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Systematic, well-designed research provides the most effective
approach to the solution of many problems facing highway
administrators and engineers. Often, highway problems are of local
interest and can best be studied by highway departments
individually or in cooperation with their state universities and
others. However, the accelerating growth of highway transportation
develops increasingly complex problems of wide interest to
highway authorities. These problems are best studied through a
coordinated program of cooperative research.

In recognition of these needs, the highway administrators of the
American Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials initiated in 1962 an objective national highway research
program employing modern scientific techniques. This program is
supported on a continuing basis by funds from participating
member states of the Association and it receives the full cooperation
and support of the Federal Highway Administration, United States
Department of Transportation.

The Transportation Research Board of the National Academies
was requested by the Association to administer the research
program because of the Board’s recognized objectivity and
understanding of modern research practices. The Board is uniquely
suited for this purpose as it maintains an extensive committee
structure from which authorities on any highway transportation
subject may be drawn; it possesses avenues of communications and
cooperation with federal, state, and local governmental agencies,
universities, and industry; its relationship to the National Research
Council is an insurance of objectivity; it maintains a full-time
research correlation staff of specialists in highway transportation
matters to bring the findings of research directly to those who are in
a position to use them.

The program is developed on the basis of research needs
identified by chief administrators of the highway and transportation
departments and by committees of AASHTO. Each year, specific
areas of research needs to be included in the program are proposed
to the National Research Council and the Board by the American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials.
Research projects to fulfill these needs are defined by the Board, and
qualified research agencies are selected from those that have
submitted proposals. Administration and surveillance of research
contracts are the responsibilities of the National Research Council
and the Transportation Research Board.

The needs for highway research are many, and the National
Cooperative Highway Research Program can make significant
contributions to the solution of highway transportation problems of
mutual concern to many responsible groups. The program,
however, is intended to complement rather than to substitute for or
duplicate other highway research programs.
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The project that is the subject of this report was a part of the National
Cooperative Highway Research Program conducted by the Transportation
Research Board with the approval of the Governing Board of the National
Research Council. Such approval reflects the Governing Board’s judgment that
the program concerned is of national importance and appropriate with respect
to both the purposes and resources of the National Research Council.

The members of the technical committee selected to monitor this project and
to review this report were chosen for recognized scholarly competence and
with due consideration for the balance of disciplines appropriate to the project.
The opinions and conclusions expressed or implied are those of the research
agency that performed the research, and, while they have been accepted as
appropriate by the technical committee, they are not necessarily those of the
Transportation Research Board, the National Research Council, the American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, or the Federal
Highway Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation.

Each report is reviewed and accepted for publication by the technical
committee according to procedures established and monitored by the
Transportation Research Board Executive Committee and the Governing
Board of the National Research Council.

NOTE: The Transportation Research Board of the National Acade-
mies, the National Research Council, the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration, the American Association of State Highway and Transporta-
tion Officials, and the individual states participating in the National
Cooperative Highway Research Program do not endorse products or
manufacturers. Trade or manufacturers’ names appear herein 
solely because they are considered essential to the object of this
report.
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Highway administrators, engineers, and researchers often face problems for which infor-
mation already exists, either in documented form or as undocumented experience and prac-
tice. This information may be fragmented, scattered, and unevaluated. As a consequence,
full knowledge of what has been learned about a problem may not be brought to bear on its
solution. Costly research findings may go unused, valuable experience may be overlooked,
and due consideration may not be given to recommended practices for solving or alleviat-
ing the problem.

There is information on nearly every subject of concern to highway administrators and
engineers. Much of it derives from research or from the work of practitioners faced with
problems in their day-to-day work. To provide a systematic means for assembling and eval-
uating such useful information and to make it available to the entire highway community,
the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials—through the
mechanism of the National Cooperative Highway Research Program—authorized the
Transportation Research Board to undertake a continuing study. This study, NCHRP Proj-
ect 20-5, “Synthesis of Information Related to Highway Problems,” searches out and syn-
thesizes useful knowledge from all available sources and prepares concise, documented
reports on specific topics. Reports from this endeavor constitute an NCHRP report series,
Synthesis of Highway Practice.

This synthesis series reports on current knowledge and practice, in a compact format,
without the detailed directions usually found in handbooks or design manuals. Each report
in the series provides a compendium of the best knowledge available on those measures
found to be the most successful in resolving specific problems. 

FOREWORD
By Staff 

Transportation 
Research Board

This synthesis will be of interest to state department of transportation (DOT) personnel,
as well as to other professionals in both the public and private sectors, dealing with the issue
of leadership training and succession management in the 21st century. Workforce issues
remain at the forefront of discussions occurring within the ranks of public agencies and
throughout corporate America. Leadership development is viewed as a key success factor.
This synthesis examined practices and programs in search of optimal solutions to this
important aspect of state DOT management and operations. Program information is pre-
sented about practices and innovative approaches that address the development of trans-
portation leadership in today’s work environment. Four key subtopics were examined:
demographics, recruitment and retention, leadership training, and succession management.
Appendices offer narrative survey responses, leadership resources, and examples of lead-
ership development programs.

This synthesis report of the Transportation Research Board contains information derived
from a survey distributed to state DOTs. Twenty-five agencies responded. In addition, a lit-
erature review was undertaken to ascertain the depth of published information on the topic.
Private-sector companies that engage in these types of programs were identified. Seven
private-sector companies were willing to share their experiences and policies. Because they
view leadership development as an investment and an important contribution to their long-
term productivity, it is suggested that state DOTs might benefit from studying these exam-
ples in seeking further improvement.

A panel of experts in the subject area guided the work of organizing and evaluating the col-
lected data and reviewed the final synthesis report. A consultant was engaged to collect and
synthesize the information and to write the report. Both the consultant and the members of the
oversight panel are acknowledged on the title page. This synthesis is an immediately useful
document that records the practices that were acceptable within the limitations of the knowl-
edge available at the time of its preparation. As progress in research and practice continues,
new knowledge will be added to that now at hand.

PREFACE
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The dawn of the 21st century has brought with it significant challenges for state departments
of transportation (DOTs). Increasing demand for customer service, limited revenues, and
workforce issues requires exceptional leadership at all levels of a public transportation
agency. This synthesis project focused on developing transportation agency leaders and
examines both public- and private-sector leadership programs in search of optimal solutions
to this important aspect of state transportation agency management and operations. For the
study, programs in 25 states as well as 7 private-sector firms were considered.

One of the most serious issues state DOTs must face is that large numbers of their employ-
ees, including those holding key leadership positions, will soon leave state service, either
through retirement or by accepting employment elsewhere. This departure of skilled, expe-
rienced personnel, particularly from the leadership ranks of a DOT, will be devastating if not
addressed proactively by each public agency. Although it is a trend that has been discussed
for many years, some agencies are not acting on this knowledge in a way to ensure that capa-
ble individuals are there to fill the positions vacated by these experienced leaders.

State DOTs have launched a variety of initiatives focused on developing transportation
leaders to fill both present and future needs. Some of these programs rely on group develop-
ment with large general training classes and curriculum. Others emphasize the employee’s
individual needs and work to prepare them to assume a future leadership role. Both provide
value in their own way and individually address a portion of the workforce problem.

Many agencies understand that filling the ranks of their leadership positions should begin
with the original recruitment efforts engaged in by the DOT. Hiring the right people, those
with an aptitude and interest in assuming leadership roles in the transportation agency, serves
as an excellent foundation for further development programs. Some would simplify the hir-
ing process through their reference to a “workforce pipeline,” as if it were a single conduit
delivering qualified individuals to an agency to fill its vacancies. In reality, this pipeline has
many branches and the route to DOT employment can be circuitous at best. A variety of
methods are used to ensure that the right people are hired. These include the specific ques-
tions being asked during the interview as well as the selection of individuals who have a com-
prehensive view of their profession and organization.

It is not possible to address the issues of leadership and succession management without
considering general workforce development. Training, educating, and otherwise improving
the overall level of professional expertise among employees in general is key to creating a
culture in which leadership and succession initiatives will thrive. Unfortunately, in chal-
lenging budget times, workforce development efforts are often the first element of a public
agency to be cut. Employers, both public and private, who understand workforce develop-
ment, work aggressively to ensure this does not happen, because they know this important
investment affects the future success of their organization.

The important concept known as “succession management” should be considered along
with recruitment and training. Succession management is the deliberate process of grooming

SUMMARY 
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and developing leaders who will assume key roles in the agency’s future. Some programs are
formal, whereas others are not. Most are administered by the DOT’s human resources direc-
tor, although some are personally directed by the agency’s chief executive officer (CEO).
Research indicates that the most successful are those in which the state CEO takes a personal
interest and role. Many of these state programs have experienced limited success owing to
personnel rules and the absence of senior leadership involvement. 

An important element of this review was an analysis of how private-sector companies are
handling the development of their future leadership teams. Many private-sector firms, both
in and out of the transportation industry, take leadership development and succession man-
agement very seriously. They view their investments in these efforts as contributions to their
balance sheets that will result in long-term profitability. Key attributes of these private-
sector programs include significant involvement from the company’s chairman, CEO, or
president; and diversity of experience focused on developing nontraditional skills in future
leaders, such as finance for engineers, research for administrative personnel, and so forth. In
addition, private companies have a profit motive because senior leaders know that their indi-
vidual retirement programs will eventually be in the hands of those they select and develop
as future leaders.

Leadership development is a key success factor for public- and private-sector companies
in the 21st century; having such programs is no longer optional. The existence of effective
programs will allow organizations to excel in these tumultuous times. Public-sector agencies
will find value in the lessons and programs found among their private-sector counterparts.

2
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BACKGROUND

Transportation agencies face many challenges in this first
decade of the 21st century. These challenges include the fol-
lowing. There is an increasingly high demand for more ser-
vices. Infrastructure, once new and fully functional, now
needs significant investment and renewal. Funding, although
never plentiful, is in short supply, with no apparent remedy.
Security concerns are a new issue that transportation profes-
sionals must address while in an unpredictable environment.
These issues and others present transportation leaders with
unprecedented and formidable obstacles and challenges.

