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This paper discusses institutional and process relationships between state
wide and regional transportation planning in Wisconsin. The organization, 
administration, and programs of multicounty regional planning commis
sions are discussed in the context of their impact on planning programs of 
the Wisconsin Department of Transportation, particularly preparation of a 
state transportation plan. The paper describes the factors considered by 
the department Division of Planning in deciding to implement formal state
regional partnerships in transportation planning throughout Wisconsin. 
The alternative of providing coordinative support to regional planning com
missions is also discussed. The conclusion is that these formal partner
ships are providing substantial benefits fo1· both statewide and regional 
land use and all-mode transportation system planning. These benefits, 
however, have not come without some problems and delays, particularly 
in the department's relationships with newly organized regional planning 
commissions. Even the new commissions, however, are finding that, al
though their initial interests may be more issue than system oriented, they 
can play a constructive role in statewide highway, airport, and rail system 
planning. 

•CURRENTLY, 8 multi county regional planning commissions in Wisconsin serve 64 
member counties. The oldest of these commissions, the Northwestern Wisconsin Re
gional Planning and Development Commission (RPDC), was created in 1959. The new
est of these commissions, the North Central Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission 
(RPC), was created in 1973. As shown in Figure 1, all but 8 of the state's 72 counties 
are now members of multi county regional planning commissions. Of these eight, one 
has formed a single county regional planning commission, another has joined a bistate 
metropolitan council, two have withdrawn from regional planning commissions, and the 
remaining four have petitioned the governor to jointly create a ninth multicounty re
gional planning commission in the state. Thus, all counties in Wisconsin have been in
volved in some form of regional planning activity. 

Although the Wisconsin Department of Transportation has historically worked with 
regional planning agencies both ad hoc and formally, the virtual blanketing of the state 
with regional planning commissions recently has required that the department develop 
a uniform approach for working with these commissions on transportation planning. 
Respective roles and responsibilities had to be defined or redefined in relation to state
wide, substate, metropolitan, and local transportation planning programs. This paper 
describes this ongoing definition-redefinition process. . 

As given in Table 1, two of the eight established multicounty commissions are cur
rently recognized as metropolitan planning agencies by the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD), the U.S. DOT, and the state of Wisconsin. These agen
cies are the Southeastern Wisconsin RPC for the Milwaukee, Racine, and Kenosha ur
banized areas and the East Central Wisconsin RPC for the Appleton and Oshkosh urban-
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Figure 1. Wisconsin regional planning agencies. 
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Table 1. Multicounty regional planning commissions in Wisconsin. 

Commission 

Northwestern Wisconsin RPDC 
Southeastern Wisconsin RPC 
Mississippi River RPC 
Southwestern Wisconsin RPC 
West Central Wisconsin RFC 
East Central Wisconsin RPC 
Bay- Lake RPC 
North Central Wisconsin RPC 

Number 
Year of 
Organized Cowities Major Cities or Urbanized Areas 

1959 10 Superior 
1960 7 Milwaukee, Racine, Kenosha 
1964 9 La Crosse 
1970 5 
1971 7 Eau Claire 
1972 9 Appleton, Oshkosh, Fond du Lac 
1972 8 Green Bay, Manitowoc, Sheboygan 
1973 9 Wausau • 

1970 
Population" 

155,000 
1, 756,000 

236,000 
129,000 
269,000 
456,000 
441,000 
315,000 

Year of 
Initial 
Regional 
Transport 

Type o[ Agency Plan 

Nonmetropolitan 1969 
Metropolitan 1966 
Nonmetropolitan 1970 
Non metropolitan 
Nonmetropolitan 
Metropolitan 
Non metropolitan 
Nonmetropolitan 
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Year of 
state-RPC 
Contract for 
Continuing 
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1974 
1969 

1974 
1974 
1973 
1974 
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ized areas. The department is a full partner in cooperative urban transportation plan
ning with these two commissions and nine other areawide planning agencies. The co
operative urban transportation studies (four for urbanized areas and five for large urban 
areas) will be discussed in this paper only as they relate to multicounty regional planning. 

The increasing presence of nonmetropolitan planning agencies in the state has gen
erated a growing department interest in these agencies. It was inevitable that the de
partment would, one day, seriously consider the possibility of complementing ongoing 
metropolitan planning assistance efforts with formal state-regional partnerships in non
metropolitan areas. Efforts to explore and develop the concept of cooperative rural 
transportation planning were initiated in the late 1960s when the department provided 
ad hoc technical assistance to the Northwestern Wisconsin RPDC in the preparation of 
a regional highway plan. Since that time this commission has steadily increased its 
involvement in transportation development. In May 1973, the department was requested 
to assign a staff person to the commission to help the regional staff with regional trans
portation matters. This request triggered the inevitable serious consideration of a full
scale regional transportation planning assistance program in the Wisconsin DOT. The 
result is that the department is well on its way to implementing formal state-regional 
partnerships in transportation planning on a statewide basis, both metropolitan and non
metropolitan, and that this policy is seen by the department and others to have substan
tial benefits for both statewide and regional land use and all-mode transportation planning. 

It is hoped that this paper will offer useful evidence and analysis to the current de
bate on optimum strategies for statewide transportation planning. In this r egar d, ap
propriate reference is made, in the conclusions and recommendations, to the reported 
findings and recommendations on state and regional development from the Transporta
tion Research Board Conference on Statewide Transportation Planning (!_). 

