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ing of focus and a decline in activity by local planning 
commissions. This is of concern because these newer 
agencies rarely have the capability to conduct local 
planning and programming effectively and continuously. 
Local plan implementation is also often hindered by the 
failure to combine financial commitment and implemen-
tation responsibility at the local level. Part of the prob-
lem arises from areawide planning agencies that im-
pose development policies and financial commitments 
and leave relatively little local prerogative and financial 
basis for making improvement decisions. 

Some of the workshop participants were a little more 
optimistic: It was indicated that an increase in local 
planning commission activity (although without sufficient 
funds) is evident in South Carolina; a good working rela-
tionship between local government, the state planning 
office, and the state highway agency has been established 
in Tennessee; and a merging of the comprehensive, con-
tinuing, and cooperative (3C) planning process, master 
street planning, community controls, and project plan-
ning activity has led to improved plan implementation in 
Texarkana. 

Thus, an effective organizational structure and better 
continuity of the implementation process are two aspects 
of good management that can be achieved by ensuring 
that the most appropriate individuals are continually in-
volved in the plan implementation process. Responsi-
bilities and capabilities of each organization must be 
recognized and relied upon. 

COMPLEXiTY AND LEVEL OF EFFORT 

The administrative burden should be kept commensurate 
with the size of the urbanized area, the complexity of 
the problems, and the capital and operating resources 
involved. For example, the complexity of federal regu-
lations and the imposition of too sophisticated a planning 
process for smaller areas were important discussion 
points during the workshop. Although the complaints 
were sometimes directed at specific agencies (including 
the state), more often they simply reflected the general 
frustration of too many paperwork requirements. Certain 
planning products (e.g., the unified work program) have 
tried to be all things for all people in an evolutionary 

environment (under conditions in which less may be 
better). 

The joint regulations are considered flexible enough; 
it is their interpretation that appears to be causing the 
problems. The workshop participants agreed that an 
attempt should be made to obtain a joint Federal High-
way Administration- Urban Mass Transportation Admin-
istration policy statement addressing this issue and in-
cluding, among other things, a call for less-voluminous 
products from the process. Methods of performance 
postauditing should be explored to help reduce the ad-
ministrative burden placed on smaller urbanized areas. 

Activities such as these should lead to better man-
agement of the program at all levels, which was the is-
sue of highest concern to the workshop participants. In 
contrast, the flexibility of the regulations ranked last of 
the 10 issues with which the workshop dealt. This pri-
ority order may reflect a concern that a positive ap-
proach to urban program problems is more effective 
than placing the blame on federal regulations, which 
are often perceived to be the problem. 

In response to the plan-relevancy issue (plans that 
are off target, too capital intensive, or not responsive 
to community concerns), the workshop participants 
recommended that continual review and routine evalu-
ation are necessary. Surveillance of the transportation 
system and related socioeconomic factors is critical to 
ensuring that the plan is properly directed, which thereby 
increases its relevancy to the real issues in the urban 
area. 

A second factor regarding the relevancy of the plan 
to the implementation program is the need to give ap-
propriate attention to local regulatory powers. These 
powers or community controls (e.g., preservation of 
rights-of-way, parking controls, and control of ingress 
and egress) should be used to the greatest extent pos-' 
sible in plan implementation. In general, the planning 
process has not given proper attention to these controls. 
At the same time; planners must be able to provide the 
necessary information to guide local jurisdictions in the 
use of these powers. For example, the effect of traffic 
generated by a new residential development on the exist-
ing street system is a critical short-term problem that 
the planning proáess must be able to address. 

Synthesis of Highway Planning and 
Implementation in Urban Areas of Arkansas 
William S. Bonner, Division of Community Affairs, University of Arkansas, Fayetteville 
Carl McChesney, Planning and Development Department, Pulaski County Planning Board, Little Rock, Arkansas 

This paper presents a summary description of research findings on high-
way planning and implementation activities for small urban areas in 
Arkansas, some speculation about those findings based on experience, 
and some new activities being undertaken. 