Solutions to these challenges are complex and multidi-
mensional. Agencies must recognize that whereas current
or former strategies have been effective in dealing with past
problems, they are often inadequate in dealing with present
and future challenges. Historically, a transportation agency
could rely on a skilled engineering workforce to step up and
solve these problems—were they generally technical in nature.
Today, however, technical skills are not enough, because
they are not adequate in addressing current policy, procedural,
operational, and legal issues.

Leadership is emerging as a potent discriminator between
agencies that excel in meeting 21st century challenges and
those that merely operate in a survival mode. Understanding
the nature of leadership includes comprehending how it dif-
fers from management, because these terms are often incor-
rectly interchanged. 

The skill set for leaders is, in most cases, not technical, nor
is it related to the basic engineering work routinely performed
by transportation agencies. Today, the transportation world
needs leaders who are able to help their organizations thrive
on present challenges and develop new strategies for the
future. Such leaders must be able to take agencies with mod-
est financial resources, constrained staffing levels, and increas-
ingly complex legal issues and transform them into opera-
tional systems that give exceptional customer service. The
challenge is to find, cultivate, train, motivate, and liberate
these individuals who will then be able to accomplish this
significant task.

This synthesis project focused on developing leaders in
transportation agencies. The choice of the term “leader” was
careful and purposeful. As stated previously, leadership is

not merely management. Leaders inspire people; they leverage
the skills and abilities of team members in ways that cause
synergy in accomplishing goals and facing challenges. 

In further emphasizing the difference between leaders and
managers, it is safe to say that leaders often manage but that
management does not define leadership. In traditional orga-
nizations, the supervisor/manager manages things—vehicles,
personnel systems, property, and other tangible assets and
activities, whereas leaders lead people. Leaders achieve objec-
tives by providing vision, inspiration, coaching, encourage-
ment, and commitment to team members, then allowing these
same individuals to excel. A manager cannot inspire this kind
of performance, but a leader can. Leaders are facilitators who
remove barriers. In the words of Max DePree, “Leaders don’t
inflict pain; they bear pain” (DePree 1989). This distinction
between leaders and managers is important because it will be
the leaders who transform our transportation system in the
coming years, not those who function strictly as managers.

An interesting phenomenon of state departments of trans-
portation (DOTs) is that the chief executive officer (CEO) and
many of their direct subordinates are appointed officials.
Although some may have worked their entire career at the state
DOT, others are positioned in the organization following the
election of a new governor or the appointment of a new trans-
portation commission or board. When a leader comes from
outside a traditional organization, such as a state DOT, he/she
face additional challenges. For example, loyalty and trust must
be earned in a short period of time. Depending on the politi-
cal climate, longevity may be an issue, because the leader
may have fewer than 4 years experience. The expectations of
those making the appointment may not be compatible with
the realities of a public agency. In some respects, a situation
where a public official serves at the will of an elected official
or board is really no different than a key leader in a private-
sector company who serves at the will of a CEO or a board
of directors. 

Good leaders do not necessarily have to be charismatic. For
example, Jim Collins, in his book, Good to Great (2001), iden-
tifies the leaders of some of our country’s most financially suc-
cessful companies of the last century. Each performed ahead
of the financial markets over a recent period of 15 years. Some
of the companies considered “great” included Circuit City,
Walgreen’s, and Gillette. In his book, Collins includes profiles
on Alan Wurtzel, Cork Walgreen, and Colman Mochler as the
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CEO’s who made these companies great. To qualify, a com-
pany had to adhere to the following basic pattern: “fifteen-year
cumulative stock returns at or below the general stock market,
punctuated by a transition point, then cumulative returns at
least three times the market over the next fifteen years.” With
much less fanfare, their companies outperformed many well-
known and higher profile industry giants. These leader’s are
not generally familiar, nor are they household names, such as
Jack Welch or Lee Iacocca.

Although the performances of private companies offer a
definitive tool for measuring the effectiveness of their lead-
ership team, a state DOT has no such gauge. Margins or
overhead are not measured, nor do they have the same
accountability to shareholders that exists in a private-sector
organization. Nevertheless, public-sector agencies are mea-
sured, if not specifically through profit margins, then through
the eyes of a discerning public and critical analysis by elected
officials. Succeeding in either or both of these forums requires
more than just the routine execution of construction, mainte-
nance, or operations activities. Leadership is the key to ensure
that an agency fulfills its responsibilities to the public it serves.
Without it, the agency is a rudderless ship, drifting without
bringing specific achievements to the state’s transportation. 

Additionally, private-sector leaders are not the only group
recognized for contributing to their respective industries. A
number of entities offer honors or rewards to those in the
public sector who have excelled in leadership and manage-
ment. For example, Engineering News Record annually high-
lights the top 25 newsmakers of the year and chooses one
from that group as the top newsmaker. These individuals are
often from the public sector and have made major contri-
butions to the engineering profession as well as to their con-
stituent communities. Governing magazine offers similar
recognition, as does the American Public Works Association,
which each year identifies and honors the country’s top 10
public works leaders. As with the highlighting of private-
sector leaders, those identifying the successes within the
public world can offer valuable insights into the character-
istics of great leadership.

Compounding the challenge of providing leadership in
transportation agencies is the issue of the aging workforce.
Some estimates put the range of possible retirements from
agencies at 40% to 50% of the workforce within the next few
years. Many of those retiring have three and four decades of
experience. The loss of this wealth of knowledge and expe-
rience is certain to be a major issue for state DOTs in the
future, because it will leave a void that must be filled. Replace-
ments will most likely have less experience yet face greater
challenges than their predecessors: the learning curve will be
steep, to say the least. However, experience has shown that
they will learn, develop, and rise to the challenge and that the
ensuing changes in the agencies will be positive.

Although this report focuses on state DOT leaders and
leadership programs in their agencies, there is a striking sim-
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ilarity between DOTs and other public entities. Cities, coun-
ties, and other public organizations are under many of the
same pressures to serve customers, maintain facilities, deal
with straining budgets, and cope with often inflexible per-
sonnel systems. As this is the case, much of the information
in this report can be directly applied to other public agencies.

The new leaders for this century will have to be trained,
seasoned, and developed in an accelerated fashion. Thus, the
topic of this synthesis, Developing Transportation Agency
Leaders, is both important and timely for the transportation
industry.

SYNTHESIS OBJECTIVE 

This synthesis will document state practices in developing
transportation leadership and report on innovative approaches
that address this issue in today’s work environment. The
report will cover hiring, development, evaluation, and reten-
tion of current and future leaders and also evaluate the effec-
tiveness of these practices.

APPROACH

The study approach for this synthesis involved a number of
efforts designed to assess initiatives among transportation
agencies in their leadership development and succession
management programs. A survey was prepared and distrib-
uted to the states with questions comprising the following
four key subtopics related to the overall report:

1. Demographics,
2. Recruitment and retention,
3. Leadership training, and
4. Succession management.

States were offered three means for completing the survey;
facsimile, U.S. mail, and the Internet. The complete project
survey is found in Appendix A. Twenty-five states responded
to the survey, and this information serves as the basis for the
analysis provided in the report.

In addition, a literature review was undertaken to ascertain
the depth of published information on leadership develop-
ment and succession management. Finally, private companies
that also engage in these types of programs were identified
and, to the extent they were willing to share their experiences
and policies, are included in the synthesis.

ORGANIZATION

Chapter one contains a brief summary of the current situation
in state DOTs concerning the specific workforce challenges
of hiring, developing, evaluating, and retaining current and
future leaders. It also includes a statement of the synthesis
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objectives and study methods, as well as information
regarding the organization of the report.

Chapter two provides a summary of the literature review,
with common themes and observations presented. This chap-
ter focuses on the practices that appear to be the most suc-
cessful in addressing the synthesis topic. In addition, prac-
tices from other industries, as identified through the literature
review that appear to have application, are included.

Chapter three highlights the background information
gathered in the survey. It emphasizes demographics by state,
attrition levels by experience and position, and other exter-
nal and internal constraints. Additional pertinent background
material will be provided to establish the context and foun-
dation for the remainder of the report.

Chapter four is a consideration of state practices for recruit-
ing and retaining current and future leaders. Possible trends
and practices that could serve as models for other agencies to
follow are identified.

Chapter five is a review of the various state leadership
development programs, including information regarding their
implementation and effectiveness.

Chapter six contains a summary of state-reported succes-
sion management initiatives currently in place in the respec-
tive DOTs. Best practices are identified and discussed. Both
formal and informal succession management practices are
considered.

Chapter seven discusses the private sector, which has much
to contribute to state DOTs concerning leadership develop-
ment programs. This chapter covers a sampling of private-
sector firms and highlights their programs.

Chapter eight presents the major conclusions reached in
this synthesis effort. The discussion covers an array of the
most successful practices relating to hiring, developing, eval-
uating, and retaining current and future leaders in transporta-
tion agencies. Based on the results of the effort, suggestions
are made for areas that need further study.



The topic of leadership has been considered often and in
great detail. On this subject, nearly as many theories and
approaches exist as there are authors and speakers. For the
results of this synthesis to be relevant, reviewing a sampling
of the available literature is both appropriate and necessary.
In addition, leadership analysis includes related issues that
must be reviewed to provide a full picture. Therefore, some
of these subjects will also be covered. 

DEMOGRAPHICS

Demographics will play a large part in the future of agency
leaders. Some authors who have focused on transit agencies
have identified changes in demographics and technology as
the hardest problems they face. As workforce demographics
change, so will the workers who are slated to become future
agency leaders. The Hudson Institute projects that partici-
pation of older workers in the workforce will continue to
increase, especially in areas where workers are more edu-
cated (Judy and D’Amico 1997). This increasing number of
older workers and leaders will offer transportation agencies
and private companies a cadre of experienced individuals to
draw on for key leadership positions. By the year 2020, Amer-
icans over the age of 65 are expected to constitute 16.5% of
the population, and this segment of our society will continue
to increase as the baby boomers age. Participation by women
in the workforce is also expected to increase along with
increases in immigrant labor—both will continue to make up
large portions of future workforce increases.