OVERVIEW OF REGIONAL PLANNING IN WISCONSIN 

RPCs in Wisconsin are organized under authority granted by section 66 .945 of the Wis 
consin statutes. Subsection 9 of this statute states that, " ... the regional planning com
mission shall have the function and duty of making and adopting a master plan for the 
physical development of the region. 11 Of particular importance to statewide transporta
tion sys Lem planning, the 1'egional master plan may include " ... the general location, 
character, and extent of main traffic arteries, bridges and viaducts; ... parkways; 
... airports; waterways; ... routes for public transit; .... 11 The current RPC involve
ment in transportation planning ranges from permanently staffed, continuing transpor
tation planning processes in the metropolitan RPCs to those recently formed RPCs not 
yet having addressed transportation issues. To date, three of the RPCs have prepared 
regional transportation plans (Table 1). 

In 1966, the Southeastern Wisconsin RPC completed the first regional transportation 
plan in the state and is effectively carrying out the function of intercity transportation 
planning in its region. The r egional transpor tation plan pr epar ed and adopted by this 
commission and approved by the seven constituent county boards is the only multi
county regional transportation plan endorsed by the Wisconsin DOT to date. This re
gional plan served as input and, for the most part, was incorporated into the depart
ment's State Highway Plan, which was originally approved in 1966. The Southeastern 
Wisconsin RPC is currently reevaluating its land use-transportation plan and is also 
completing a 1·egional airport system plan L'lat is intended to be incorporated into the 
department's State Airport System Plan now under development. 

