
Americans alive on the highways. We
have to stop killing over 40,000 people a
year on our highways and maiming hun-
dreds of thousands more. Each year we
kill almost as many people as died during
the entire Vietnam conflict. Annually as
many Americans die in highway fatalities
in Illinois as died in the peak year of
casualties in Iraq. If so many made a
cause from the number of young
Americans unnecessarily dying on battle-
fields, can’t we march to keep alive those
who die at home?

The highway deaths cannot be just
accepted as a price to pay for all the ben-
efits that we enjoy.  Most deaths and acci-
dents are preventable, either by physical
reconfigurations of our roads and high-
ways or by a resocialization of our prob-
lem drivers. There are technology solu-
tions, such as those that can prevent most
drunk drivers from being able to drive,
and there are  behavior modification pro-
grams, whether directed at anger man-
agement or unnecessary risk taking, that
can redirect the problem driver into pos-
itive on-road behaviors. But do we have
the national will to insist on their use?

This is a question both for now and for the
future if we do not deal effectively and
comprehensively with the issue. If we
plan to use lighter passenger vehicles as a
key to higher fuel economy, which is the
model in the rest of the world, then we
are going to have to fully segregate our
traffic streams to limit heavy/light inter-
actions and we are going to have to root
out as many of the causes of avoidable
accidents as we can. Until we do, soccer
moms are going to want larger and heav-
ier vehicles to protect their families when
they have to travel on the highways.

The Obama administration will also have
to tackle the inconsistent federal stan-
dards for avoidable deaths. EPA has a
legislative mandate on avoidable deaths
from air pollution that resulted in the
recent adoption of an ozone standard
that would reduce annual deaths by 1100
at a cost of $8.8 billion dollars per year.
We have no comparable standard for
highway deaths and we do not require
the spending of comparable amounts on
highway safety to avoid the deaths we
could. We must treat highway deaths as
just as preventable as those from avoided
air pollution.

NEW YORK TRANSPORTATION JOURNAL
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6. The sixth challenge: Reconfiguring
federal planning and project review
processes to match the pace of private
capital investment. Federal good inten-
tions for community involvement and
environmental review add, it is said, an
average of four years of pre-construction
time to the duration of most major proj-
ects that use federal funds. States with
time sensitive or development-related
projects avoid using federal funds,
because developers with opportunities
will not  put their lives on hold to wait out
the federal approval cycles.

The problems of federal process are not
always about the standards to be
imposed. The problems are routinely
about the process itself. The issues are
not always about the environmental
review process. It is often unnecessarily
long to clear agency reviews when there is
a finding of no significant impact. Faster
state review processes have been found in
states with high review standards, such as
New York and California, and in states
such as Florida where the state review
processes were seen to be less rigorous.

Adding an unnecessary four years to a proj-
ect timeline is unacceptable in today’s
economic climate because it adds substan-
tial costs to the project and delays the
realization of benefits to the wider com-
munity. The differentials in time by mode,
that make it twice as hard to implement a
mass transit project with federal funds as a
highway project, leave communities frus-
trated in their attempts to rationalize local
land use development strategies.

This challenge has particular resonance
today. The massive stimulus program
funds can really only make a difference in
the next four years if they are not encum-
bered by federal process requirements.
The projects that they fund must be
process-ready to really get to the bidding
stage quickly. So if we can minimize the
process issues for the stimulus, by speed-
ing up federal process reviews or giving
clearer guidance to state and local agen-
cies, can’t we fix the problems for the
regular program?

If we don’t cure the process problems,
there will be big gaps in our construction
cycles as we try to get the next round of
projects ready to go. More donor states
will get disillusioned and ask to keep their
funds at home. And we will continue to
suffer from delays in benefits and unnec-
essary additions to our cost structure,
something we can no longer afford.

With these six challenges, and many more
to come, the Obama administration will
have their hands full.