Training magazine conducted a survey on the state of
training in the United States. Its findings included informa-
tion on the demographics of training programs and on the
actual leadership training programs offered by organizations
(Delahoussaye 2001). The studies showed that, in the trans-
portation industries’ leadership development programs, par-
ticipants are 63% male and 37% female, with 74% of Euro-
pean decent and 24% of non-European decent. For comparison
purposes, current census data show that 22% of the U.S. pop-
ulation is of non-European descent. Of those entering their
company’s leadership development program, 20% are younger
than 30 years of age, 37% between 30 and 39, 31% between
40 and 49, and 14% over age 50. Sixty-two percent of man-
agers are participating in some kind of leadership develop-
ment program. Of entrants into leadership programs, 83%
have previous full-time, salaried work experience and 77%
have in-company experience. Interestingly, 73% lack a Mas-
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ters in Business Administration or a similar degree. The
authors reported that nearly half of the participants in leader-
ship training make less than $50,000 and speculated that orga-
nizations are offering training to a wider base than ever before. 

RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION 

Recruitment and retention are important for the overall work-
force within an agency, but become major factors in deter-
mining the depth and breadth of an agency’s leadership corps.
In a 2000 survey, only 20% of the survey respondents stated
that they have the talented leaders they need to meet their
requirements, with 99% reporting that their management pool
needed to be stronger in 3 years. The workforce will grow by
12% between 1998 and 2008; however, the 25 to 44-year-old
age group, the future leaders, will decrease by 6%. The next
generation of leaders will be different in many ways from their
present counterparts. They will have high career expectations
in the transportation industry and require opportunities in the
work place, including the ability to grow, learn, and overcome
challenges. Survey respondents were found to value the
ability to make independent decisions, to be involved, and
to make a meaningful contribution (Mure 2001). 

The workforce of today is more willing to relocate than it
was in the past. The War for Talent survey (Michaels et al.
2001) found that 20% of managers reported that there was a
strong chance, and 28% that there was a moderate chance, that
they would leave their current employer in the next 2 years.
Furthermore, it was found that younger managers are 60%
more likely to leave than their older counterparts. Individu-
als reporting a 30% chance of leaving their company within
2 years were asked to list the reasons. The top five were as
follows: insufficient career advancement opportunities, bet-
ter wealth-creation opportunity elsewhere, do not feel valued
by my company, insufficient reward or recognition, and higher
salary and benefits elsewhere.

To retain key employees, companies must make them
feel that they are part of the greater vision of the company
and allow them to participate in company leadership. Com-
panies that do not offer these opportunities will lose employ-
ees to more progressive workplaces (Mure 2001). Research
has found that managers want a job that is exciting, offers chal-
lenging work within a well-managed firm, provides a wealth-
creation opportunity, helps to develop their skills, and meets
personal and family needs (Michaels et al. 2001). 

CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW
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One of the reasons employees cite for leaving an organi-
zation is their relationship with the manager. With this in
mind, Ahlrichs (2003) describes about how to become an
employer of choice. She suggests organizations add recruit-
ment and retention to their strategic plan, set measurable
objectives, build a top-employer reputation, hire well or not
at all, treat employees like customers, and develop current
employees for tomorrow’s needs. To become a manager of
choice, leaders must master five competencies: talent scout-
ing, relationship building, trust building, skill building, and
organization brand development.

To retain individuals, agencies must focus on long-term
retention goals, including career paths, training, and life-
style benefits. Employees give reasons such as lack of
career development opportunities, burn-out jobs, difficulty
balancing work and family, and lack of appreciation as rea-
sons to leave a company. To avoid losing employees, com-
panies must keep them from becoming bored and allow them
to see a long-term future within the company. Areas that
companies must focus on include basic leadership skills
training for both new employees and existing management.
Companies also need a performance management program
with rewards for both above-average performance and for
managers who retain good employees. Although compensa-
tion is not the most frequently cited reason for leaving a com-
pany, employers must stay current and offer competitive
compensation to their employees (Mure 2001).

Employees must be given feedback concerning their role
in the overall success of the company. They want informa-
tion about the goals of the company and how they can con-
tribute to those goals. Companies can also offer flexible work
schedules, casual dress codes, and reasonable time off for
family activities to help employees balance their work life
with their life outside of the work environment (Mure 2001).

Ashby and Pell (2001) discussed Fortune’s 100 best com-
panies to work for in their book Embracing Excellence. These
companies have a turnover rate of 12.6% per year, which is
lower when compared with other companies, with annual
turnover at 26%. These companies also receive more job
applications and have better stock performance than those
with higher turnover rates. According to the authors, human
resource consultant William Byham, speaking of a survey of
150 Fortune 500 companies, stated that “The average com-
pany expects 33% turnover at the executive ranks in the next
five years, and fully one-third said they’re not confident that
they will be able to find suitable replacements. . . . The aver-
age one-year estimated replacement cost is $750,000,”
including costs for finding and training the new hire.

LEADERSHIP TRAINING

In Training magazine’s survey of training practices, the
authors found that of the leadership training programs queried,

33% are formal, 25% are informal, 20% are ad hoc, and 20%
are mixed. Seventy-eight percent of participants attend only
one session or attend only occasionally, whereas 42% of the
organizations reported an ongoing program with multiple
sessions. Participation has both mandatory and voluntary com-
ponents in 55% of the organizations. Most companies are
using classrooms (97%), conferences and meetings (83%), and
videotapes (72%) for their leadership training. The survey also
found that the most important factors for choosing participants
are job performance within the organization and current func-
tion or department specialization. The average cost per partic-
ipant varies by company size. It ranges from just over $6,000
for organizations with fewer than 500 employees to more than
$7,500 for organizations with more than 10,000 employees
(Delahoussaye 2001).

The same survey of training in the United States showed
that, for formal training efforts, the transportation industry
used instructor-led training 71% of the time, which is near the
national average of 73%. Almost 40% of training is devoted
to teaching computer skills. The study also showed that 48%
of the training “purchasing power” was done by the training
or human resources departments, whereas 38% was from
information technology departments. In the transportation
industry, 78% of the training was designed, and 53% was
delivered, by outside sources. The average of all industries is
58% for design and 45% for delivery from outside resources
(Delahoussaye 2001).

According to several transit industry authors, leadership is
a direct result of corporate culture. The culture of an agency
will determine the values espoused by both the leaders and
the employees. Culture will also determine how leaders are
chosen, whether through succession planning or a more
fixed, bureaucratic process. These authors also found from
survey answers that many agency leaders believe that they
are able to make most training decisions on their own, but
that they must get permission to do anything viewed as out-
side traditional approaches. Authors advocate making leader-
ship training available to more employees and making it
available earlier in their careers. They advocate using meth-
ods such as job rotation to allow employees to gain the
needed skills to lead an agency. These authors also found that
upper management needed to be involved with employees in
the lower levels of the organization to seek potential future
leaders. They found that employees involved in organiza-
tional decision making early in their careers were more suc-
cessful leaders. They also found that employees expect to be
involved in these decisions (Davis 2003).

In The War for Talent, survey managers ranked job experi-
ences as the most effective training tool, followed by coach-
ing, feedback, and mentoring. Classroom training ranked con-
siderably lower. The jobs that managers listed as best for
development were position with a larger scope; involvement
in turning around a business; starting a new business; working
on a large, high-profile special project; and working outside
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the home country. The authors suggest that because such
opportunities may be limited, it is important to assign them
to those with the most potential talent.

They also recommend two types of leadership training as
being effective. The first is foundational managerial educa-
tion offering basic skills for new or junior managers. Second
is leadership development training, given to members of
middle- and upper-level management; they advocate that it
should be offered by top-level management, plus give high-
quality feedback to participants (Michaels 2001).

SUCCESSION MANAGEMENT

In The Leadership Pipeline, Charan et al. (2001) define suc-
cession management as “perpetuating the enterprise by fill-
ing the pipeline with high-performing people to assure that
every leadership level has an abundance of these performers
to draw from, both now and in the future.”

Succession management must be tied to leadership devel-
opment. This means that succession management should be
more than a list, but must also allow employees to develop the
skills they need to meet company requirements. Classroom
learning experiences do not necessarily make this happen.
Employees need opportunities such as job rotation, special
assignments, or action groups that make recommendations on
a timely and significant topic. Organizations should also con-
solidate succession management and leadership develop-
ment to extend their view of potential executive talent. The
authors note that a focus on linchpin positions is important;
those that are extremely important to the success of the com-
pany or those that first show the potential of a future leader.
They also advocate some level of transparency in succession
management, which may range from informing employees
that they are marked as having potential to disclosing actual
rankings of employees (Charan et al. 2001). Another sug-
gestion is to place employees in charge of keeping their own
files up to date, with a check from supervisors to avoid over-
exaggeration (Conger and Fulmer 2003).

According to Sorcher and Brant, “CEOs and other top
executives know that one of their most important jobs is
management succession, and they are well aware that the
process of identifying potential leaders is neither simple nor
straightforward.” They suggest that leadership is hardwired
into people in their early to mid-twenties. This means that
CEOs need to spend time on identifying, and not developing,
leaders. Corporate leadership development is only useful for
creating better managers (Sorcher and Brant 2002).

In The War for Talent, Michaels et al. (2001) suggest that
CEOs and senior human resource officers should run suc-
cession management or talent review meetings. These meet-
ings should include the top 400 to 800 managers in a large

company or 40 to 100 managers in a small company. Of high
performing companies, 49% make talent one of their top
three priorities for selecting and advancing leaders in their
organizations.

GENERAL LEADERSHIP PUBLICATIONS

Outside the realm of basic study on leadership, such as this
project, there exist many publications that cover the topic in
great detail. They cover the spectrum of philosophies with
their respective advocates and critics. Some are considered
biographical in nature, such as Jack Welch & the G.E. Way:
Management Insights and Leadership Secrets of the Leg-
endary CEO by Robert Slater (1998), which describes how
Welch’s almost legendary style transformed the culture and
leadership of one of the world’s largest companies. An older
book, Iacocca: An Autobiography, recounts the leadership and
management attributes of the man who brought Chrysler
back from near failure and how innovative thinking in the
early 1960s created the popular Mustang automobile (Iacocca
and Novak 1986).