In the case of regional transportation plans developed by the Northwestern Wisconsin 
RPDC and the Mississippi River RPC, the department acted in a strong ter.hnic.al ad
visory capacity. Particular emphasis was placed on interpretation and refinement of 
the previously prepared State Highway Plan with reference to regional development 

~~~~-iw~tttt:tv-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

For the most part, the nonmetropolitan, multicounty RPCs are only modestly 
staffed and funded. Their initial planning efforts have been aimed at gaining planning 
certifications to make local communities eligible for federal grants and at attaining 
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A-95 review agency status so that they can screen and comment on federal grant re
quests. These agencies have also become involved in some of the more current trans
portation issues, such as proposed highway jurisdiction adjustments, roadside sign 
control, and rail line and service preservation. Wisconsin DOT has provided technical 
assistance to the planning commissions in these matters. 

As given in Table 1, organizational activity for new RPCs was basically nonexistent 
between 1964 and 1970. Between 1970 and 1973, no less than five new multicounty RPCs 
were organized, one metropolitan and four nonmetropolitan. The spurt of organizational 
activity during these latter years was brought about by several factors, including 

1. Promotional activity of the Wisconsin Department of Local Affairs and Develop
ment (DLAD), 

2. Pressure for increasing federal areawide planning requirements for capital grant 
programs, 

3. Increase in state and federal financial support for regional planning programs and 
decrease in support for local planning assistance to individual units of government, and 

4. Creation of state uniform administrative districts. 

As the multicounty regional planning concept emerged between 1970 and 1973, some 
regional planning seemed to be forced into being. State agencies in Wisconsin could 
react in several ways: 

1. Basically ignore the existence of RPCs whenever possible and continue to observe 
traditional relationships with local units of government; 

2. Maintain a neutral position toward regional planning agencies and wait for co
operative state-regional planning opportunities to develop of their own accord; and 

3. Assist Wisconsin DLAD in promoting the regional planning concept, actively 
seek opportunities for cooperative state-regional planning, and make adjustments in 
traditional relationships with local units of government. 

Since the late 1960s Wisconsin DOT has moved from a position of moderate interest 
toward active promotion of the regional planning concept. 

DEPARTMENT CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVE 
COURSES OF ACTION 

As Wisconsin DOT moved gradually to accept the regional planning concept, the de
partment's Division of Planning staff (Figure 2) began to r ealize that some means of 
formal continuing cooperation with the existing and newly forming RPCs would be re
quired. This need was realized because 

1. Wisconsin DOT had had experience in planning coordination and cooperation with 
planning agencies at all levels; 

2. Substantial Wisconsin DOT experience with various planning agencies indicated 
the inevitable efficiencies of working with permanent, areawide, comprehensive plan
ning agencies as opposed to ad hoc groups of local officials and citizens; 

3. Increasing attention and support was being given to RPCs by the U.S. HUD and 
Wisconsin DLAD; and 

4. Wisconsin DOT would react positively to these new agencies because they were 
assuming A-95 review responsibilities and Wisconsin DOT has always maintained close 
communication with its A-95 agencies. 

Wisconsin DOT directives for the Division of Planning Objectives for calendar year 
1973 included the following: 

Expand technical assistance to established and developing rural regional planning commissions and 
investigate possibilities for DOT financial and staff assistance. Aid in carrying out comprehensive 
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updates of completed 701 plans will be solicited from the regional planning commissions. En
dorsement of additional local plans will be sought. 

The other section of the division's 1973 objectives, which pertains directly to the subject 
of this paper, deals with preparation of the Wisconsin DOT State Transportation Plan (STP): 

1. Produce a status report on the STP, probably entitled "Transportation in Wisconsin-A Status 
Report." 

2. Continue other advance work leading to preparation of an STP. Activities scheduled for 1973 
include: 
a. Continuing work toward developing a methodology for multi-modal transportation planning. 
b. Completing an Interim STP for preliminary review and reaction. 
c. Completing preparation of an Interim Waterport Plan for Wisconsin. 
d. Investigating preparation of a state-wide Rail System Plan. Such a plan might serve as a guide 

in reviewing proposed rail abandonments. 
3. Complete the National Truck Commodity Study. Use the results of that study, plus rail waybill 

sample and U.S. Census of Transportation information, to investigate rail and highway com
modity movements. 

Examination of these 1973 objectives shows that the methodologies for developing an 
STP and for initiating a formal regional planning assistance program in Wisconsin were 
both in an exploratory stage in early 1973. Since that time, these two activities have 
developed and progressed, and Wisconsin DOT personnel have increasingly realized 
that these were not separate and distinct activities. Although conceived independently, 
they have in fact turned out to be naturally supportive of each other in many ways as 
discussed later in this paper. 

Even before the request for Wisconsin DOT assistance was received from North
western Wisconsin RPDC in May 1973, the Division of Planning was attempting to struc
ture specific alternatives for a regional planning assistance program for nonmetropoli
tan planning. A request from Wisconsin DLAD to Wisconsin DOT and other state agen
cies in early 1973 questioned how state-level functional planning activities should relate 
to RPCs. 'l\vo kinds of alternat ives emerged from Wisconsin DOT answers to questions 
concerning (a) coordinative support for RPCs and (b) cooperative programs with RPCs. 

The coordinative support alternative could be described as an application of Wiscon
sin DOT earlier involvement approach in 701 local planning programs to the new re
gional planning programs, i.e., acting in some close technical advisory capacity to 
every RPC (!). Central and district office personnel would be made available to 

1. Assist the RPC in defining regional transportation problems and issues, 
2. Assist the RPC in developing its work program, 
3. Help to coordinate state transportation planning with regional planning, 
4. Assist the RPC in refinement of statewide system planning for their region, 
5. Serve as members of RPC technical advisory committees, 
6. Provide available technical data and assistance in interpreting the data, 
7. Review and comment on regional plan development at its various stages, and 
8. Prepare a statement of department endorsement of the adopted regional trans

portation plan. 

The cooperative program alternative could be described as an expansion of the de
partment's cooperative urban transportation study programs out to regional planning 
boundaries. As we are all well aware, the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1962 required 
the establishment of cooperative state-local studies to encompass no less than Wis
consin urbanized areas as delineated by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. As in other 
states, the Wisconsin DOT and the designated metropolitan planning agency for each 
area jointly endorse, guide, direct, fund, and undertake continuing urban transporta-

on s es. e- oc p amung agreemen con: mue m e ec , an e iscons n 
DOT and the metropolitan planning agency approve annual work programs. Depending 
on the area, these annual work programs provide for work to be performed by a com-
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bination of Wisconsin DOT, metropolitan or local agency staff, and consultants. Com
pleted and revised plans are subject to planning agency adoption, local unit approval, 
and Wisconsin DOT endorsement. 

Because the original urban transportation study program for the Milwaukee, Racine, 
and Kenosha urbanized areas was conducted within a regional planning framework, 
the Southeastern Wisconsin RPC seven-county regional land use-transportation plan 
was recognized by Wisconsin DOT not only as the currently valid metropolitan trans
portation plan for the three urbanized areas but also as a substate regional plan for in
corporation into the State Highway Plan being prepared at about the same time. A con
tinuation of the current Wisconsin DOT-Southeastern Wisconsin RPC partnership and 
the development of similar partnerships with all other multicounty RPCs in the state, 
regardless of their degree of urban development, would be one means of implementing 
this alternative (i.e. , cooperative program) approach. 

Looking at these two alternatives in a more theoretical or abstract framework tends 
to highlight differences that may seem somewhat subtle when a comparison of real-life 
examples is attempted. Table 2 gives my attempt to assemble and list some theoretical 
differences in these two approaches. It is incomplete and somewhat arbitrary, but it 
illustrates some of the debate on state-regional relationships taking place in Wisconsin. 
One will quickly recognize that any real-life regional transportation planning assistance 
program will undoubtedly fall between the extremes given in Table 2. When the May 30, 
1973, request from the Northwestern Wisconsin RPDC for the assignment of a Wisconsin 
DOT staff person to the regional planning staff was received, the department was not 
ready to make a decision on the matter. The Division of Planning was favorably in
cJined to honor this request because of the past precedent of staff loans and assignments 
to the metropolitan planning agencies. But, because such an assignment would set a 
precedent for meeting requests for assistance from other newly organized multicounty, 
nonmetropolitan RPCs and because the Division of Planning wanted to ensure full sup
port of the Division of Highways in any department course taken, it was decided that the 
views of the various district highway offices would be sought. 

D. F. Haist, deputy administrator of the Division of Planning, and A. L. Gausmann, 
director of the division's System Planning Bureau, visited each of the district highway 
engineers and their planning section staffs during the summer of 1973. Haist and 
