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SUGGESTED PRINCIPLES FOR EFFECTIVE INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
RELATIONSmPS IN fflGHWAY AFFAIRS 

Norman Hebden, Highway Research Board 
and 

Ralph S. Laivis, Bureau of Public Roads 

• Rapid, convenient and e f f i c i e n t transportation i s a keystone i n our 
national economy. Hi^way transport occupies an important place i n the 
transportation picture, made possible by the development of a highway net
work i ^ c h includes every road and street throughout the nation. Continued 
social and economic progress requires the adequate development of t h i s net
work i n i t s e n t i r e t y , to serve e f f e c t i v e l y present and future transporta
t i o n needs of agriculture, industry, commerce and community l i f e . The 
highway network must f i l l these needs e f f i c i e n t l y and economically, and at 
the same time provide f o r increased highway safety find the elimination of 
costly t r a f f i c congestion. 

\>&th but few exceptions, the pattern of highway administration vihich 
has evolved i n t h i s country places respo n s i b i l i t y f o r roads and streets i n 
the hands of the several governmental j u r i s d i c t i o n s — state, county, town
ship and municipality. I n accord with t h i s d i v i s i o n of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f or 
highways, the major in t e r e s t of each unit of government i s i n the roads or 
streets vdiich are under i t s d i r e c t management control. Nevertheless, each 
unit i n any particular state also has an extensive and v i t a l i n t e r e s t i n 
the entire highway network i n the state. For the value of the parts i s 
l i m i t e d unless they are welded i n t o a whole. The t r a v e l movements of the 
farmer hauling his produce to a c i t y market, or those of the metropolitan 
gasoline and f u e l o i l d i s t r i b u t o r serving the r u r a l areas, demonstrate t h i s 
point. Both use several classes of roads i n such movements — the c i t y 
s t reet, the state highway and the county or township road. Each class i s 
essential to the marketing operation. I n f a c t , a l l of our highway f a c i l i 
t i e s and the seirvices rendered are interdependent, each complementing the 
other i n the over-all scheme. 

The integration and adequate development of the whole highway plant i s 
clearly a Joint r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of the various governmental u n i t s , demanding 
close coordination of e f f o r t and cooperative action i n the highest degree. 
I n every state, a proper balance i n highway development i s necessary. Thus, 
the extent and character of the relationships between and among the agen
cies responsible f o r highways i n each state are of prime importance and 
have a s i g n i f i c a n t bearing on the sound expenditure of the highway d o l l a r . 

Faced with the c r i t i c a l inadequacy of our existing f a c i l i t i e s t o meet 
t r a f f i c demands, and losing ground rather than gaining i t , highway adminis
t r a t o r s have a d i f f i c u l t problem. I t s solution w i l l tax a l l the resources 
and "know-how" at t h e i r Joint command. To successfully cope with the 
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problem, there must be established a r e a l working partnership i n highway af
f a i r s — a partnership of a l l the highv/ay agencies i n a state, marked by a 
s p i r i t of openmindedness and a mutual determination to work together. Leg
i s l a t o r s and highway o f f i c i a l s have too long overlooked the fact that the 
development of an adequate highv;ay network i s but one problem. To the users 
of that network, the i n v i s i b l e boundaries of the p o l i t i c a l units responsible 
f o r i t s parts are of no concern. A l l highway agencies have the same objec
t i v e — t o serve the pubHc interest by providing the best possible highway 
plant. I t i s time to realize that the several highway agencies i n a state 
can no longer go t h e i r own separate ways. Instead, they should proceed to 
develop a cooperative program. 

I n t h i s growing area of j o i n t r e s p o n s i b i l i t y and relationships numer
ous shortcomings e x i s t . Examination of prevailing practice discloses, 
anong other things, the urgent need f o r more adequate l e g i s l a t i o n , a clearer 
d e f i n i t i o n and assignment of re s p o n s i b i l i t y , the establishment of compre
hensive policies and cooperative procedures and uniformity i n t h e i r execu
t i o n , much closer coordination i n planning and programming, the proper class
i f i c a t i o n of highways, improved administrative practice, more adequate com
munications, and better mutual understanding of each other's problems. 