Other contemporary books on leadership include such
works as Leadership Is an Art by Max DePree, the former
CEO of Herman Miller, Inc. DePree offers a view of leader-
ship that contrasts with the larger-than-life images included
in the books on Welch and Iacocca. He suggests that lead-
ers should have a strong human side; they should share the
pain of employees and not be autocratic or despotic in their
approach but rather compassionate, kind, and humble. DePree
is perhaps one of the best authors at delineating the differ-
ences between management and leadership (DePree 1989). 

Covey’s Principle-Centered Leadership (1991) offers the
reader a vision of leadership that focuses on the core values
and attributes of an individual and suggests that these attri-
butes are what drive leaders and organizations to excel. He
also asserts that if one is true to this principle-centered core,
then decisions and actions will always be in accordance with
fundamental values and culture. 

The list of authors writing about leadership methods is
long. The extensive nature of leadership literature may be 
a reflection of the topic’s complexity; it is hard to define,
looks different under varying circumstances, has diverse
applications depending on the individuals involved, and
seems to change over time. Ultimately, leadership style must
match organizational culture, or one of them must change.
The variety of works on leadership offering various opinions,
approaches and strategies to fit each person, organization,
and culture can be a valuable tool. The Bibliography contains
additional works considered to be most useful, but that are
not cited in the text, and may be used as a beginning refer-
ence list for the student of leadership training techniques.
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In completing this literature review, it is worth mentioning
that there is a conspicuous absence of works specifically writ-
ten for public-sector agencies. Although there may be some
publications that mention leadership in the public sector, there
are few works that are focused strictly on government agen-
cies and their leadership teams. Therefore, more often than
not, public agency leaders turn to private-sector literature and
examples for two reasons: First, the number of popular books
and writings from the private sector on the subject of leader-
ship and second, because most government organizations are

encouraged to emulate private-sector models of management
and leadership and not other public agencies. 

This sampling of literature on the subject of leadership,
developing new leaders, and succession management is com-
pelling in its observations and insights. Transportation lead-
ers could benefit from combining the knowledge available in
these publications with that contained in the remainder of this
synthesis to properly advance leadership and succession man-
agement programs in their respective organizations.



BACKGROUND

Leadership at state DOTs has some unique characteristics. In
some cases, the top position is filled by an engineer who has
risen through the ranks and is a career professional. Others
are appointed from outside the agency and may have little or
no experience with a transportation organization. Neither
approach is guaranteed to be successful 100% of the time,
nor is either immune to disappointing results. Indeed, excep-
tional leaders have emerged from both processes.

One challenge facing a new state DOT executive is length
of service. Most are appointed by the state’s governor and
serve at his or her pleasure, meaning that they can be removed
from their position at any time. Although some states show
great stability, such as Arkansas, where Dan Flowers has
served for many years as the DOT’s chief executive, others
have seen more turbulent times. With short tenure comes the
leadership challenge of inducing change in a state DOT over
a relatively brief period of time. It has been said that change
in a government agency can be described as Darwinian in
nature and thus not susceptible to changes attempted by short-
term political appointees.

Key to making substantive changes in a state DOT is buy-
in from middle management and the agency as a whole. Time
and again, fundamental change has been resisted by the rank
and file despite the well-meaning efforts of a state CEO. 

The lessons learned in examining the state of leadership
in a DOT reflect the need for change to occur quickly and
with as much support and buy-in from the employees as pos-
sible. A state CEO may have 4 or fewer years to affect the
kind of change necessary for the agency to move forward in
a dynamic world. Key leaders who can carry forward the pro-
grams that the CEO establishes from within the organization
will have to be identified. Most employees involved will be
in civil service positions, so the CEO will have to use per-
suasion and passion to advance ideas and programs, whereas
private-sector leaders may have more threatening options
available. Leading a state DOT is a tremendous task, one to
be undertaken with deliberateness and conviction.

STATE ORGANIZATION

To fully understand the findings of this synthesis it is helpful
to examine the characteristics of transportation agencies

10

today. This project effort included a survey assessment of var-
ious attributes of state transportation agencies (STAs) to estab-
lish a basic profile and also to form a basis for the comparison
of leadership programs. Although state DOTs have much in
common, they also have unique characteristics depending on
geography, location within the United States, and mix of
urban and rural elements. Therefore, what may seem a homo-
geneous group of agencies is really a collection of organiza-
tions with similar elements yet many differences. Twenty-five
state DOTs responded to the survey request, providing a large
amount of information from which to draw observations and
conclusions.

Organizationally, most transportation agencies are simi-
lar; all have many business units in common including:

• Planning,
• Environmental,
• Engineering,
• Construction, and
• Administration.

These areas make up the business core of an STA. On the other
hand, some agencies have additional units as part of their orga-
nization. Activities not shared by all agencies include the fol-
lowing types of business units: 

• Motor vehicle,
• Driver’s license,
• Ports,
• Rail,
• Bus, and
• Aeronautics.

In discussing leadership and succession management, the
type of organization, its fundamental business units, and any
special requirements may dictate the kind of programs an
agency uses to develop its future cadre of leaders. 

Agency size, in terms of total personnel, was assessed.
This information was gathered with the dual purpose of pro-
filing the agencies that responded and determining if funda-
mental differences in leadership development and succession
programs were influenced by agency size. Overall, agencies

CHAPTER THREE

STATE AGENCY OVERVIEW
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that responded to the survey ranged in size from more than
1,000 individuals to more than 10,000, with the average size
in the 2,001 to 5,000 range. Figure 1 shows the distribution
of agencies by number of employees. 

Staffing trends were also sampled to determine if agencies
were predominantly increasing or decreasing in size. Figure 2
shows how state staffing levels have changed in the last 
2 years (from 2002) and reflects the predictions by each DOT
of future trends. Although the majority of responding agen-
cies saw a reduction in staffing levels during the last 2 years,
these same groups anticipate stabilizing full-time equivalents
in the future. 

One of the demographic trends of interest in this project
was the average age of the workforce in individual agencies.
Figure 3 reflects these data as specified by the states. Although
the age distribution shown in this figure is not itself alarming,
some issues must be analyzed regarding this important demo-
graphic. The data reveal that 61% of agencies have an aver-
age age of 41 to 45, showing that the workforce is largely
“middle-aged,” with approximately 20 years of service. Thus,
most employees are not ready to retire immediately. Perhaps
more important to consider are those agencies with an aver-
age age of 46 to 50 and those in the 51 to 55 range. These indi-
viduals are closer to retirement; and, in many cases, states

reported that they hold key leadership positions. Note that no
agency has an average age younger than 36 to 40.

Some of the questions in the state survey were designed to
gain an understanding of the number of individuals in senior
management/leadership positions eligible to retire in the near
future. Each state was asked to identify how close key lead-
ers were to retirement. Although intuitively the problem of
retirements has been known for some time, it was felt that this
report should explore the timing of this phenomenon. Figure
4 shows the information provided by the states regarding how
soon their key leaders may retire. The following noteworthy
observations may be made about the data in this table. First,
over one-third of the top three levels in the state DOT leader-
ship hierarchy are currently eligible to retire, with another
10% able to do so in the next 3 years. Also significant is that
the three middle leadership levels show that more than 20%
are eligible to retire immediately, with 10% able to leave in
the next 3 years. Thus, although the average age of the work-
force is in the low 40s, agencies face a high level of possible
turnover of top leaders during the next several years.

This exodus of senior leaders from transportation agen-
cies can be influenced by external factors, which may either
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accelerate individual departures or cause leaders to leave in
greater numbers. STAs were asked which factors were most
significant in influencing senior leaders to retire early, thus
increasing the pressure on leadership development and suc-
cession management. Figure 5 reflects the reasons offered by
the states and the incidence of occurrence. Note that compe-
tition with the private sector ranks first, with 54% citing this
as a reason. Both lack of pay raises and early retirement
incentives were reported by 46% of the states as key reasons
why senior leaders leave state service. One-third mentioned
health reasons as a factor.

The challenge facing STAs in dealing with such external
factors is that in most cases their influence cannot be miti-
gated through means internal to the transportation agency.
For example, state legislators control salary levels for state
employees. In many states these levels are not competitive with

the private sector. Depressed salaries, coupled with opportuni-
ties in the private sector offering competitive compensation
packages, may cause leaders to terminate their state service
prematurely and move to these other positions. 

A strategy used by legislators to reduce pressures on state
agency budgets is early retirement incentive programs. These
programs are tailored to encourage high-salary state employ-
ees to retire earlier than they would under normal circum-
stances. The theory is that these individuals will be replaced
with lower salary employees and the cost of this early retire-
ment will be borne by the states’ benefits programs and not
come out of general operating revenue. It is a fiscally logical
strategy, but it does not consider the consequences on the
leadership needs of a state agency.

Some agencies are attempting to halt or at least slow this
exodus and have implemented measures to ensure that key
leaders remain as long as possible. The responses were var-
ied, but the most often mentioned strategies for retention of
leaders are the following in decreasing order:

• Training, 46%
• Flexible work schedules, 38%
• Monetary incentives, 21%
• Possibility for increased retirement payments, 4%.

The overall response from the agencies reflects their limited
ability to provide incentives to key senior leaders to entice
them to continue their employment. 
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cases, the appointment of younger and less experienced suc-
cessors. The need to shore up leadership development and
succession management programs in state DOTs has never
been more critical. In spite of these challenges, this change
may not be all bad, as new leaders often offer fresh per-
spectives on issues and practices. Cultures are altered as
new leaders take charge and move ahead. How DOTs
respond to changing demographics and current workforce
pressures will, in large part, determine their future effec-
tiveness as an agency.