Gausmann concluded that formal requests for Wisconsin DOT assistance would in
evitably be forthcoming from each of the existing six nonmetropolitan RPCs. The need 
for increased transportation planning efforts at the regional level was strongly supported 
by the district offices. In-depth discussion of a staff loan option did reveal some prob
lems, however. None of the districts felt that they could afford to assign the relatively 
high-level staff people that appeared to be required for preparation of a regional trans
portation plan. Furthermore, the transportation planning done by state highway per
sonnel for the region might be suspect in terms of state-level bias and other-mode re
strictions. Regional plans prepared in this manner simply might not be acceptable to 
citizens of the region. Similarly, the prospect of a district planning engineer perform
ing an A-95 review of his or her own highway project while on loan to an RPC was some
thing to be avoided. 

The recommended alternative that emerged from these in-house Wisconsin DOT de
liberations was a financial assistance program to support the RPCs' hiring of their own 
transportation planner and the related costs. Wisconsin DOT personnel might still be 
assigned to nonmetropolitan RPCs from time to time, but they would work, as in the 
metropolitan planning agencies, under the direction of the RPC transportation planner . 
Such an arrangement would permit beginning-level district personnel to supplement RPC 
staff and receive valuable training at the same time. 

INITIAL WORK PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT 

Based on Wisconsin DOT experience in the metropolitan planning assistance program, 
it was decided that financial assistance to the nonmetropolitan agencies would be based 
on review and approval of an annual work program. During the fall of 1973, Wisconsin 
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DLAD requested advance copies of 1974 comprehensive planning work programs from 
those RPCs receiving U.S. HUD funds channeled through the state. Representatives of 
various state agencies, including Wisconsin DOT, were invited by Wisconsin DLAD to 
participate in a joint review of these programs for the first time. 

The draft program submitted by the Northwestern Wisconsin RPDC for federal and 
state comprehensive planning assistance funds provided the starting point for detailing 
the first nonmetropolitan transportation planning work program to be financed by Wis
consin DOT. General statements concerning transportation planning needs had to be 
converted to specific work elements, cost estimates, and proposed sources of U.S. 
DOT-Wisconsin DOT financing. Data for the final version of the Northwestern Wis
consin RPDC transportation work program are given in Table 3. 

Similar work programs have now been developed in cooperation with the Southwestern 
Wisconsin RPC, the Bay- Lake RPC, and the West Central Wisconsin RPC. On February 
8, 1974, T. J. Hart, administrator of the Division of Planning, officially informed the 
chairman of the Northwestern Wisconsin RPC of the intention of Wisconsin DOT to fund 
a transportation planner for the region. Wisconsin DOT technical assistance would 
continue to be provided. This action initiated the Wisconsin DOT regional planning as
sistance program for nonmetropolitan planning and has set the stage for development of 
state-regional partnerships throughout the state. It should be pointed out that the dis
trict highway offices are providing valuable assistance in the drafting of transportation 
planning work programs to meet regional needs. District planning engineers will also 
be members of technical coordinating committees being established for each of the RPC 
programs to ensure continuing RPC-district liaison. As given in Table 1, Wisconsin 
DOT now has agreements for continuing transportation planning with six of the eight 
multicounty RPCs in the state, and the other two RPCs have indicated interest. 

REGIONAL PLANNING COMlVIISSION INPUT TO STATE 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN DEVELOPMENT 

On February 8, 1974, Wisconsin DOT decided to move away from the traditional coordi
native support approach to RPCs and more toward cooperatively funded programs in all 
regions. This decision had immediate implications for the Wisconsin DOT STP effort. 

Although the Wisconsin DOT Division of Planning had contemplated the preparation 
of an all-mode STP for some years, the requirement of the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
of 1970 for state action plans provided a strong impetus to accelerate STP development. 
A Federal Highway Administration publication (PPM 90-4) provided the official inter
pretation of this federal act and required Wisconsin and all other states to develop their 
own policies " ... to assure that possible adverse economic, social, and environmental 
effects relating to any proposed highway project on any Federal-Aid System have been 
fully considered in developing such projects .... " At the start, Wisconsin DOT chose 
to comply with the act not only in regard to highways but also through a voluntary 
broadening of its Action Plan approach to include procedures for planning all transpor
tation facilities currently or potentially under its jurisdiction. This was particularly ap
propriate in light of the requirement for the Action Plan to provide for in-depth studies 
of alternative project sohltions ranging from doing nothing to selecting otherforms or
transportation where they would better serve the public. Thus it was only natural that 
the Wisconsin DOT Action Plan called for development of an all-mode STP to meet the 
needs of the state a.nd its nira.l, urban, and metropolitan communities. RPCs were at 
first concerned that the need for regional transportation planning was no longer to be 
recognized by Wisconsin DOT. This was definitely not the intent, however. The Wis
consin Action Plan specifically called for the RPCs to cosponsor public involvement 
activities for the state transportation planning process and to give their comment, 
counsel, and reactions during the development of alternative all-mode state plans (3). 

-----~-n..Ap · lli l · 16.i amw. · 1iug G!J_iJnc· c.Q.ii_- __ _ 
sisting of the three highway commissioners and the administrators of the Divisions of 
Aeronautics and Planning, briefed the recently reactivated Wisconsin Council of Re-
gional Planning Organizations (CORPO) on the state transportation planning process. 



Figure 2. Organization of Wisconsin DOT Division of Planning. 
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Table 2. Characteristics of two regional transportation planning assistance alternatives. 

Coordinative Support 

state DOT assumes strong leadership role in transportation planning, and many issues 
are defined as matters of statewide signH1cance; the need to resolve interregional 
conflicts is stressed; coordination with regional planning is sought as benefits to the 
state become apparent. 

state DOT directly undertakes a centralized planning program; state goals and objectives 
are recognized and accepted by RPCs for preparing regional refinement of statewide 
transportation plans; state DOT relies basically on other state agencies to provide land 
use and socioeconomic input. 

State retains primary responsibility for public involvement activity in transportation 
planning; unHorm statewide approach is used. 

Highest and controlling goals, objectives, and priorities are set by the state; regional
local goals, objectives, and priorities must conform to those of the state . 

Regional planning and other related means o[ local input to state planning are seen as 
optional; generally, requests [or coordination are generated locally; state DOT devel
ops local liaison sta[f as required. 

Cooperative Programs 

State DOT shares leadership role with RPCs for transportation 
planning on a substate basis; RPCs in turn must assume some of 
the responsibility for coordinating local input. 

Regional-local input is actively sought on transportation issue iden
tiUcation, planning, and development; independent regional trans
portation plans are prepared, district DOT boundarles become 
aligned with RPC boundaries . 

Continuing regional-local input to transportation planning is coordi
nated by the RPC, maximum response to changing local values -.... 

Goals, objectives, and priorities are set jointly by state and local 
units in regional planning framework , 

Regional planning is actively supported and state DOT-RPC formal 
partnerships are sought; state DOT [inancial assistance is re
quired. 

Table 3. Northwestern Wisconsin Regiona! Planning and Development 
Commission transportation program data. 

Element 

Refinement of regional highway plan in two counties and recom
mendation of jurisdiction changes 

Provision of staff support to RPC transportation advisory com
mittee, which meets quarterly 

Liaison and participation in study of transportation impact oC new 
Apostle Islands National Lake Shore 

Local planning assistance, transportation project initiation and 
review 

Initiation of assessment of regional rail service with consultant 
assistance 

Review of environmental impact statements and participation in 
public hearings 

Program administration-overhead 

Total costs 

Wisconsin DOT share· 

N-Mt Nt'l'.ML1111111IDdUU;Jn. 

•e5p1rc~1. 

Total 
Cost 

1,903 

1,903 

1,903 

951 

6,768 

3,632 
4,120 

21,180 

18,000 

Federal-State 
Highway state All-Mode 
Planning Funds Planning Funds 

1,903 

952 951 

951 952 

476 475 

6,768 

2, 724 908 

~ ~ 
B,695 12,485 

7,390 10,610 
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On May 29, the TPC officially requested the RPCs to help arrange STP public involve
ment activities. 

The first item of business in the STP process is TPC adoption of an interim STP 
that will essentially reflect existing statewide modal plans, modifications of them, and 
supplemental policy objectives while a comprehensive STP is in preparation. Public 
reaction to the modal plans and proposed general policies of the interim STP at public 
meetings is seen as an important input to development of new and refined plans during 
preparation of the comprehensive STP. Each of the multicounty RPCs was an active 
cosponsor for an area planning conference and supporting activities related to gaining 
public comment on a draft interim STP during the fall of 1974. 

The proposed general policies for the interim STP relate to many issues that are 
matters of current concern to the RPCs, and they include 

1. State-local highway jurisdictional exchanges, 
2. Development of scenic routes and rustic roads, 
3. Airport improvements compatible with existing and planned land use, 
4. Improved intercity bus service to all areas of the state, 
5. Development of a statewide bikeway plan, 