Few guideposts toward attaining effective relationships exist f o r the 
le g i s l a t o r and the highway adnanistrator. On the whole, cooperative r e l a 
tions of the various governmental units i n highv/ay matters have developed 
more or less haphazardly. I n most states, problems of j o i n t concern have 
largely been dealt vdth separately, with l i t t l e thought given to the possi
ble effects the in d i v i d u a l decisions might have upon intergovernmental re
lationships considered as a whole. Such piecemeal development of r e l a t i o n 
ships has not been satisfactory, as t h e i r current status and the needs a l 
ready cited generally indicate. The determination of some guideposts f o r 
improved relationships, conprehensive i n scope and based s o l i d l y upon the 
facts and experience which have been accumulated i n practice, would be most 
he l p f u l . 

The purpose of t h i s paper i s to present some suggested principles f o r 
effective intergovernmental relationships i n highway a f f a i r s , based upon the 
findings of a research e f f o r t which has been underway several years. The 
project was started i n 1948 at the Yale Bureau of Highway T r a f f i c , under a 
research professorship financed by the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation. The 
f i r s t stage was limit e d i n scope to an analysis of s t a t e - c i t y relations, on 
which subject two reports were published (1). Continuation of the project, 
expanding i t s scope to encompass the relationships of a l l units of govern
ment responsible f o r higbiays, was needed; and the Bureau of Public Roads 
along ivith a group of national organizations, largely representative of 
state, county and municipal o f f i c i a l s , agreed to sponsor j o i n t l y a coopera
t i v e project to carry the research forward (2). The project i s being coa-
ducted under the auspices of the Highr/ay Research Board, which established 
an Advisory Committee to guide the course of the study. 

As a part of t h i s over-all research project, one major objective was 
to conduct a p i l o t study i n a particular state. The purpose was f i r s t to 
determine what the relationships between the highway agencies therein are, 
and how they might be improved, i n l i g h t of the influence of l o c a l condi-



tions or any special circumstances which ndght exist i n the state. And sec
ond, t o u t i l i z e the findings as a t e s t of some principles f o r better r e l a 
tionships which had been t e n t a t i v e l y formulated. Such a p i l o t study was 
undertaken i n Maryland l a t e i n 1951. This project, which had the f u l l co
operation of the Maryland State Roads Commission, v;as conducted f o r the Com?-
ndssicn on Administrative OrgarJLzation of the State (IJaryland's " l i t t l e 
Hoover Commission"). I t was completed some months ago and a report was pub
lished by the Highvfay Research Board i n September 1952 ( 2 ) . This compre
hensive study of highway relationships i n Ifeiryland included a thorough an^ 
alysis of the statutory provisions affecting relationships, a determination 
of existing relationships, and a detailed examination of adnlnistrative 
practice. The legal analysis v;as primarily l i b r a r y research, and hundreds 
of both the public general laws and the public loceil laws were studied and 
briefed. The details of the operating or working relationships v/ere obtain
ed by discussions with state and l o c a l o f f i c i a l s throughout the state over 
a period of more than four months. County Commissioners, as v/ell as the 
highway o f f i c i a l s , i n a l l of the counties were v i s i t e d . S i m i l a r l y , munici
pal o f f i c i a l s i n a l l county seats and i n a number of other c i t i e s were v i s 
i t e d . 

I t warrants emphasis that a l l the groundwork i n connection vdth t h i s 
research e f f o r t has been accomplished by actual case study—going i n t o the 
states and conferring with highway and other o f f i c i a l s , reviewing pertinent 
l e g i s l a t i v e provisions and reports, and determining actual procedures. Thus 
the findings are based on p r a c t i c a l considerations, rather than on t h e o r e t i 
cal concepts. 

Before going f u r t h e r , two or three observations w i l l be of i n t e r e s t . 
I n the course of t h i s research, i t has been noted that a specific principle 
my seem to be axiomatic and rather vddely recognized, at least when t r e a t -
al as a single item i n discussions with highway o f f i c i a l s . Yet, there i s 
ample evidence that application of that same principle i s apparently "over
looked" i n practice i n the confusion of the whole problem of relationships. 
Attention has also been brought to the f a c t that i n some instances a pro
cedure i s being foUovfed conoistently i n practice vdthout the r e a l i z a t i o n 
tl i a t i t actually represents the application of a p r i n c i p l e . Furthermore, 
the basic principle which ^viU be suggested w i l l not, alone, always be s e l f -
s u f f i c i e n t . The vraiy i n which i t i s carried out i s often equally important. 
I t i s necessary and desirable, therefore, to set f o r t h certain corollaries. 
These are indicated herein. 