SUMMARY

State DOTs are facing key challenges in the 21st century.
Pressure for timely delivery on customer’s demands has
never been greater. These organizations have evolved over
the years so that agencies are similar in many respects but
often have unique business units based on state require-
ments. Although agency size varies from state to state and
titles may also differ, one issue agencies share is the loom-
ing crisis in leadership. Significant numbers of senior lead-
ers will leave in the next few years, requiring, in many
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Before discussing succession management and training pro-
grams directed at agency leaders, a sound recruitment program
for quality individuals should be in place. Leadership devel-
opment begins with the recruiting process, whereby quality
individuals are brought into the organization and groomed
to become future leaders. This process is complex, as anyone
knows who has engaged in attempting to identify leadership
potential or the lack thereof. Regardless of difficulty level,
recruiting should include careful screening for individuals
who may be candidates for future positions of responsibility.
One DOT executive director would speak at all new employee
orientations and each time single out the engineers, inform-
ing them that they were not hired to spend the rest of their
careers as engineers in training or resident engineers, but that
they were expected to rise through the ranks and become key
leaders. 

Once an agency has invested many years of training and
experience in an individual, it becomes very costly to lose that
person to another employer; therefore, an effective retention
program should parallel an agency’s recruitment efforts. Past
review contained in NCHRP Synthesis of Highway Practice
323: Recruiting and Retaining Individuals in State Transpor-
tation Agencies indicates how challenging it is for state DOTs
to have an effective retention program. In that report, a strong
relationship was drawn between significant factors for recruit-
ing individuals and those effective in retaining employees:
basically, they were one and the same (Warne 2003).

The survey sent to the states asked for responses to a series
of 10 questions regarding recruitment and retention efforts
specifically related to current and future leaders. The follow-
ing sections reflect the input received and provide an inter-
esting perspective on how states are individually and collec-
tively handling this important issue.

RECRUITMENT

States were first queried about recruitment programs and
activities. Fifty-four percent reported a specific recruiting
plan. When asked if they hire new employees with an eye
toward future leadership potential, 83% responded posi-
tively. Although not all new hires will eventually become
commissioner, director, or agency secretary, many may cer-
tainly be promoted into other significant leadership positions,

including district engineer or directors of planning or engi-
neering, and so forth. Hiring “future leaders” is necessary
before beginning any leadership development program in a
transportation agency.

Many employers have had an opportunity to interview,
assess, and hire individuals for their organization at some
point. It is a challenging prospect to read a résumé, ask rele-
vant questions, check references, and otherwise attempt to
determine if a candidate is suitable. Quite possibly, nearly
every reader of this report can relate positive experiences
where exceptional individuals were hired and then became
extremely successful. Conversely, each reader could also
probably recall a hiring decision where the outcome was less
satisfactory and may have resulted in the individual’s dis-
missal. Sometimes, personnel rules can make a person’s
removal an untenable option. In other cases, leaders have
failed to remove individuals when it is clearly evident that a
change was necessary. Tolerance of poor performance then
becomes the leadership challenge for the agency. With a lim-
ited number of positions to fill, restrictions on full-time
employment growth, and other constraining factors, the need
to hire only the best becomes more crucial each year.

Transportation agencies were asked to identify the key
attributes sought in considering candidates for important hires.
When interviewing possible future leaders, it would be help-
ful to be able to tell if the candidate was able to see the big
picture and function as a strategic thinker. In this survey,
83% indicated that this attribute was specifically assessed in
the interview process.

The states also employed other means for determining an
individual’s future leadership potential. The following shows
state responses to the question, “What specific actions does
your agency take to ensure that it hires future leaders?”
Answers are provided in descending frequency of mention.

• Use specific questions in interviews that would reflect
an applicant’s leadership potential, 88%.

• Look at past leadership related activities, 83%.
• Consider references provided by applicants, 83%.
• Conduct multiple interviews with each candidate, 80%.
• Contact current supervisor, 71%.
• Administer tests or other instruments that would indi-

cate leadership potential, 13%.

CHAPTER FOUR

RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION OF LEADERS 
IN STATE DEPARTMENTS OF TRANSPORTATION
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With the exception of the final answer, there is a strong
indication of attempts in the interviewing process to identify
future leaders. Clearly, most survey respondents use specific
questions and other means to determine both a candidate’s
suitability for a position and future leadership potential. 

Some additional responses to this question are interesting
and disclose more tools for achieving the objective of find-
ing future leaders. These responses included the following:

• Review applicant against leadership core competencies.
• Use outside recruitment agencies.
• Consider academic record for management and leader-

ship curriculum. 
• Consider diversity of professional and managerial work

experience in the transportation field.
• Use an “assessment center” type approach to hiring

leaders with living or role playing exercises, including
external stakeholders and partners (i.e., engineering
consultants) as part of the exercise development and
evaluation team.

• The Maryland State Highway Administration asks
quality orientation questions as part of the interview
process and rates the responses.

These responses allow insight into how seriously state
DOTs take the recruitment process and the creative means
they use to clearly identify the highest quality candidates.
Although not all apply in every state, others might consider
these ideas.

Two specific skill sets are examined when hiring leaders
in an organization. First, they must be technically qualified.
Second, they must have the leadership skills necessary to
assist the agency in its quest for success. This synthesis did
not explore the technical side of this process, but focused
solely on the leadership element. 

States were asked to identify the core competencies that are
important for leaders in their organizations. The responses
were detailed and involved many common themes. They
included competencies in the following:

• Leadership
• Communications skills
• Team building
• Change management
• Ability to work with the public
• Coaching, self-motivated
• Decisiveness
• Strategic thinking
• Partnering. 

The Maryland State Highway Administration, an agency
that has aggressively pursued leadership and employee devel-
opment initiatives, also considers humility criteria for recruit-
ing evaluations. 

Technical abilities are not considered unimportant or
irrelevant by any means. However, the need to have techni-
cal skills is a given, and an assumed competency in this area
is the starting point for evaluating all other factors. For a full
description of state responses to the question of core compe-
tencies, refer to Appendix C.

RETENTION 

Some employees will leave any organization; no agency has
a zero turnover rate. Reasons given for leaving are varied and
often unique to individual circumstances. Therefore, the need
to fill positions is a never-ending process and replacing any
employee, especially a valued leader, is expensive. Some of
the costs can be easily defined in monetary terms. These
include the costs of recruiting a replacement and training a
new employee and, perhaps, even the higher salary required
to recruit a new leader. Other costs are less specific, but may
have a bigger impact on the organization, including work-
flow disruptions, morale issues, and distractions incident to
others taking on additional duties until the new hire is able to
assume all of the responsibilities of the position. Certainly, it
is almost always better to retain competent leaders than to see
them leave the agency.

The survey questions attempted to determine the kinds of
problems transportation agencies face in retaining potential
leaders. The state responses follow in descending order:

• Competition with the private sector, 61%.
• Pay and benefits, 59%.
• They do not want to deal with the administration/

bureaucracy, 26%.
• They do not want to leave technical areas of the

agency, 26%.

Other factors mentioned, but less than 25% of the time,
were:

• Reluctance to contend with internal politics.
• Inadequate funding for projects. 
• Perceived favoritism or other problems with promotions.
• Lack of training.
• Reluctance to contend with external politics.
• Lack of challenging work.

Note the clear break between “Competition with the pri-
vate sector” and “Pay and benefits” and the other factors.
Clearly, these are the two most critical areas for agencies as
they address retention of key individuals, including leaders,
in their organizations.

In a previous synthesis, recruitment and retention prac-
tices of state DOTs were explored in greater detail (Warne
2003). A review of that information will supplement what
was reported by the states for this project. That report,
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NCHRP Synthesis of Highway Practice 323, focused primar-
ily on practices relating to agency professionals, including
engineers, information technology professionals, and others.
Although recruiting and retaining leaders was not the sole
purpose of that review, it may be said that many of the pro-
fessionals hired by these agencies will become leaders.

In that synthesis, it was found that key factors contribut-
ing to individuals leaving their state DOT positions included
the following:

• Future salary opportunities, 62%
• Current salary, 47%
• More promotional opportunities, 28%.

In addition, when employees were queried about their rea-
sons for joining the agency in the first place, they noted that
state benefits, including vacation, health, and retirement poten-
tial were important. Interestingly enough, this review indi-
cated that these same benefits also attracted those who left for
private-sector positions and then returned to state employ-
ment (Warne 2003). 

The key point of this retention discussion is that in attempt-
ing to retain departing leaders and future leaders doing noth-
ing is not the answer. Understanding why individuals leave
and effectively addressing those issues is something each
state DOT must do. It has been found that many employees
who are considering leaving do not understand the subtleties
in how benefits differ between the public sector and the pri-
vate sector. Often, state DOT benefits are far better but are
not understood to be so by the employees. Given the trend
toward benefits as a critical factor in attracting and retaining
quality individuals, a simple analysis may be a powerful tool
to use.

OTHER ACTIONS

Assuming that upholding the status quo was not the final
answer to retaining quality leaders, the states were asked what
more could be done to increase the likelihood that capable
individuals will be prepared and retained to fill important
future leadership/management positions. The answers were
thoughtful and held valuable insights for those studying ways
to become more effective in their own methods. A few are
offered here, with a full listing found in Appendix C.

• Launch “Executive Workforce Development Program
FY2004.”

• Reinitiate an aggressive succession planning model that
focuses on leadership traits and competencies with con-
tinued development of executive coaching and skills
training.

• Introduce a formal succession planning and leadership
training program with thoughtful attention to department
values and leadership characteristics, which are more
comprehensive than the informal ones currently in place.

• Improve pay; encourage mentor/protégé links for suc-
cession planning; modernize the basic organizational
structure to include manageable spans of control. (One
respondents noted being directly responsible for 16
employees, 12 of whom are senior managers.) Provide
more opportunities for leadership and management train-
ing, including hands-on opportunities to implement basic
and advanced principles. (This individual also reported
that a management reorganization plan had been sub-
mitted to a sister agency for approval and that they were
awaiting such action before being allowed to proceed.)

• Develop a more comprehensive workforce development
plan for the agency. Various components of a plan are
being addressed. For example, leadership and manage-
ment training is being offered to prepare employees
for management positions and organization charts are
being reviewed to identify positions that will be vacated
because of retirement options that will be exercised dur-
ing the next 3 to 5 years. However, it all needs to be
pulled together in a systematic approach.