6. Restoration of rail passenger service to areas formerly served, and 
7. Prevention of further abandonments of rail freight service. 

The transportation planning work programs being developed by the RPCs and financed 
by Wisconsin DOT are addressing themselves to issues such as these. Several of the 
RPCs, for instance, are already taking strong advocacy positions in regard to the re
tention and improvement of rail freight and passenger service. 

A r ecent planning grant of $90,000 from the Federal Railroad Administration to 
Wisconsin DOT has accelerated the timetable for preparation of a statewide rail plan. 
The RPCs are playing a role in the development of this plan. In particular, they have 
reviewed draft goal statements for the rail plan, recommended branch-line segments 
fo r detailed study, and pr ovided assessments of r egional economic development r e
lated to future rail service. District highway offices have cooperated with the RPCs 
in carrying out these assignments and have assisted in reviewing the accuracy of rail 
segmentation maps and listings and in documenting the current use of abandoned rail-
"l"'n'.:lrl "1""'1rrhtC!-l"'\f-nr".l'tT Qona ..... <:111 'O'Df"" 'Y'O'n't"'Ociont11i-1noC! hi:lno hoon o:inri.n1nttlrl tn. fhtl ~tntA ........................ b.............. ........ .. -J • "-'""' " ............................. - ... ..... .t" ... ................................... " ....................... " ..... ...,, .................. -¥1:""-' ..................... ..................... "-' ............. .... 

Rail Plan Advisory Committee. The initial Wisconsin DOT-RPC agreements helped to 
provide financial support for these RPC activities. 

Wisconsin DOT sees this emerging state-regional partnership in rail system planning 
as being applicable to statewide planning for other modes as well. RPC representatives 
have for over a year served on a technical advisory committee established to provide 
input to the development of the State Airport System Plan. The newly initiated RPC 
work programs are also concerned with refining the State Highway Plan within their re
spective counties .. with respect not only to proper functional designation of roads but also 
to recommendation of the appropriate jurisdiction in accordance with land service and 
traffic criteria. In effect, the RPCs in cooperation with the district highway offices 
are serving as true middlemen in implementing the State Highway Plan. How all of 
this will eventually relate to the systematic preparation and update of statewide modal 
plans and a comprehensive STP is hard to predict in Wisconsin at this early stage of 
state-regional partnerships. One thing is certain, RPCs are helping to achieve public 
involvement anrl corn:;irleration of alternatives in state transportation planning in ac
cordance with the objectives of the Wisconsin DOT Action Plan. 

PROBLEMS IN IMPLEMENTING STATE-REGIONAL 
PARTNERSHIPS IN TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 

So far, this paper has stressed the positive aspects of state-regional partnerships in 
transportation planning. No objective evaluation of this subject would be complete 



without recognition of the problems and pitfalls involved. In no particular order of 
priority these problems involve 

1. Lack of uniform response from RPCs to form state-regional partnerships, 
2. Problems in recruiting RPC transportation planners, and 
3. Lack of RPC interest in system planning. 

Uniform Response 
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To date only six of the eight multicounty RPCs have responded fully to the Wisconsin 
DOT offer to form state-regional partnerships in transportation planning, and the other 
two RPCs have indicated interest and will respond inevitably. Start-up tasks will con
sume the initial attention of new RPCs, and thus there will probably always be a plan
ning lag between the first and the last RPC to respond. To the degree that Wisconsin 
DOT might look for each RPC to perform identical tasks with the same degree of pro
fessionalism, such a uniform input to a statewide planning effort would simply not be 
forthcoming. Some RPCs will always be ahead of others in certain planning efforts. 
If their regions are urban, they will be ahead on urban public transit; if their regions 
are rural, they will be ahead on scenic routes and rustic roads. Each RPC will tend 
to input first those things most important to its region in any statewide planning effort. 
A statewide coordinating mechanism will certainly be required to pull the varying pieces 
together. 

Recruiting of Regional Transportation Planners 

My opinion is that we are experiencing a run on available starting, supervisory, and 
management types of transportation planners. The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 
with its provisions for mandatory funding of metropolitan transportation planning staffs 
has seemed to cause at least a temporary drain on the supply of transportation planners 
for regional planning positions. A subjective review of a mid-1974 American Society 
of Planning Officials-Technical Abstracts Bulletin indicated a strong nationwide interest 
in the recruitment of transportation planners. The first round of advertising for a 
transportation planner for the Northwestern Wisconsin RPDC resulted in many responses 
but only one from a qualified applicant. It is thus possible that initial nonmetropolitan 
regional transportation planning programs in Wisconsin might have to get under way 
with some consultant help. Readvertising of RPC staff positions in a broad range of 
planning and transportation publications is now attracting additional qualified candidates, 
and initial staffing of nonmetropolitan RPCS is under way. 

Regional Planning Commission System Planning 

Examination of the initial nonmetropolitan RPC transportation planning programs sub
mitted for Wisconsin DOT financing indicates a strong inclination toward issue-oriented 
rather than systematic-comprehensive planning. Wisconsin DOT system planners will 
need to find a way to combine and meld statewide transportation system planning with 
regional planning that is at present largely unsystematic and issue oriented. It is likely 
that the metropolitan RPCs with their urban transportation planning experience may be 
more easily able to interface with state planners. On the other hand, the times are 
forcing state planners to also depart from traditional system planning concepts and be 
more responsive to individual issues. The outcome of this apparent dilemma is yet to 
be made clear. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The recent Wisconsin experience tends both to confirm and deny some of the major 
findings and recommendations on state and regional development from the TRB Con
ference on Statewide Transportation Planning (1). Following are my conclusions, based 
on the conference observations on public policy-and regionalism and regional transporta
tion processes. 

1. Public support of regionalism on a multistate and substate district basis. Public 
support for regional planning has solidified in Wisconsin over the past 2 years, and the 
state has been virtually blanketed with multicounty RPCs. This is not unanimous as 
evidenced by the withdrawal of two counties from Wisconsin RPCs, but in most respects, 
regional planning is an activity that is maturing in Wisconsin and gaining increasing 
public support. Key state agencies in Wisconsin are also providing increasing support 
for regional planning. In addition to the activities of Wisconsin DOT described in this 
paper, the state's Department of Administration (DOA>, in the development of a state 
land use policy, sees the RPCs as an important institutional mechanism for gaining 
public exposure and discussing policy alternatives. According to the Wisconsin DOA, 
RPCs will also be instrumental in further detailing land use policies; tailoring them to 
the unique objectives, needs, and priorities of the region; and working with local govern
ments that will be the major policy-implementing agents. Both Wisconsin DOA and 
DLAD have been promoting the increased provision of RPC technical planning services 
to local units of government. Regional planning continues to be one of the highest pri
ority programs of Wisconsin DLAD. State regional planning aids administered by DLAD 
now amount to $339,000 annually. 

One point that should be emphasized is that Wisconsin state agencies have not made 
eligibility for federal aid the primary rationale for promoting 1.'e.gional planning (even 
though some new RPCs initially thought this was the case). Ra:ther, the idea emphasized 
that RPCs serve to meld and define the viewpoints of local units of government within 
the region on issues of areawide significance. As previously mentioned, state agencies 
are strongly encouraging RPCs to strengthen the local assistance portions of their work 
programs. In essence, to be effective partners in planning with state government, RPCs 
must retain close ties with constituent local units of government. 

2. State general transportation policy frameworks consistent with state general 
comprehensive policy frameworks. Wisconsin DOT has had some problems in estab
lishing a continuing, productive relationship with the statewide comprehensive planning 
process, even though the importance and value of this has been realized. One basic 
reason for this is the changing nature of statewide comprehensive planning depending on 
the agency, office, and leadership involved in managing this effort. The visible process 
today tends to be almost totally short term and issue oriented. The remnants of area
wide comprehensive planning in Wisconsin are stored and nurtured in RPC offices; 
therefore, Wisconsin DOT has concluded simply that long-range land use and transpor
tation system planning will not be closely coordinated on a statewide basis in the fore
seeable future. The successful planning partnerships we have had and are continuing 
to have now wiJh RPCs assume even g:reater i_mportance as W'e_~trive_!o_ maj,p.taj,n sgi!i~ _ 
connection with comprehensive planning in our planning process. 

3. U.S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB) requirement that all federal agen
cies provide all financial planning assistance and implement planning requirements 
through comprehensive statewide agencies. Wisconsin DOT should reconsider this 
recommendation in light of the state experience. If comprehensive statewide planning 
agencies have difficulties in effectively developing and managing long-range land use 
planning programs, they certainly will have no less difficulty in transportation. Func
tional state agencies such as state DOTs should retain a strong lead role in the admin
istration of federal financial assistance for planning in cooperation with RPCs estab-