From a l l that has gone before, there i s clearly a need f o r better 
understanding of the problem of relationships. The provision of maximum 
highvjay service, today, requires that the several systems of roads and 
streets ^•rtiich make up the complete highway network i n a state, be w e l l irv-
tegrated, adequately improved, and e f f i c i e n t l y managed. Each unit of gov
ernment having j u r i s d i c t i o n over highways or streets shares t h i s responsi
b i l i t y . And successful accomplishment of t h i s j o i n t task calls f o r the 
development of new and extensive cooperative relationships. 

Turning now to a consideration of the principles v/hich underlie effec
t i v e intergovernmental relationships, the areas which block out the frame-
vrork f o r such relationships are indicated i n the f i r s t chart. Additional 
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charts summarizing the principles w i t h i n each of the areas shown are printed 
on succeeding pages. .Ve have as a s t a r t i n g point the basic premise that the 
adequate development of the highv.ay transportation network i n any state i s 
a single problem, as has been emphasized, even though portions of that net
work are administered by d i f f e r e n t units of government. 

FRAMEWORK FOR E F F E C T I V E HIGHWAY RELATIONSHIPS 

Authority and 
Responsibi l i ty 

L o n g - r a n g e 
Planning 

Highway -
C lass i f ica t ion 

E F F E C T I V E 
HIGHWAY 

RELATIONSHIPS 

Adequate 
F i n a n c i n g 

Continuous 
Programming 

Standards 

Organization and 
Management Procedures 

Thus, vdth separate administration the established pattern, the f i r s t 
step required i s to provide the various governmental units adequate author
i t y and resp o n s i b i l i t y to enable them to manage e f f i c i e n t l y t h e i r respec
t i v e portions of the highway netvrork. Yet, highway l e g i s l a t i o n often f a i l s 
to measure up i n t h i s respect, being inadequate, i n d e f i n i t e , and confusing. 
For example, a permissive lav/ which provides that the state highv.-ay depart
ment may assume respon s i b i l i t y for urban extensions of state highv/ays simply 
begs the question eind i s of small aid to c i t i e s . Hie crux of the matter i s — 
what r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , t o v/hat degree, and when. Such lav/s foster discordant 

rather than harmonious relationships. Sometimes, on the other hand, a state 
w i l l assume some obligation f o r such urban extensions, i n the absence of any 
l e g i s l a t i v e sanction to do so, as i s the case i n Maryland. Sven then the 
qu a l i t y of relationships may be strained, however, because of variances i n 
the extent such res p o n s i b i l i t y has been accepted by the state. 



AUTHORITY AND RESPONSIBILITY 

Highway laws should: 
Clearly define and assign authority and responsibility for high
way function at each governmental level 

1. Distinguish between policy-making and administrative 
functions. 

The existing authority and res p o n s i b i l i t y of a highway agency and of 
i t s top-level o f f i c i a l s i s often unclear at the several governmental levels. 
To i l l u s t r a t e , we may c a l l on the Maryland study again, where i t was found 
that the express l e g a l provisions f o r the state highway agency extend only 
to a state highway system that was selected i n 1909, plus any existing 
county roads the state may have taken over since t h a t time. Also, there i s 
no d e f i n i t i o n of the respective authorities and resp o n s i b i l i t i e s of the 
State Roads Commission, v.Mch i s a three-member body, and i t s chief engi
neer, either by law or by administrative d i r e c t i v e . Biese things i n e v i t a b l y 
r e s u l t i n confusion and eventually are detrimental to relationships. At the 
l o c a l l e v e l , general authority over roads and streets i s given to the gov
erning bodies of both counties and c i t i e s . But, again, the l e g i s l a t i o n does 
not define the r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s of either the governing body or the road or 
street head, and the p o s s i b i l i t y of f r i c t i o n and misunderstanding i s en
hanced. I n addition, i t was found that vrtiile there i s existing l e g i s l a t i o n 
which gives the county commissioners authority over county roads, the same 
authority i s provided a l l over again by the provision of special l e g i s l a t i v e 
enactments f o r 19 of the 23 counties i n the state. Obviously there i s no 
need f o r such duplication. 