• The Michigan DOT is part of a pilot program within the
state of Michigan to close the gap between values that
are important and the evidence of those values in our
behaviors. In the pilot, the Michigan DOT leadership
team will participate in a 360-degree leadership profile.
(A 360-degree profile includes querying subordinates,
peers, and superiors regarding an individual’s perfor-
mance.) The plan is to have all managers and supervi-
sors participate as subjects, thus giving line staff the
opportunity to participate in direct reports.

An additional increasingly important area of focus is
recruiting women and minorities into positions that will ulti-
mately lead them into the senior ranks. Experience has shown
the need to actively pursue these efforts. The survey attempted
to determine what actions states were taking to prepare women
and minorities to be appointed to senior leadership and man-
agement positions in their agencies.

In response to the question of whether specific programs
are geared toward women, states indicated that they were
involved in the same training and other programs offered to
male counterparts. However, no additional specific programs
or special initiatives are offered by any state responding to
the survey. Also, when asked if specific programs focus on
minority employees to ensure preparation for senior leader-
ship positions the answers were similar: minority employees
are invited to participate equally in leadership and other train-
ing initiatives; however, nothing has been set up to specifi-
cally address their needs. Again, a full listing of responses by
state can be found in Appendix C.

Diversity in the workforce is a growing phenomenon in
state DOTs. What was once a very homogeneous group of
white male engineers in state DOTs has changed into a work-
force where many cultures are represented and women have
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newfound roles. This has been a positive change for state
DOTs and will continue to benefit agencies where greater
diversity is experienced. A surprising result of this study is
that specific programs that focus on the recruitment and reten-
tion of women and minorities are not reported by the states.
Although this synthesis did not investigate this topic, there is
the related matter of what state DOTs are doing to attract
women and minorities to their agencies. Clearly, recruitment
is the first step to creating a diverse cadre of leaders. 

Leadership development starts with the recruiting process
and the hiring of capable, high-quality individuals who have
core competencies that will help them mature into great lead-

ers. States responding to this survey indicated a focused effort
on finding the people with not only basic technical skills but
also apparent leadership abilities. The states seem to know
what they want and are making an effort to attract future
leaders. DOTs face retention challenges owing to current and
future salary levels. Strategies are in place to improve reten-
tion in their leadership corps, but most do not focus on the
salary issue because they do not have control over this area
of their human resources system. Private-sector competition
will always be a factor. Agencies will need to be more aggres-
sive in their recruitment and retention practices in the future
to ensure the presence of qualified and competent individu-
als for key leadership positions in their organizations.



18

Leadership theories are numerous and diverse. One is that
leaders are born and there is little an organization or man-
agement team can do to cultivate and train them. Others state
that many individuals may rise to become leaders given the
right circumstances and necessary skill sets. A significant
premise of this synthesis has been that the latter of these two
theories is correct. 

Each of the 25 responding state DOTs has a leadership-
training program in place, geared toward developing current
and future leaders. This uniformly affirmative response from
agencies whose overall purpose is focused on technical engi-
neering activities reflects the importance attached to this vital
human resource activity.

Questions in the state survey attempted to evaluate the
basic characteristics found in each agency’s leadership train-
ing program. Additionally, data were examined with the
intent of ascertaining critical trends and areas of commonal-
ity, especially when program effectiveness was measured.
The following discussion considers the attributes of the pro-
grams surveyed.

The survey first focused on who provided leadership train-
ing for state DOTs. Figure 6 reflects the states’ responses. Note
that nearly all agencies (96%) provide some element of their
leadership training program. Oregon was the only state DOT
not doing leadership training in-house; it is provided by
another state agency. That a high percentage of states sur-
veyed also use other state organizations to provide some
leadership training is not surprising. Experience indicates
that this usually is a human resources agency task. Also, 63%
of state DOTs rely on the private sector to supply supple-
mental leadership training. Use of the private sector is further
reflected in that one-third of states responding to the survey
reported private-sector involvement when they do turn to
another state agency for leadership training assistance.

Additionally, more than 40% indicated that they turn to
other organizations when training leaders. Responses to this
question cited two AASHTO management courses, includ-
ing a 2-week program offered at the University of Indiana
and 1-week courses offered around the country. FHWA is
cited as an outside source, and so is higher education. The
answers show that states are definitely engaged in obtaining
leadership training from a variety of sources depending on
their various circumstances.

The study also attempted to determine the current level of
the individuals that were being trained. The survey offered
the respondents five choices:

• Future leaders/supervisors/managers (those who will be
appointed as leaders at some point in the future),

• New leaders/supervisors/managers (those who have
recently been appointed to a leadership position),

• Mid-level leaders/supervisors/managers,
• Senior leaders/managers, and
• Others.

The results give important insights into the nature and focus
of the state DOT programs for training leaders. Figure 7 pro-
vides a summary of answers to this question. 

The group receiving the most emphasis is the mid-level
leader. All states have some training element of their leader-
ship program that is meant for this group. New leaders and
senior leaders are the focus of training programs in 92% and
88% of the states, respectively. It is interesting to note that of
the 25 state DOTs providing information for this project, 2
(8%) do not provide basic leadership training to new leaders
and 21% are not investing in those individuals in the “future”
leaders’ group who may some day assume critical positions
in the agency. These groups would appear to need training
before anyone else. 

Often training is a function of soliciting and receiving
approval. One measure of a DOT’s ability to be responsive to
training needs is the ease of obtaining approval for training.
For the purposes of this report, ease of approval was consid-
ered a function of the number of approvals required. 

States were asked to identify which approval levels were
required to allow an individual to attend a specific training
course. Twenty-one states, or 84% of the respondents, cited
the first level of approval as the immediate supervisor. Six-
teen, or 64%, of the states indicated this to be the only level
of approval necessary to attend the requested training. This is
the most streamlined approach reported. In the five remain-
ing states where the immediate supervisor first approves the
request report, the second level supervisor must further
endorse the candidates. In three state, California, Georgia, and
Louisiana, where the immediate supervisor does not approve
the training request, consent is obtained at another level. 

CHAPTER FIVE

LEADERSHIP TRAINING: PROGRAM ATTRIBUTES
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Who determines course content was also examined. It is not
uncommon for senior leaders in state DOTs to be passionate
about leadership and have a significant interest and influence
on the course content of training programs. Figure 8 shows the
answers to this question. It should be noted that the states were
allowed to provide multiple responses to this question; there-
fore, the percentages in this figure will exceed 100. 

Although 20 states indicated that they determine course
content for their training programs, a consideration of all the
state responses shows that almost all are also influenced by
either another state agency or some other party. Of 20 states
reporting that they determine the content or format of their
programs, only 6 did not indicate some other influence. Thus,
only 6 states (24%) that responded to this survey have com-
plete independence in setting the tone, content, and format of

their leadership training program. This is undesirable only if
the outside entities are requiring subject matter that is less
than ideal for strong and effective leadership training. 

This survey also sampled how training was delivered, with
some interesting results. Delivery methods for leadership
training among the states vary widely. Figure 9 shows the pri-
mary methods used. Notice that 100% of the states use some
type of formal classroom training, which is an important key
to accomplishing this task. Nearly half of the responding states
indicated that they have a mentoring program in place that
provides for a senior leader to help an individual who is just
developing organizational and leadership skills. This power-
ful coaching tool can produce significant results owing to the
concentrated efforts surrounding its implementation. How-
ever, it has been shown that mentoring programs require
commitment and discipline on the part of both mentor and
protégé to be effective.

Web-based training is also widely used among the states.
This reflects two phenomena. First, the acceptance of web-
based training as an effective tool for deploying training
courses to large numbers of people has increased its use.
Many universities and secondary education institutions as
well as private-sector companies have also begun to use this
approach. Second, web-based training is a cost-effective
means for supplying a student with training information and
materials. No travel expenses are involved, a single instruc-
tor can provide training to a larger number of students, and
learning can occur at the convenience of the students rather
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than that of the instructor. Current trends in training and edu-
cation indicate that web-based instruction in all areas will
continue to rapidly increase. 

A strong showing (42% of the states) indicates the exis-
tence of some kind of self-study program directed at leader-
ship training. Self-study programs are the natural precursor
to web-based training. 

Many states have some kind of rotational or engineer-
in-training program to provide development opportunities 
for their employees; 58% indicated they use this method.
Although this synthesis effort attempted to analyze the nature
of state DOT leadership training programs, it was difficult to
determine whether rotational programs are designed to train
newly hired engineers in technical and operational programs
or if they are definitely oriented toward leadership training. 

A series of questions were posed in an attempt to deter-
mine the effectiveness of leadership training programs within
the states. “Effectiveness” is a difficult term to define—it has
almost as many definitions as the term “leadership.” This sur-
vey made no attempt to define effectiveness owing to the con-
siderable variety of expectations and interpretations of this
term. For some, effectiveness is simply having a program in
place. Others measure effectiveness by the amount of money
that is spent. Still others outcomes defined effectiveness in
terms of agency performance and change. Consequently, for
the purposes of this review, each agency was left to define
effectiveness in its own way. 

To achieve some measure of understanding about the
effectiveness of a state’s leadership development program
one question sampled the respondent’s views of their leader-
ship training programs for leaders at different career stages.
It is one thing to have a program in place, but training exis-

tence and program effectiveness do not always occur together.
Figure 10 is a summary of the responses.

In the case of future leaders, 20% were “not satisfied,”
indicating a judgment that not enough was being done to cul-
tivate and prepare potential leaders for future positions. These
future leaders were defined as individuals who were either
about to be appointed or would be appointed in the near-term.
Of the four principal leadership roles sampled, this group
gave was the lowest ratings for the effectiveness of training in
the survey. This group also had the most uniform distribution
of responses of any of the leadership categories.

The highest satisfaction levels were found with new and
mid-level leaders. Referring back to Figure 7, note that these
were also the groups that had the highest amount of training
available. This correlation to satisfaction and availability is
not accidental.

On a scale of “1” to “5,” with “5” being “very satisfied,”
most states reported a rating of “3” (“average”) for effec-
tiveness of their training programs for new, mid-level, and
senior leaders. This average rating appears to reflect that
more could be done to improve training effectiveness. 