~~~~----l~· B'1li~~· !l-aeefri'danee-witl-~e~.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

4. OMB proposal to Congress on provision of public highway funds in the form of 
incentive bonuses to states with a statewide planning agency discharging multimodal 
responsibilities (i.e., coordination of transportation with housing) at the multicounty 
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and substate district levels. This recommendation is similar to some recommendations 
of the Wisconsin Governor's Study Committee on Mass Transit, which called for the 
creation of a state planning agency that would be responsible for coordinating the func
tional planning of all state agencies to ensure conformance with statewide goals, poli
cies, and standards. It also recommended that any public body that does not adopt a 
land use plan that is consistent with a duly adopted r egional land use and transportation 
plan becomes ineligible for state transportation aids ( 4). Again, the Wisconsin approach 
is to place as much emphasis on coordinating land use- and transportation planning at the 
regional level as is placed at the statewide level. 

5. Inadequacy of intermodal and multimodal transportation processes despite the 
progress made over the past 10 years. Regional transportation planning has been 
basically a highway planning process because highway planning funds have been avail
able in abundance and other-mode planning funds were not so available. Wisconsin DOT 
has stretched federal and state highway planning dollars to the ultimate in providing 
financial assistance to the metropolitan RPCs in the past. Fortunately, Urban Mass 
Transportation Administration funds are now generally available, and in due course we 
might expect the Federal Aviation and Railroad Administrations to join in the shared 
financing of continuing regional transportation planning. In addition, Wisconsin DOT 
planning assistance funds are now all-mode planning funds through changes in the Wis
consin DOT budgeting process. As adequate financing is provided, RPCs in Wisconsin 
are addressing other-mode planning concerns in increasing detail. The initial activity 
of the RPCs in state rail planning as discussed in this paper particularly supports this. 