Such examples as these demonstrate the need f o r adequate d e f i n i t i o n 
and delegation of authority and re s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the highway function at 
a l l levels of government. And an additional c r i t e r i o n to be s a t i s f i e d i s 
the clear separation of the policy-making function from the administrative 
function, vathout these, relationships between a l l highway agencies i n a 
state are adversely affected and sound administration i s impossible. I t i s 
manifest that the f i r s t basic principle and i t s corollary are as follows: 

I . The highway laws i n each state should define clearly and 
assign d e f i n i t e l y authority and res p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the 
highway function at each l e v e l of government. 

a. The l e g i s l a t i o n should also c l e a r l y separate the 
functions of policy making and administration. 

At t h i s point, the governmental units at each l e v e l have be»n given 
Juris d i c t i o n over a portion of the o v e r - a l l highway netv/ork* along w i t h a 
clear mandate as to t h e i r r e s p o n s i b i l i t y and authority f»erefor. But what. 
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precisely, constitutes t h e i r respective portions of that network? The an
swer t o t h i s l i e s i n classifjdng a l l of the roads and streets i n a state, 
ranging from the major controlled-access highway to the country road or sub
urban street. Highway c l a s s i f i c a t i o n i s of fundamental importance. I t not 
only provides f o r the clear-cut assignment of detailed administrative and 
f i n a n c i a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , but i t also provides the foundation f o r the es
tablishment of a long-range plan, p r i o r i t i e s f o r improvements, and a f i s c a l 
program. 

Yet, i n c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , v;e have a perfect example of a widely recog
nized p r i n c i p l e , but one ivhich i s Inadequately applied i n practice. Exist
ing highv/ay systems i n every state have b u i l t up under changing policies and 
objectives, varying practices, and p o l i t i c a l factors so t h a t , i n general, 
highv/ay c l a s s i f i c a t i o n today presents a confused picture. For example, 
systems overlap, d i v i s i o n of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y i s unclear, s p l i t j u r i s d i c t i o n 
exists over alternate sections of a continuous route, and systems include 
roads for which there i s no j u s t i f i c a t i o n on the basis of t r a f f i c service. 
Furthermore, c l a s s i f i c a t i o n at the l o c a l l e v e l has been especially weak. 
Obviously, intergovernmental relationships are v i t a l l y affected by proper 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n f o r i t largely determines the r e a l extent of the job of each 
un i t . Classification cannot be done haphazardly; i t requires careful study, 
and the task should be carried out with the f u l l cooperation of l o c a l units 
i f good relations are to p r e v a i l . A second principle thus stands out clear
l y -

I I . Legislation i n each state should require the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 
of a l l highways and streets i n t o systems, based on the char
acter and extent of t r a f f i c service rendered. 

I n the application of t h i s p r i n c i p l e , the important adjuncts are that the 
l e g i s l a t i o n should provide f o r : 

fflGHWAY CLASSIFICATION 

In each state, legislation should: 
Require classification of all highways and streets 

1. Establish criteria defining systems of highways 
2. Assign responsibility for the systems 
3. Make provision for cooperative classification 

a. Emphasis on local participation 
b. Final approval of systems vested in state 

s4. Authorize additions to systems within prescribed limits 



ADEQUATE FINANCING 

Legislation (state and local) should: 
Provide adequate financial support for highways in accord with 
fiscal studies 

1. Specifically prescribe financial responsibility of each 
governmental unit for cooperative undertakings 

a. The establishment and adoption of a c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 
scheme, defining the various classes or systems of 
roads and streets. 

b. The assignment of re s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r each system 
to the most appropriate unit of government. 

c. The exercise of the f u l l e s t cooperation between 
the governmental units at a l l levels i n the task 
of selecting and grouping the roads and streets 
i n t o systems, with the l o c a l units either d o i n j 
the job or participating i n i t , with f i n a l au
t h o r i t y f o r approval of the systems vested at 
the state l e v e l . 

d. The making of additions to the systems, but only 
on the basis of a factu a l study and w i t h i n some 
prescribed l i m i t to avoid uncontrolled additions 
to system mileages. 