With the exception of the future leader category, only a
small number of respondents rated program effectiveness as
either “1” or “2,” which would have indicated a serious dis-
satisfaction with agency efforts in this area. This trend is
important because it shows that whereas many see an oppor-
tunity for significant improvement (a reflection of the high
number of “average” scores), the absence of responses on the
lowest end of the ratings spectrum (senior, mid-level, and
new) indicates that there is satisfaction with the effectiveness
of training in all three categories. On the other hand, agen-
cies should take no comfort in the high number of average
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scores. Average should not be acceptable when considering
leadership training and development. The challenges facing
the state DOTs are too significant to accept mediocre results
in this critical area.

Figure 11 summarizes the survey responses with regard to
who within the agency is in charge of leadership training pro-
grams. This element can play a major role in the content,
effectiveness, and other attributes of a state agency’s efforts.
Only two states (Michigan and Utah) reported that the CEO
was in charge of their programs. In Arkansas, the deputy
director is responsible for leadership development and train-
ing; therefore, only three states, or fewer than 16%, are
directed from the senior leadership position. A good program
need not be directed by the senior leader for that leader to
have significant influence on the nature of such efforts. How-
ever, a lack of senior leadership involvement relegates lead-
ership training to the level of “just another” course offered by
the agency’s human resource department or training section.
The most common response from the states about who is in
charge of its leadership training programs was the Training
Director (63%) and Director/Chief of Administration Ser-
vices (25%). Again, the issue is not so much who is in charge
as how much influence the senior leader has in crafting the
content of the program. (Note that the percentages total more
than 100 because one state selected multiple responses.)

When asked how much support an agency’s top manage-
ment gives to leadership training, respondents indicated a
high level of commitment. Strong support was cited by 63%,
whereas another 29% noted moderate support from top man-
agement. Only 1 agency (4%) indicated little support and no
one say reported an absence of support. Because a total of
92% of respondents reported moderate to strong support for
their agency’s leadership program, a positive environment
exists for such programs to grow and flourish.

Another question designed to determine the effectiveness
of leadership programs asked for a grade on how well states
are doing in preparing individuals for future leadership posi-

tions. Fifty-eight percent reported moderately effective efforts
in producing future leaders. Only 21% mentioned that devel-
opment programs were very effective, with 13% graded as
not very effective. This lack of an overwhelming endorse-
ment of DOT programs reflects a need to further improve
existing efforts because of a looming shortfall.

When asked to clarify what could be done to improve pro-
gram quality, states were offered seven specific options and
could also volunteer additional options, as necessary. Two
possible choices received very few responses: “change the
instructor” (1) and “provide a training environment with
fewer distractions” (2). Given these low scores, there is little
reason to believe improvement lies with either option. On the
other hand, “increased funding” was the most commonly
mentioned impediment to improving the quality of leader-
ship training programs. The “Other” option also ranked high
and included the following responses:

• See that leadership development is a high priority activ-
ity and establish accountability for making it happen.

• Give priority to participants with a positive attitude for
learning and aspirations to higher position.

• Revise the management selection process.
• Provide funding for senior leaders to attend executive

development programs.

The areas for improvement that were cited are listed here
in descending order of frequency of mention:

• Increased funding, 63%;
• Other, 63%;
• Provide more time for training, 46%;
• Make it more practical/applicable to the real world, 38%;
• Prepare the students better, 33%;
• Change the curriculum, 29%;
• Provide a training environment with fewer distractions,

8%; and 
• Change the instructor, 4%.
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Agencies need more time and more money, both scarce
commodities. They appear willing to improve leadership train-
ing programs and have a sense or conviction that an invest-
ment in this part of their employee’s professional develop-
ment will pay dividends in the long term. 

Figure 12 shows the actual number of employees able to
participate in agency leadership training programs and the
number who would under ideal conditions. The disparity
between the two conditions is striking and worth noting. Where
there is already a strong commitment to send employees to
training, there is a desire to further increase that number. On the
other hand, in agencies where few employees currently attend
such programs, there appears to be little interest in improving
that situation. This appears to reflect that where there is a strong
commitment and appreciation for the value of training there
will be a desire to advance those efforts even further. 

Figure 13 summarizes the relationship between how much
is currently being spent by the state DOTs on leadership train-
ing programs and how much they would like to spend. The
contrast between the left and right sides of the figure again
reflects that agencies with strong commitments to training
understand the value this brings to their organization and a
desire to further invest in this valuable resource—people. 

This synthesis attempted to gain information, including
the current status of their training, from states whose pro-
grams are in place. However, this is an area that is experi-
encing many dynamic changes; new and different initiatives
are continuously being launched in one state or another. At
the time of this synthesis, the Utah DOT was in the process
of establishing an aggressive effort designed to cultivate its
leadership team by offering a variety of on-the-job situations
and position appointments to prepare leaders for future roles.
In this agency key middle management employees volunteer
to participate in a pool where they transfer laterally into other
positions so that they can gain or further refine particular skill
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sets. It is a deliberate effort to prepare individuals in middle
leadership positions for greater opportunities. 

In Nebraska, the Department of Roads has launched a new
initiative, modeled after some private-sector examples, which
it anticipates will significantly improve its leadership develop-
ment efforts. This program includes a disciplined approach to
skill assessment, education, and training as well as mentor-
ing. Both the Utah and Nebraska programs show initial
promise and should be watched in the coming years as they
mature and results are forthcoming. Key attributes of these
programs include strong leadership and commitment from
the state CEO and a structured approach that is clearly com-
municated to all participants.

State DOTs have invested considerable effort in estab-
lishing leadership programs. However, more can be done to
increase the participant levels and the amount of funding
dedicated to these efforts. In some cases, DOTs are in charge
of their programs, whereas in others they share that control.
Surprisingly few indicated that the CEO is in charge of their
efforts, a situation that stands in stark contrast to the private
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sector discussion in chapter seven. There is a consistency in
the delivery methods offered, including presentation and
instruction methods. Of note is that the most common rating
of satisfaction with existing programs was “average,” indi-
cating that there is considerable room for improvement. The
bottom line is that DOTs can and want to do better at the
agency level but must invest in the resources to do so.

One situation that emerges is that states may never have
either the full control or the resources needed to advance
leadership development to their total satisfaction. Funding
will likely always be inadequate, personnel rules change

slowly, and other influences may always be present and lim-
iting. Nevertheless, states are moving ahead and are putting
forward credible and effective initiatives in leadership devel-
opment. This being the case, they would do well to advance
whatever programs they can within the constraints they are
operating under. In reality, much can be done even under the
most onerous of bureaucratic circumstances.

In addition to the information gathered during the course of
the survey, several examples of programs were found to add
value to this discussion of leadership development. Appen-
dix D contains three such examples.
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Succession management has a variety of definitions and is
subject to interpretation, just as are many of the other con-
cepts in this study. For the purposes of this report, succession
management is defined as a deliberate effort engaged by the
organization’s leadership to recruit, train, develop, and pro-
mote individuals to successively responsible leadership posi-
tions to the benefit of the organization. Although other defi-
nitions might be offered, this one captures the essence of the
purpose of this synthesis.

Succession management applies to all levels of leader-
ship. Failure on the part of leaders to prepare their subordi-
nates for promotional opportunities is unacceptable in today’s
environment. Succession management may be found in dif-
ferent forms or be more formal depending on the level of the
leader involved, but the purpose remains the same: Preparing
leaders to assume greater responsibilities within an agency or
organization.

A discussion on succession management must first focus
on the two types of positions found in a typical state DOT.
The first class of employee is the “merit” class, which is
defined as a typical civil service role where all personnel
rules and protections apply. Personnel rules typically define
in great detail what an agency can and cannot do in terms of
promotions, training opportunities, and so forth. In some
states where unions exist, there can be even more restrictions
about what agencies are allowed to do in cases of seniority,
longevity, and even testing. 

The second class of employee is the “non-merit” class,
which includes those not protected fully by personnel rules.
These individuals serve at the pleasure of some appointing
official, such as the DOT CEO, the governor, or some other
official. These positions are filled without regard to the state’s
personnel rules, allowing the appointing official wide latitude
in who is appointed. Correspondingly, individuals can be ter-
minated without cause. A positive aspect of non-merit posi-
tions is that a state CEO has the freedom to move these indi-
viduals into roles and responsibilities that would not be
possible otherwise. For an agency with both types of employ-
ees, succession management must be tailored to deal with both.

Succession management describes a variety of programs
found in state DOTs and private-sector organizations. They
range in nature from informal or loosely organized efforts to
highly sophisticated and detailed approaches. Some focus on

key leadership positions, whereas others work on a wider
selection of mid- to upper-management roles. Some private-
sector companies have extensive procedures in place to facil-
itate replacing a CEO or other key position should that person
be incapacitated, pass away, or unexpectedly leave the com-
pany. Other companies and organizations limit the number of
board members or senior leaders who can travel together. Still
others have formal committees that act immediately to estab-
lish new leadership when vacancies occur. All these situations
fall under the definition of succession management.

The state DOTs were surveyed to determine the nature
of their succession management programs. Of interest were
whether or not such programs existed, whether they were for-
mal or informal, and how the programs influence replacement
practices. Responses from the states offer important insights
into how transportation agencies are approaching this impor-
tant area of human resource management.

STATE PROGRAM STATUS

The survey queried the states to determine if they had a suc-
cession management program in place and, if so, whether it
was formal or informal. Although the existence of succession
management programs is not unusual in large-size private-
sector organizations, there is a striking absence of such pro-
grams in public transportation. Of the 25 states responding to
the survey, only three (12%), Iowa, Nebraska, and Tennessee,
have formal programs. Ten states (40%) indicated that they
have informal programs. Tennessee and Nebraska actually
have both. In total, 13 states—just more than half—have no
succession policy. 

A question was asked to ascertain why states do not have
a succession management program. Responses varied, but
included the following:

• Never had one before
• Personnel rules do not allow it
• Things are working well as they are
• Lack of time and resources—including funding
• Concerns with preselection issues
• Lack of executive endorsement.

Funding can be an issue in any program of this type
because legislatures are often reluctant to provide money for

CHAPTER SIX
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what they see as “soft” programs with little immediate ben-
efit to their constituents. However, states seem to be moving
forward, in spite of monetary shortfalls, by crafting career
development programs that require little or no funding. 