During the 1975-1978 three-year period, the Division of 
Community Affairs, University of Arkansas, in coopera-
tion with the Arkansas State Highway and Transportation 
Department (AHTD) and the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration, undertook a research project that focused on 

highway planning and implementation activities in six 
small urban areas in the state (populations of fewer than 
25 000). The objectives of the project were 

To identify the statutory tools that local govern-
ments can use to implement highway plans, 

To assess the extent to which local governments 
use these tools, 

To assess the compatibility of areawide and local 
master street plans, and 

To develop a guide that can be used by municipal-
ities for highway plan implementation. 
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Several general findings of this research are worthy 
of note (these findings do not necessarily apply to, or 
reflect conditions in, all of the six urban areas inves-
tigated, but they do reflect fairly widespread conditions) 
The findings can be categorized as pertaining to munici-
pal planning commissions, municipal governments, 
county governments, metropolitan planning organiza-
tions (MPOs), and the AHTD. 

MUNICIPAL PLANNING COMMISSIONS 

In several instances, these organizations have not legally 
adopted comprehensive, continuing, and cooperative (30 
or master street plans or, if they have such plans, have 
not revised them since 1970. Some have endeavored to 
conform to either areawide or local plans in administer-
ing subdivision regulations, and some have tended to 
rely on areawide, rather than local, street plans and 
standards where differences exist between plans. Some 
commissions have placed less emphasis on transporta-
tion plans beyond the urban transportation study area al-
though their jurisdictional area extends beyond the study 
area. Others have not been involved in capital-
improvements planning, but rather have been mostly 
engrossed in zoning and subdivision administration. 
Others have not been involved in the preparation or re-
view of the transportation improvement program (TIP) 
or transportation system management (TSM) documents 
(the same is true of local legislative bodies), and some 
have almost no direct involvement in areawide planning, 
design, or surveillance activities and know little about 
these. 

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENTS 

Municipal governments often tend to view the TIP as a 
shopping list. Many of them are increasingly relying on 
federal and state resources for funding transportation 
capital expenses and view local financing tools (author-
ized by law) as too difficult to use due to referenda or 
petition requirements. 

Often local officials serving as members of areawide 
policy bodies do not appear to be able to translate area-
wide priorities into local implementation programs. 

Sometimes, municipal governments fail to secure or 
protect rights-of-way (largely due to lack of advance 
surveying) and, at other times, decisions on land use, 
zoning, and land development do not conform to either 
areawide or local plans, which leads to cumulative ef-
fects requiring major changes to elements of such plans. 

In a few cases, however, municipal governments have 
successfully bargained with subdividers and other de-
velopers to provide major street improvements as well 
as a right-of-way to meet plan standards and, recently, 
some of them have revised local street plans and re-
solved differences between areawide and local plans. 

COUNTY GOVERNMENTS 

In most cases, county governments do not have county 
road plans. Many of them also appear to pay little at-
tention to areawide highway plans, apparently due to a 
belief that the unincorporated parts of 3C study areas 
are subject to annexation (thus, counties are reluctant 
to commit resources to facilities that will soon come 
under municipal jurisdiction). 

METROPOLiTAN PLANNING 
ORGANIZATIONS 

Transportation policy committees that supposedly pro-
vide direction to the planning process, adopt and revise 

plans, and set priorities for implementation usually have 
no staffs of their own and must rely on MPOs and AHTD 
for technical support and thus have no real fiscal or 
programmatic control over staff activities. Also, some 
MPOs have jurisdiction over larger geographic areas 
than the 3C study area. Finally, MPO staffs tend to have 
overriding commitments to other activities that do not 
directly relate to transportation planning per se, and 
some have been slow to adapt to the change in federal 
programs that now emphasizes short-range management 
planning and low-cost capital improvements. 

ARKANSAS STATE HIGHWAY AND 
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT 

In recent years, the AHTD has increased the efforts of 
the planning and research division to ensure that local 
governments conform to statutory planning procedures 
and requirements. 

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS 

These findings, which are a generalization from more 
specific findings, leave a number of unanswered ques-
tions. Nevertheless, it can be concluded from them that 
there are probably certain common denominators in-
volved in a number of problems in all of the urban areas. 
These conclusions lack scientific rigor but appear to be 
plausible inferences. 