Next, i t i s necessary t o determine v/hat the highway job ahead i s , what 
the f i n a n c i a l requirements are, and how the Job can be accomplished. The 
modernization of highv/ay f a c i l i t i e s i s an imperative need; and i t i s a d i f 
f i c u l t task because of i t s magnitude and the heavy costs involved. Ade
quate planning and programming provide the only means to accomplish the 
task. A long-range highway development plan should be con^iiled which w i l l 
determine needed improvements and f i n a n c i a l requirements f o r a period of 
10 to 20 years i n the future. Since no long-range plan i s s t a t i c , i t should 
be reappraised at appropriate i n t e r v a l s . Coupled with t h i s a continuous 
prograimning procedure should be i n i t i a t e d , providing f o r the scheduling of 
projects over a specified period of time, i n accordance vdth a f i n a n c i a l 
plan,and a periodical renewal of the program. This process should be a con
tinuous one, i n that at each budget time the program should be reviewed, 
making any necessary revisions to meet changed circumstances and adding an
other increment of nev/ projects t o replace those conpleted. Local govern
ments should report to the state periodically on work completed and future 
work scheduled. Use of t h i s techriique provides for the step-by-step ac
complishment of a long-range plan. 



8, 

I n recent years there has been an accelerating development i n the states 
i n the compilation of long-range plans, and i t i s widely recognized that such 
plans must be coiqiiled f o r l o c a l roads and streets as w e l l as f o r state high
ways. Hov/ever, l i t t l e progress has been made toward the introduction of con
tinuous programming. I n most states, there i s s t i l l too l i t t l e understand
ing on the part of highv/ay people, especially at l o c a l levels, of hov/ these 
essentials of good management can be applied, and of the values inherent i n 
them. Increased e f f o r t tov/ard t h e i r use must be made and constantly r e v i t a l 
ized. Each governmental unit should have a long-range development plan and 
should i n i t i a t e sound programming. The state should encourage and assist 
t h i s development; and since the integration of plans i s essential to the re
a l i z a t i o n of maximum highway service, the state should be authorized to co
ordinate and review the long-range plans of l o c a l governments and to estab
l i s h standards f o r a satisfactory plan. This brings out two in t e r r e l a t e d 
principles which embody the described approach and which have considerable 
effect i n the development of cooperative relationships. 

I I I . Legislation should authorize and d i r e c t an appropriate agency 
of the state and of each l o c a l governmental u n i t to prepare, 
i n d i v i d u a l l y or J o i n t l y , a long-range plan f o r highway devel
opment over a specified period of years. 

The l e g i s l a t i o n , furthermore, should authorize and di r e c t : 

a. The complete cooperative action between the state 
and l o c a l units i n a l l phases of the task. 

b. Each unit t o re-appraise i t s plan at appropriate 
in t e r v a l s . 

LONG-RANGE PLANNING 

Legislation should: 
Require each governmental unit to prepare a long-range high
way development plan 

1. Authorize cooperative preparation of plan 
2. Require re-appraisal of plan at appropriate intervals 
3. Authorize appropriate state agency to coordinate the 
work 

a. Review local plans 
b. Establish standards for satisfactory plan 
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CONTINUOUS PROGRAMMING 

Legislation should: 
Authorize and direct state and local units to prepare a short-
term improvement program based on their long-range plans 

1. Establish period of time program is to span 
2. Require financial plan 
3. Authorize state to assist local units in task 
4. Establish continuous programming procedure by requir
ing units to review their programs periodically, adding new 
projects to replace those completed 
5. Require periodic progress reports by local units 

c. The state agency to effect coordination of the work, 
to review the plans of l o c a l u n i t s , and to outline 
the essentials of a satisfactory plan. 

IV. Legislation should authorize and direct the state and each 
l o c a l unit to prepare a short-term improvement program, i n 
cluding a f i n a n c i a l plan, f o r a specified program period, 
based upon t h e i r respective long-range plans. 

I n order to maintain a continuing program and to provide f o r adequate 
coordination, the l e g i s l a t i o n should authorize and encourage the state to 
assist l o c a l units i n t h i s e f f o r t and also require: 

a. Each unit to review i t s program at budget time, mak
ing adjustments to meet changing needs and adding a 
new increment of projects to replace coii^jleted ones. 

b. Each l o c a l unit to report periodically t o the state, 
s e t t i n g f o r t h work completed i n the preceding period 
and l i s t i n g the work programmed f o r the follovdng 
period. 