6. Increase in citizen participation in decisions made on fundamental state trans
portation policies through umbrella multijurisdictional organizations (UMJOs) respon
sible for providing citizens with factual information and for convening appropriate 
hearings about regional plans and programs. This finding is fully confirmed by the 
Wisconsin experience. The Wisconsin DOT Action Plan is geared to this kind of phi
losophy and approach as discussed previously in this paper. The success or failure of 
this approach is of course yet to be determined, but RPCs in Wisconsin are accepting 
the role of cosponsor of all public involvement activities related to preparation of the 
STP, and their efforts are helping to gain significant public input into the statewide 
planning process. 

7. Encouragement of effective multimodal programs and linkages by much federal 
and state financial planning, program development, and program implementation as
sistance for public transit, rail rapid transit, existing railroad branch lines, experi
mental nongas private vehicles, and other types of transportation alternatives. Such 
financing for other- mode planning will help to achieve statewide and regional multi
modal programs and linkages (comments in item 5 are also applicable). 

8. Focus of substate transportation planning on land use, public works, public fa
cilities, and services without priority attention given to recommendations intended to 
affect public and private sector transportation policies at every governmental level. 
RPCs will give prior ity attention to transportation policies when adequate funding is 
provided (comments in items 5 and 7 are also applicable>. 

9. Encouragement of every state DOT by t he Transportation Research Board to de
velop and publish guidelines or pr ocedures [ e .g., (5)] that establish precisely how re
gional transportation processes ai·e to be carried out by UMJOs and others . Although I 
have not yet reviewed the Califo rnia guidelines (5), I can say that Wisconsin DOT has 
given some preliminary considerations to prepailng a similar document principally be
cause we want to standardize the new regional transportation planning assistance pro
gram to some degree and establish some uniformity in the planning product we are fi
nancing. We are somewhat hesitant to produce precise guidelines. Flexibility will be 
required to enable each region to better define and attack transportation issues of re
gional importance while assisting in statewide planning efforts. Final Wisconsin DOT 
guidelines (if any) will perhaps await more definitive thinking on the order of the first 
comprehensive STP. In the meantime, RPCs in Wisconsin are already beginning to de-
cide how the STP should address itself to regional concerns. -

In summary, the Wisconsin experience does not project precise roles for state DOTs 
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Figure 3. State-regional planning partnership. 