The most important observation has to do with the 
lack of planning activity (as opposed to regulatory ac-
tivity) on the part of municipal planning commissions 
and the relative isolation of these planning commissions 
from local, metropolitan, and state policy decision 
making. Perhaps because of the preeminence of zoning 
orientation of most older-city planning programs, plan-
ning commissions seem to have become degraded in 
image and responsibility. 

It has also been observed that the emergence of re-
gional and metropolitan planning agencies has been ac-
companied by a decline in local planning activity not 
concerned with regulatory functions. Whether it is be-
cause the federal and, more recently, state attention 
given to regional and metropolitan planning agencies has 
pushed local commissions down on some invisible status 
ladder or because expectations of regional performance 
of local planning reduces commitment of resources and 
responsibility by municipal governing bodies for their 
planning commissions, or some other reason, the com-
missions have suffered a narrowing of focus. This trend 
is a cause for concern because observations also suggest 
that regional planning agencies seldom, if ever, are able 
to conduct strictly local planning activities effectively 
and continuously. It also appears that the planning func-
tions relating to definition of needs and programming of 
expenditures for public services and facilities have come 
to be viewed as outside the purview of local planning 
commissions and that decisions on such matters are 
more and more made in an ad hoc fashion in which there 
is less attention to interrelationships among various 
systems of activities and financial commitments than 
should be the case. 

Perhaps not entirely divorced from the above, there 
appears to be a marked inclination for state agencies to 
ignore the existence of local planning commissions when 
the imposition of state programs on the local scene re-
quires some formal contact with the local government 
structure. The AHTD elected to have municipalities 
establish special ad hoc committees, ignoring the exist-
ing planning commissions, in the recent development of 
1970 and 1980 functional-classification plans. This ap-
proach reduced the possibility that planning commissions 
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would be effective participants in activities and programs 
intended to benefit the community. 

Many elected municipal officials do not wish planning 
commissions to intrude in the area of defining municipal 
management and development policies and financial com-
mitments. The finding of noninvolvement by municipal 
planning commissions in capital-improvements planning 
noted above may stem from this attitude. Experience 
indicates that planning that is not associated with fiscal 
decision making can produce plans and programs that 
have little chance of being carried out. 

Finally, the shift of emphasis away from long-range 
planning to TSM and TIP programs has led to the ob-
servation that, in some MPOs, the type of activities un-
dertaken reflects existing staff capabilities more than 
program needs. It appears that many of the types of 
non- capital-intensive traffic improvements envisioned 
in the TSM concept require technical activities quite 
alien to conventional MPO operations and staff capabil-
ities. The need for analytical work and the research 
data to support it may not even be recognized in some 
cases without insistent prompting by AHTD staff. And 
if it becomes evident to the officials who must make 
implementation decisions that the MPO planners are 
producing studies inappropriate or irrelevant to the 
short-range management and planning concept, plan-
ning in general may suffer further disrepute on the local 
scene. 

There is another facet of highway work that has not 
been included as part of the 3C process—this is mainte-
nance. It would be logical to consider construction, 
reconstruction, and maintenance as a total cycle in sys-
tem operations. The nature of maintenance on a system 
certainly affects both demand and cost for construction 
and reconstruction and, as evidenced by their expendi-
tures, the effort of municipalities has historically fo-
cused on maintenance. Would it not be sound planning 
to integrate maintenance into the total systems planning 
process? 

In retrospect, it appears that most Arkansas munici-
palities are not using their statutory authority and re-
sources to help achieve highway planning objectives be-
cause municipal planning has been emasculated. The 
present evaluation of the situation in the urban areas of 
Arkansas is that two planning efforts exist; one effort 
by the AHTD and the MPOs that has as its main concern 
the meeting of U.S. Department of Transportation re-
quirements and the maintenance of certification for the 
urban areas and another that is mostly regulatory at the 
municipal level. Effective linkages between the two ef-
forts just do not currently exist. 