With the roads c l a s s i f i e d and the highway task mapped out i n d e t a i l , 
each governmental u n i t has i t s r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r roads or streets clearly 
established. The next essential to meeting that r e s p o n s i b i l i t y i s the mat
t e r of adequate financing. I t i s not within the purview of t h i s research 
project to evaluate methods of financing or ways i n which revenues are dis
t r i b u t e d among the highway agencies i n a state. Certainly highway finance 
i s a key problem faced today; and extensive research i n t h i s f i e l d i s 
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urgently needed i n a l l states. However, i n terms of principles, i t w i l l 
suffice here .to point out that governmental units at each l e v e l must be en
abled to finance t h e i r assigned portion of the highway function. I n addi
t i o n , l e g i s l a t i v e sanction and financing of special studies of a l l phases of 
the highway problem - needs, f i s c a l requirements and resources, and manage
ment - should be provided. 

User-taxes, state a i d , l o c a l taxes and credit financing are, of course, 
the major sources of highway revenue. I n so f a r as l o c a l governments are 
concerned, the importance of state aid i s universally recognized; and the 
vddespread use of t h i s method of financing l o c a l roads and sti*eets has a 
tremendous effect upon relationships. I t can be %he means of establishing 
close, cooperative r e l a t i o n s , or i t can cause undesirable f r i c t i o n . More
over, i n the case of projects of j o i n t i n t e r e s t vrtiere f i n a n c i a l responsibil
i t y i s shared by governmental u n i t s , the terms should be d e f i n i t e l y spelled 
out and they should be applied uniformly. This i s i n direct contrast t o 
the situation not infrequently found i n practice where these matters are 
l e f t f o r consideration and decision i n each i n d i v i d u a l case. This tends to 
put things on a "bargaining" basis, which leads to strained relationships. 
The next p r i n c i p l e , therefore, i s : 

V. Adequate f i n a n c i a l support of highways, i n accord with f i s c a l 
studies, should be provided through appropriate state and l o 
c a l l e g i s l a t i o n . 

a. I n the case of cooperative undertakings, l e g i s l a 
t i o n should s p e c i f i c a l l y establish the respective 
f i n a n c i a l responsibilities of each governmental 
u n i t , and the terms established should be applied 
uniformly. 

STANDARDS 

In each state: 
Formalized construction and maintenance standards for local 
roads and streets should be developed cooperatively 

1. Legislation should establish state-wide committees to 
formulate standards 

a. Separate committees for local rural roads and city 
streets 
b. State highway agency provided minority representa
tion on each committee 
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ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT PROCEDURES 

In each state: 
Highway legislation and management procedures should be re
viewed and revised to provide effective administration machinery 
1. Management 

a. At state level, establish single staff unit responsible 
for cooperative undertakings and coordination thereof. 
b. At local level, designate local road head to coordinate 
local activities and delegate to him adequate powers of 
negotiation 

2. State Administrative Supervision Require use of essential 
methods of supervision, with emphasis on advice and service 
3. Cooperative Arrangements Legislation should authorize 
all units to enter into cooperative arrangements with one another 
4. Communications All means of communication should be 
fully exploited by the state, using such methods as policy di
rectives, manuals of practice, and periodic and special con
ferences 

I n the determination of highway needs, the compilation of long-range 
plans, and the actual preparation of project plans, i t i s necessary that 
standards be developed f o r the various classes of roads and streets. The 
matter of standards i s , i n f a c t , of broadest significance f o r i t affects 
the q u a l i t y and econony of higliway service. This may be exemplified by the 
failiu-e of a county or townsliip unit to grade i t s roads to a satisfactory 
standard, so that in. vdnter the snow piles up and blocks the roads. As a 
consequence, there i s not only incurred the inconvenience and economic loss 
to highway transport, but the cost of snow removal also becomes an outsized 
item. The inadequacy of standards can also hasten obsolescence. 