The Six Immediate Transportation... (Cont. from page 5)
Rudin Center Highlights

FEATURED PROJECT AND
UPCOMING PUBLICATION

The Wagner Rudin Center for
Transportation Policy and Mana-
gement is completing work on a
project sponsored by the New
York Metropolitan Transporta-
tion Council (NYMTC) and
the University Transportation
Research Center, Region 2. The
final product will be  a guidebook
for practitioners titled,
“Strenghtening Interjurisdictional
Coordination on Transportation
and Related Land Use.” This pub-
lication is intended to facilitate
better integration of land use and
transportation planning. 

The project is financed through
NYMTC's September 11th Memo-
rial Program for Regional Trans-
portation Planning, a living
memorial to three NYMTC staffers
— Ignatius Adanga, Charles
Lesperance and See-Wong Shum —
who were tragically killed  during
the terrorist attack on September
11, 2001.  

The upcoming guidebook is drawn
from research on the jurisdiction-
al barriers that have had an
impact on  greater integration of
land use and transportation plan-
ning in a variety of recent plan-
ning studies. This publication
builds on findings from a repre-
sentative sample of case studies.
Reviewed as part of the research,
were NYMTC's pilot sustainable
development studies, which test-
ed new approaches to more inte-
grated planning, and other more
mainstream study efforts.  

The research highlighted in the
upcoming guidebook yielded a
number of “lessons learned”
regarding coordination between,
and among, jurisdictions and lev-
els of government that are rele-
vant to integrated land use and
transportation planning. It pro-
vides training matrices, including
on key success factors for inter-
jurisdictional coordination. Once
published, the guidebook will
serve both as a primer for practi-
tioners seeking to facilitate more
integrated planning as well as
a curriculum for workshops on
this, and related topics. 
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Over the past several years the United
States has experienced a never-before-
seen flattening and subsequent drop in
overall vehicle miles traveled (VMT) on its
highways. The likely factors, among oth-
ers, which contribute to this recent phe-
nomenon include:

• An increase in the cost of driving
• A shift in the age of the population
• A shift in trip purpose (and necessity)

A reduction in VMT means less federal gas
tax (and toll) revenue to fund repairs and
expansions of the highway system.  

Figure 1 presents the annual VMT (a 12-
month moving total, or the total of the
month shown plus the previous eleven
months) for the years 1940 through 2008.

There have been temporary reductions in
VMT during periods of turmoil, such as oil
crises, times of war, and economic reces-
sions. Despite these temporary “dips”,
VMT generally grew rapidly over the years.
However, in 2006 and 2007, VMT did not
increase above 2005 levels, and in 2008
there was a noticeable decline in VMT of
three percent.

TAKE MY AUTOMOBILE PLEASE...
WHY AMERICANS ARE DRIVING LESS AND
THE IMPACT ON TRANSPORTATION FUNDING

BY SUZANNE SEEGMULLER

Compared to 1960, there are currently
70% more people living in the United
States, 140% more licensed drivers and
320% more vehicle miles driven on U.S.
roadways. Over this half century, the
dramatic increase in VMT has generally
been attributed to the ease of use
and availability of cars versus other
travel modes; to the longer drives
necessitated by the relocation of resi-
dences and businesses away from city
centers; and to an increase in the num-
ber of women in the workforce. Little
change has been seen in these factors
over the past ten-to-fifteen years, yet
VMT has continued growing through the
first half of the 2000s.  

The recent flattening of the long-term
VMT trend may be attributable to other

factors, such as the record
increase in the price of gas;
the growing availability and
ubiquitous usage of high-
speed Internet service; and
the aging of the population.
These factors in combina-
tion are reducing travel
by automobile.  

Gas Prices

The jump in gas prices in
recent years is often
regarded as the logical
cause of the reduction
in VMT growth. Numerous
studies have been conduct-
ed to determine the
effect of gas prices on road
travel; however, none of
these studies are
recent enough to analyze

the jump in pump price from $1.25
to $4.25 per gallon of regular gasoline
from 2002 through mid-2008. While
the nominal price of gas remained
relatively stable throughout the 1980s
and 1990s, the real price (i.e., the price
in today’s dollars) actually decreased
over that period; the 2007 real price of
gas was similar to that of 1980-1981.

(Continued on page 12)

Figure 1: U.S. Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)

Source: Federal Highway Administration