The concept of the desirability of strong state-local 
government coordination and cooperation in highway 
planning has been subverted by recent federal legislation 
and regulations that interpose highly sophisticated, 
computerized planning techniques and the MPO struc-
ture between the state highway and transportation agen-
cies and local governments. This is especially signifi-
cant for small urbanized areas and their small munici-
palities. 

The complexity of federal regulations as applied to 
urban areas such as exist in Arkansas means that most, 
if not all, of the available resources are used to meet 
federal requirements rather than for the development of 
effective mechanisms for participation and implementa-
tion of system planning. It has been said that a high-
level FHWA planning official has concisely stated: 

The entire urban transportation planning process has now become so 
complex that for the smaller areas in particular all the available funds 
are being used for administrative concerns (IJWP, Certification, TIP, etc). 
Although more money is available, less planning is being done. 

Complexity is so great, only those working with it fulltime can under-
stand it. In smaller areas, local officials can't relate reality as they know 
it to the process described in the regulations. 

Finally, it should be remembered that, for small (and 
even for many medium-sized) urban areas, the total 
municipal street system must be the focus of the plan-
ning—and this has not been the case in the 3C process 
with its emphasis on the arterial system. 

NEW ACTIViTIES TO STRENGTHEN 
HIGHWAY PLANNING AND 
IMPLEMENTATION ACTiVITIES 

Let us now consider some activities being initiated in 
Arkansas that are intended to strengthen highway plan-
ning and implementation activities, especially at the 
municipal level. 

One activity is a master street planning program 
being developed by the AHTD, the eight planning and 
development districts in the state, and the university that 
has as its first objective the determination of the status 
of planning in the federal-aid urban system cities. This 
activity involves a field check at the municipal level to 
record the status of municipal planning actions required 
by state law. In Arkansas, there is a fairly complex 
set of statutory procedures and requirements for spe-
cii ic actions on the parts of the planning commission, 
legislative body, city clerk, and county recorder. A 
form and a procedure for securing this information have 
been developed and are being used by the districts to in-
ventory the status of planning. In addition, jacket files 
consisting of plans and implementation measure are be-
ing assembled for each city and provided to both the 
district and the AHTD. 

A second activity that the university and AHTD are 
undertaking is an information-education program for 
municipal officials. This program includes the prepa-
ration of a publication that covers state highway and 
street planning, statutory requirements and procedures 
for preparation and adoption of plans and implementa-
tion measures, descriptions of the functional classifica-
tion system and the master street plan, and identifica-
tion of the regulatory controls and fiscal resources 
available to municipalities to carry out plans (including 
programs the AHTD administers in urban areas). This 
publication is available to municipal officials, and there 
are plans to give it wide distribution throughout the state. 

The university and AHTD are also developing a pro-
cedural manual for municipal street planning and imple-
mentation. This manual will include sections dealing 
with the status of planning inventory, informational 
meetings with local officials, preparation of the master 
street plan, the master-street-plan approval process, 
plan implementation, procedures for establishing street-
improvement priorities and for maintaining the master 
street plan, and a discussion of street planning in the 
urban area beyond corporate boundaries. 

Another activity that the university will soon under-
take is an investigation of ways to statutorily strengthen 
local governmental ability to preserve rights-of-way for 
future streets (including arrangements for advance sur-
veys not only of arterial corridors but also of actual 
centerlines for such facilities when plans have been 
jointly agreed on by municipalities and AHTD). 

As identified by Bonner and McChesney, significant problems for plan 
implementation include the following: 

1. The local planning commission is isolated from the MPO and the 
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state and is generally engaged in administrative activities. 
There has been a decrease in local planning and an increase in area-

wide planning, and there is no linkage between the two. 
Areawide planning is accomplished at too gross a scale to be mean-

ingful. 
The shift in emphasis from long-range planning to TSM and TIP 

operations has led to support of MPO staffs with planning money, but  

these types of activities are not appropriate for MPOs. 
The federally imposed process is too sophisticated, and the federal 

regulations are too complex. 

However, at least in Arkansas, new activities intended to strengthen high-
way planning and implementation functions are being initiated. 