Local governmental vudts frequently do not have formalized standards 
fo r construction and maintenance. Instead, the ideas of the l o c a l engineer 
as to an adequate standard f o r each in d i v i d u a l project govern. Consequently, 
standards vary from job t o job; and since such informal standards are de
termined by a single i n d i v i d u a l , they often do not r e f l e c t the benefits 
Tjhich might re s u l t from group deliberation and cooperation. The matter of 
standards has been the source of much controversy i n many states and impinges 
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sharply upon the quality of relationships. For example, the a r b i t r a r y im
position of a state standard for l o c a l projects, vd.th l i t t l e consideration 
of l o c a l conditions, i s u n r e a l i s t i c and leads to f r i c t i o n . On the other 
hand, the random use of the nile-of-thumb method, heavily influenced by a 
strong desire to stretch available l o c a l funds fa r t h e s t , i s equallv unde
s i r a b l e . Proper standards are needed, and t h e i r developnent through j o i n t 
deliberation, making f u l l use of the knowledge and experience of the highway 
engineers of both state and l o c a l u n i t s , would y i e l d the best r e s u l t . This 
suggests the next principle: 

VI. Formalized construction and maintenance standeu:ds for l o c a l 
roads and streets should be developed cooperatively i n each 
state. 

a. Standards for l o c a l r u r a l roads should be develop
ed by a representative group of l o c a l highway of
f i c i a l s i n a s t a t e , on which group the state high
way agency should be represented. Standards for 
c i t y s t r e e t s should be developed by a s i m i l a r rep
resentative group of c i t y highway o f f i c i a l s , with 
state highway department representation. 

The remaining principles concern organization and management responsi
b i l i t i e s , and for the sake of brevity they may be treated together because 
of t h e i r close interconnection. I f we are to have cooperative and benefi
c i a l relationships i n highvfay a f f a i r s , there must be provided e f f e c t i v e ad-
n i n i s t r a t i v e machinery as w e l l as l e g i s l a t i v e authority for the e s t a b l i s h 
ment of cooperative working procedures. Legislators and highway o f f i c i a l s 
of a l l units of government must recognize the principles of organization, 
the value rather than any onus of state administrative supervision, the 
benefits of cooperative working procedures, and the need for the f u l l d i s 
semination of information and frequent d i r e c t contact between the s t a f f s of 
the state and l o c a l highway units. I n practice, i t i s found that these 
things are often overlooked. A broad principle may be stated as follows: 

V I I . Highway l e g i s l a t i o n and management practices i n each state 
should provide effective administrative machinery for the 
conduct of cooperative highway operations. 

Exi s t i n g l e g i s l a t i o n and administrative practices i n each state should 
be thoroughly reviewed and v&i&re necessary, revised to acconqilish t h i s end. 
This broad principle can only be given meaning, of course, by the introduc
t i o n of s p e c i f i c supplementary p r i n c i p l e s . These are stated below, follow
ing a b r i e f commend indic a t i v e of t h e i r need. 

F i r s t , with respect to o v e r - a l l management, the inadequate s t a f f assign
ment of authority and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y for cooperative undertalcLngs at a l l 
governmental l e v e l s , and inadequate l i a i s o n between un i t s , are weaknesses 
requiring attention. Both materially a f f e c t good re l a t i o n s , A necessary 
corollary to the broad principle i s : 

l , a . At the state l e v e l , a l l r e s p o n s i b i l i t y for cooperative 
undertakings should be consolidated into a single s t a f f 
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unit, and the head of t h i s unit should report d i r e c t l y 
to the top administrator of the state highway agency. 

The head of t h i s unit should serve i n a l i a i s o n capacity with the l o 
c a l governmental xuiits; he should coordinate a l l work of j o i n t i n t e r e s t , 
including such a c t i v i t i e s as the i n i t i a t i o n of projects and broad planning, 
the compilation of programs, the formulation of standards, and the working 
out of cooperative arrangements; and he should be provided adequate s t a f f 
to discharge these r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s with respect to both county and munici
p a l work. 

1. b. At the l o c a l l e v e l , each governmental unit should des
ignate the head of i t s road organization, to coordinate 
a l l i t s a c t i v i t i e s affecting highways, and vdthln fixed 
p o l i c i e s , and should delegate to him adequate powers of 
negotiation so that he can deal e f f e c t i v e l y u lth state 
highway o f f i c i a l s . 