State DOT Ro le : 

1. fi nancial assistance l. r e gional develo pment goalll 

2. stat ewi de modal analysi11 2. comprehen s ive planning 

3. tra f fi e forec asting 3. gene rAl tran&portation plannina 

4. in terr egiona l coordination 4. citize n pa rt icipation 

Sharod Rol.u : 

1. envi"C"onmental assessmen t 

2. plan adoption 

J. proj e ct prioritie e 

4. gen e ral project planning 

and multicounty RPCs in cooperative transportation planning. It does, however, sug
gest some directions to consider. As shown in Figure 3, the state's role must include 
financial and technical assistance and coordination across RPC boundaries. The RPC 
must have the opportunity to speak for the citizens of the region and their collective 
goals. Coordination of transportation and comprehensive planning will occur principally 
at the regional level. Finally, since we have the capability of learning from the ear lier, 
evolving urban transportation planning process, some probable shared roles can be sug
gested for state DOTs and RPCs in full-scale regional transportation planning. Ad
vantage should be taken of the interdisciplinary staff capabilities of RPCs in such areas 
as environmental assessment and general project planning. Importantly, state and local 
improvement programs should reflect adopted regional plans and priorities. 

REFERENCES 

1. Issues in Statewide Transportation Planning. TRB Special Rept. 146, 1974, pp. 
182-242. 

2. B. R. Wilson. Policy and Procedure Review : State Highway Commission Liaison 
With 701 Planning in Wisconsin. Highway Research Record 180, 1967. 

3. Action Plan for Transportation Development. Wisconsin Department of Trans
portation, Jan. 1974. 

4. Phase I and II Reports. Wisconsin Governor's Study Committee on Mass Transit, 
Dec. 1972 and June 1973. 

5. Regional Transportation Plan, Guidelines. California Division of Highways, 
April 1973. 



SPONSORSHIP OF THIS RECORD 
GROUP 1-TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION 
Charles V. Wootan, Texas A&M University, chairman 

TRANSPORTATION FORECASTING SECTION 
E. Wilson Campbell, New York State Department of Transportation, chairman 

Committee on Transpor tation Systems Design 
Joseph L. Scho[er , Nor thwestern Unive1·sity, chairman 
Surendra K. Agarwal, Edward A. Beimborn, Melvyn Cheslow, James E. Clark III, 
Robert T. Dunphy, Raymond H. Ellis, Gary R. Erenrich, Gorman Gilbert, Hollis R. 
Goff, Harvey Haack, Lonnie E. Haefner, Thomas N. Harvey, Kevin E. Heanue, Harold 
Kassoff, Joe Lee, stephen C. Lockwood, Marvin L. Manheim, Charles William Ockert, 
Richard H. Pratt, James E. Sale, Ali F. Sevin, William L. Smith, Darwin G. stuart, 
Martin Wachs, Richard D. Worrall 

Committee on Urban Activity Systems 
David E. Boyce, Unive rsity of Pennsylvania, chairman 
Ake E. Andersson, Leslie P. Boudrot, Jeffrey M. Bruggeman, John W. Dickey, Michael 
A. Goldberg, Robert E. Goldman, John R. Hamburg, John M. Hartwick, Peter W. House, 
Gregory K. Ingram, Marc P. Kaplan, Douglas B. Lee, Jr., Steven Richard Lerman, 
Will Terry Moore, Stephen H. Putman, Labh S. Sachdev, Carl N. Swerdloff 

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS PLANNING AND INNOVATION SECTION 
Siegfried M. Breuning, Wayland, Massachusetts, chairman 

Committee on Statewide Multimodal Transportation Planning 
Jack Kinstlinger, Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, chairman 
Bert Arrillaga, John Cameron, Roger L. Creighton, Stuart P. Davey, Paul Eldridge, 
Arne L. Gausmann, John R. Goodwin, Howard J. Grossman, Howard C. Hanna, Philip 
I. Hazen, Lester A. Hoel, Thomas F. Humphrey, Robert A. Keith, Frank S. Koppelman, 
Larry Saben, Owen H. Sauerlender, Kenneth W. Shiatte, Nat Simons, Jr., Carl N. 
Swerdloff, William C. Taylor, D. L. Wieman, Norbert Y. Zucker, 

GROUP 2-DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION OF TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES 
W. B. Drake, Kentucky Department of Transportation, chairman 

GENERAL DESIGN SECTION 
F. W. Thorstenson, Minnesota Department of Highways, chairman 

Committee on Roadside Environment 
John J. McC. Ryan, New York State Department of Transportation, chairman 
Charles R. Anderson, Maryland Department of Transportation, secretary 
Harvey R. Atchison, Bernard L. Chaplin, Frank J. Cope, John F. Delay, Harold D. 
Dolling, Wayne O. Earley, Frank B. Ezell, Jr., Milford Fleig, William Flemer III, 
L. E. Foote, James R. Gordon, Larry Isaacson, Robert L. Jacobsen, Herman A. J. 
Kuhn, Henry Lathrop, Lawrence L. Lehmann, Thomas J. Mracek, Clarence R. Pell, 
Ronald W. Rhoads, E. Grover Rivers, G. I. Robertson, Jr., Warren A. Schmitz, 
Bradford G. Sears 

James E. Scott and Lawrence F. Spaine, Transportation Research Board staff 

Sponsorship is indicated by a footnote on the first page of each report. The organiza
tional units and the chairmen and members are as of December 31, 1974. 

85 