Plan Implementation: Texarkana Urban 
Transportation Study 
Montie C. Wade, Urban Study Division, Texas Department of Highways and Public Transportation, Atlanta 

The implementation of proposed transportation improvements in the 
Texarkana, Texas-Arkansas, urban area is surveyed. This brief case study 
provides insight into the administrative aspects of conducting and imple-
menting transportation improvements in a bistate, multicounty urban 
area and identifies and discusses several factors that contributed to the 
successful implementation. The success of the implementation is mea 
sured in terms of the percentage of all improvements that have been com-
pleted or are under contract. 

Local transportation issues —whether opportunities or 
constraints—vary from area to area, and planning pro-
grams must be tailored specifically to the conditions and 
characteristics of the particular urban area. In this 
paper, some techniques that just happened to work in 
the Texarkana, Texas-Arkansas, urban area are de-
scribed. - 

Before 1964, simultaneous studies were performed 
by two consultants—one for the Arkansas side of the area 
and one for the Texas side. These studies were per-
formed without significant coordination and resulted in 
a lack of continuity of facilities (including on master 
street plans) across the state line. 

The resulting lack of support for the fragmented 
master street plans, lack of public involvement, and 
lack of confidence in the credibility of the studies led 
to voter rejection of bonds for the proposed improve-
ments to the street and highway system. Because local 
bond funds were required for matching of state and fed-
eral monies, no major improvements could be imple-
mented. 

Since 1964, the organization and staff of the Texar-
kana urban transportation study has beenthe primary 
driving force in implementation of transportation im-
provements for the area. The organization and study 
are bistate (Texas and Arkansas) and multicounty and 
multicity (this means four cities and two counties). Two 
separate divisional offices of the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration also assist in supervising the planning 
process. The primary objective of the study group in 
selecting individuals to guide the planning process is to 
bring together those persons who have responsibility for 
segments of the urban transportation system and those 
who are vitally affected by its service. - Categories of 
participants include government decision makers; tech-
nical staffs of city, county, and state governments; con-
sultant planners and engineers; citizens; and staffs of 
other planning organizations. 

Policy direction is under the guidance of a policy ad-
visory committee composed primarily of elected offi-
cials or their designated representatives. This com- 

mittee is also responsible for policy direction of metro-
politan planning organization (MPO) activities of the 
area. A technical committee and a citizens advisory 
committee prepare detailed recommendations for sub-
mission to the policy group. All committees meet to-
gether at least once a year. 

Typical study procedures were used during the ini-
tial plan-preparation phase of the study. When the 
transportation plan was completed, it was adopted by 
all participating governmental jurisdictions as their 
master plan for development. No attempt was made at 
that time to assign responsibilities for financing or 
implementation of the various recommended facilities. 

The keys to implementation of any transportation 
plan are 

The development of a logical planning process, 
A comprehensive effort to determine priorities 

and programs, and 
Continuous participant involvement throughout the 

entire process. 

However, in addition to the basic or routine planning 
processes that contribute to success in implementing a 
transportation plan, there are: several other factors that 
should be considered. 

The first of these is the integration or merging of the 
comprehensive, continuing, and cooperative (3ç)  plan-
ning process, the master street plan, community con-
trols, and project planning. In Texarkana, merging the 
master street planning with the 3C planning was no 
problem; the governmental agencies participated in the 
3C planning process and simply adopted this plan as the 
master street plan. Use of community controls has also 
been successful in the area; local ordinances werere-
vised to specify that land developers must dedicate 
rights-of-way for streets and highways in the master 
plan and construct new collector streets at their ex-
pense. Frequent review of detailed project planning and 
project status by committee members ensures early 
consideration for funding. 

The second factor is that continuity of planning is es-
sential to implementation. This continuity means that 
one group of individuals is assigned responsibility for 
supervision of the planning process, coordination with 
review agencies, processing environmental clearances, 
completing public- involvement requirements, and rec-
ommending sources of funding. This eliminates the 
duplication of effort that can occur when different groups 
share these responsibilities. 

The third factor is that a firm understanding by all 