Secondly, state administrative supervision i s an important adjunct of 
effective management machinery. This type of supervision i s not concerned 
s o l e l y with control measures and the accountability process. I t also i n 
cludes the v i t a l function of providing advice and seinrLces to l o c a l u n i t s . 
Contrary to the offhand reaction, the exercise of such supervision need not 
be onerous. While l o c a l units should, for example, be held accountable for 
the esxpenditures of state-aid funds, the r e a l objective of the supervisory 
techniques i s to help the l o c a l units do a better job. Hie supervisory 
processes of inspection, reports, approval of plans and so on have t h e i r 
place; hoviever, all-out encouragement should be given the service aspect as 
exemplified by the conduct of research by the s t a t e , the testing of mater
i a l s , the making of t r a f f i c and parking surveys, and the giving of advice 
and assistance with respect to equipment, sp e c i f i c a t i o n s , and operations. 
Sometimes the matter of the state highv/ay agency providing such technical 
assistance i s avoided on the ground that such action ndght be construed by 
l o c a l o f f i c i a l s as being interference on the part of the state. TMs dem
onstrates c l e a r l y the need f o r better understanding and for the adoption of 
an objective attitude toward u t i l i z a t i o n of the best available resources i n 
dealing with a problem. Consequently, 

2. I n the case of state aid or other cooperative highwaj-- under
takings, state l e g i s l a t i o n should authorize and d i r e c t the 
exercise of e s s e n t i a l methods of administrativa supervision, 
including records and reports. Inspection, review, and the 
provision of technical advice and service. 

Next, harmonious relationships require that cooperative working pro
cedures be established, and that the statutes authorize the various govern
mental units to enter into cooperative arrangements with one another i n 
carrying on highv/ay a c t i v i t y . I n the absence of clear authority, or i f pro
cedures are not designed to enable the governmental units to work together, 
the development of mutually b e n e f i c i a l relationships i s severely r e s t r i c t e d . 
I n short: 

3, Legislation should be provided authorizing the highway agen-



cies a t a l l l e v e l s of government to enter into casoperative 
arrangements with one another for the performance of high
way work, and to make formal or informal agreements as to 
the use of equipment, purchase of materials, employment of 
engineering s e r v i c e s , mutual a i d , «md the provision of va
rious s e r v i c e s . 

L a s t l y , with respect to management pra c t i c e s , the matter of communica
t i o n s — w i t h i n a state highway agency, between i t and the l o c a l u n i t s , and 
among l o c a l u n i t s — i s b a s i c to good relationships. The development of under
standing and cooperation r e s t s heavily upon the adequate transmission of i n 
formation and interchange of thoughts and ideas. I n many instances, eadst-
ing l i n e s of communication i n highway agencies need strengthening, v^ether 
one thinks i n terms of the informal spoken vrord, the written document, or 
the exchange of ideas and opinions at group conferences. By such means mis
understandings can be avoided. The f i n a l supplementary p r i n c i p l e , there
fore, i s : 

4* A l l means of communication should be f u l l y exploited, to 
dissenlnate information as to p o l i c i e s and procedures and 
to increase understanding, by the use of policy direc
t i v e s , manuals of practice, informational b u l l e t i n s or 
l e t t e r s , and rdgular and s p e c i a l conferences bringing to
gether highway o f f i c i a l s of the several governmental lev
e l s at frequent intei«vals. 

I n closing, the foregoing principles i n the areas of authority and 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , highway c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , adequate financing, long-range 
planning, continuous programndng, standards, and organization and management 
procedures, together, provide the framework for a close, working partnership 
i n highway a f f a i r s . I n order to increase t h e i r effectiveness, tiie p r i n c i p l e s 
should be reinforced by a clear and forthright statement of l e g i s l a t i v e pol
i c y i n support of cooperative relationships i n highway undertakings. The 
po l i c y statement should leave no doubt that i t i s the intent of the l e g i s 
lature that such relationships are to p r e v a i l . I t i s recognized that the 
principles w i l l not i n themselves guarantee good r e l a t i o n s . I n the end, i t 
i s the individuals concerned who determine the kind of relationships which 
w i l l e x i s t . Highway o f f i c i a l s of a l l governmental u n i t s , who a f t e r a l l have 
the same mutual objective, must supply the i n i t i a t i v e and the v d U to create 
the cooperative relationships needed i n solving the highway problem. 
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