Some general concerns exist about personnel rules. For
example, some believe that such a program will result in pre-
selection issues and accusations of favoritism. Nearly all states
operate within the bounds of a civil service system and must
follow its rules as they plan either a formal or an informal
program. It is clear that states with enough interest have
found ways to create and maintain programs in spite of per-
sonnel rules. The responses to the question of why a program
does not exist were not uniform and no clear pattern emerged
from them.

EXISTING SUCCESSION MANAGEMENT
PROGRAMS

One of the first considerations for implementing a leader-
ship program is determining who will be responsible for it.
Although experience shows that it is not essential for the CEO
or another senior leader to be responsible for such a program,
there is often a connection between stated CEO priorities and
how much importance is attached to an initiative. In assessing
existing succession programs in surveyed states it was found
that such programs are led by one of the following:

• Executive director, secretary, commissioner, 17%.
• Deputy director, assistant secretary, assistant commis-

sioner, 17%.
• Director/chief of administrative services, 13%.
• Human resources director, 21%.
• Training director, 13%.
• Other, 0%.
• No response, 19%.

These results clearly show a high level of interest by top
agency leadership in these training programs. Apparently,
they are not usually relegated to mid-level managers or other
officials who may have little ability to substantially influence
programs and outcomes.

The survey itemized seven possible attributes of a succes-
sion management program. This was done to identify a base
set of characteristics and any possible trends that might serve
as a template for a state’s desire to improve or implement its
own succession management program. The options are pre-
sented here, with frequency of response in descending order:

• Specific actions are taken to address the development
requirements for specific individuals, 38%.

• Individuals in the program have had an inventory of
their skills and abilities prepared and key areas of further
development requirements have been identified, 33%.

• Individual appointments to positions are done with
development requirements in mind, 29%.

• Human resources director or someone other than the
executive director, commissioner, or secretary is respon-
sible for the program, 21%.

• Individuals are formally identified and know they are in
the program, 17%.

• Mentoring relationships are established and active, 17%.
• The executive director, commissioner, or secretary is

responsible for the program, 17%.

The three most common attributes of state DOT succes-
sion management programs focus on individuals; assessment
of skill and training requirements and appointments to posi-
tions are done with specific skill development outcomes in
mind. Such a focus on individuals with unique needs seems
to be a powerful thread among the states as they seek to
advance their leadership corps. 

Other responses provided to this question further illustrate
the attributes of effective programs. For example, in Ten-
nessee, funds are available to assist in implementing its pro-
gram, while additional personnel manage the effort. Virginia
uses a 360-degree developmental tool that focuses on cur-
rent and desired skill sets, as opposed to the other 360 tools
described earlier, which are used for appraisal purposes. 

One outcome of this study was that in only 17% of the pro-
grams were individuals formally identified and notified of
their participation. States might be engaged in formal or infor-
mal succession management efforts without the participants
actually knowing they are included. This may be a way states
are able to have a program that does not conflict with accusa-
tions of preselection of candidates for positions. One obser-
vation about individuals unaware of their participation is that
active knowledge would enhance a person’s contribution and
progress in achieving the desired advancement skill sets. Oth-
erwise, potential leaders are moving forward without know-
ing about management efforts to help and train them.

Each state was asked to assess the effectiveness of its suc-
cession management program. The choices ranged from
“Excellent” to “Very Poor.” Although definitely subjective,
the responses still present a glimpse into how well a program
is functioning according to those who work with it. Of the
states with a succession management program, only Califor-
nia ranked its program as being “Excellent.” Five states ranked
their efforts as “Good”: Iowa, Nebraska, Ohio, Tennessee,
and Utah; four ranked their programs as “Fair”; and one state
rated its program as “Poor.” 

A review of each state’s assessments, along with the attrib-
utes previously reported, offer interesting insight into state
efforts. For example, almost all the states that rated their pro-
gram as being either “Excellent” or “Good” had at least two
of the three attributes cited here:

• Specific actions are taken to address development
requirements for specific individuals.
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• Individuals in the program have prepared an inventory
of their skills and abilities, with key areas of further
development requirements identified.

• Individual appointments to positions are done with
development requirements in mind.

However, those with only “Fair” ratings also reported having
at least two of these same attributes. Thus, the success or
effectiveness of the state DOT succession management pro-
grams cannot be predicted based on the use of specific attri-
butes or on the strategies rated earlier.

As part of the survey, the states were asked to identify
what they would change about their programs if given the
opportunity to do so. The responses varied, but also showed
a common desire to formalize and expand the programs.
Responses, without state identification, are as follows:

• We must formalize our program and provide training to
all levels.

• Formalize the system to a greater extent, using trait-
based and competency-based assessments. Structure
mentoring relationships and/or formalized job rotation
to give participant more experience in key areas impor-
tant for our leadership.

• We are developing a pilot for a formalized executive
workforce development process that will directly affect
succession planning.

• Overhaul the entire program.
• Expand the program.
• Plans are underway to formalize into a structured pro-

gram. 
• Develop a more formalized program that incorporates

the tracking of training and build in a mentoring program
leading to advancement of leadership capabilities and
potential consideration of future senior-level positions.

• Formalizing the program would be a good first step.

Sometimes a state turns to the private sector for successful
program models to follow. These private-sector firms can be
either within the transportation industry or from totally dif-
ferent fields. Five of the 18 states responding to this ques-
tion indicated that they had gone to the private sector to find 
best practices or models to follow. Organizations mentioned

included Intel, Delta Airlines, BellSouth University, Virginia
Commonwealth University, and Management Development,
Inc. This represents a cross section of private- and public-
sector firms with different business activities and interests.
Leadership development and succession management activi-
ties cross industry boundaries and cultures without regard for
type of business or product, so consideration of this resource
is certainly valid.

The states offered many other insights into current pro-
grams and what they would do in the future to become more
effective in advancing future leaders. A full set of their
responses is found in Appendix C, with a summary provided
here. Arizona offers a significant vote of confidence in the
potential of individuals to step up and assume leadership
positions, even to those who have less experience than their
predecessors had when they were appointed. Missouri’s
responses suggest that long-time requirements for profes-
sional certification in certain positions sometimes prevent the
appointment of an individual even though the particular job
does not require the performance of the technical functions
related to that specific certification. Suggestions were made
for more formal mentoring or “shadow” programs that allow
mid-level leaders to learn first hand from senior leaders.

Succession management is not a simple process; it requires
discipline and tenacity, along with leadership and commit-
ment. Different succession management programs have the
common component of focusing on individuals and their spe-
cific needs, but this does not seem to be a discriminator for
effectiveness. No clear trend emerges that makes one pro-
gram superior to another based on the presence of certain
practices. Perhaps the most telling point of this chapter is that
these programs need to be led at a high level and focus on
individuals and their needs. Effectiveness is not affected by
formality or informality, as the six states with “Excellent” or
“Good” evaluations included three from each category. How-
ever, although all the states with formal programs had “Excel-
lent” or “Good” ratings, not all of the informal programs
were rated as highly. Therefore, the existence of a formal
program is probably one of the best ways for an agency to be
effective in this area. However, even informal programs can
provide value, and states with informal programs did not
indicate that they would like to change them.
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The challenges facing state DOTs in the 21st century are not
unique to the public sector. Issues previously mentioned—
including leadership development, customer expectations,
workforce aging, recruiting, retention, and others—are also
part of the environment facing private-sector companies in this
first decade of the new century and its economic challenges. In
addition, both domestic and foreign market forces are making
profitability ever more difficult. Leadership dynamics became
even more complicated as our nation experienced the market
uncertainties in recent years, slower than expected job growth,
and worries about national and world security. If there was
ever a time for strong leadership in the private sector, it is now.

One objective of this synthesis is to present an overview
of leadership development and succession management pro-
grams in the private sector. The motive behind this investi-
gation was to determine if any of the approaches, programs,
or activities in the private sector might also be useful in state
DOTs. Various means were used to investigate these private-
sector programs, including literature reviews, journal profiles
of companies, and personal interviews with involved individ-
uals. The review determined that many successful programs
are being used by private-sector companies; a few will be
highlighted in this chapter. The observations offered at the
end of the chapter will, hopefully, be of value to STAs.

Initially, this synthesis was to focus only on transporta-
tion-related firms or others whose business activities are sim-
ilar to state DOTs. Subsequently, several others were also
analyzed whose business practices are not similar to trans-
portation agencies but whose programs have attributes worth
emulating. Leadership training is an area of organizational
development and management where methods of application
transcend traditional boundaries.

One private-sector firm with an excellent program is Gen-
eral Electric (GE). GE has made a significant commitment to
leadership development and training. Its efforts begin with
newly hired individuals and proceeds through to the senior
management corps. At each level, an individual is groomed
and prepared to receive the skills and training needed to fill
successively higher positions in the organization. It is a delib-
erate and expansive effort with strong management support.
According to the literature available, GE reports an invest-
ment of approximately $1 billion per year in this endeavor.
The entry-level program is aimed at recent graduates who
focus on five areas, three of which are engineering, opera-

tions, and finance. The objective of this future leader program
is to ensure that these individuals gain a broad perspective
on the company and do not focus solely on the engineering,
although there is still a significant emphasis on technical skill
sets, including systems, analysis, design, quality, reliability,
integration, and testing. Those who participate in this pro-
gram are ultimately assigned to one of GE’s priority areas,
where they can immediately apply what they have learned in
their first developmental training program. GE recognizes
that leaders need to be well rounded and offers a variety of
instructional opportunities in other business fields, including
presentation skills and risk management. Some of the train-
ing counts toward a master’s degree. In addition to its new
recruit programs, GE also has an extensive leadership devel-
opment initiative that extends the emphasis on broad skill
development to the highest levels in the organization. 

In a review of GE’s leadership program, the analysis must
go beyond the formal side of the organization’s efforts and
consider the informal element. This informal development
initiative is perhaps the most legendary famous portion of its
program and has received substantial comment. In the 1980s
and 1990s, GE’s CEO, Jack Welch established a leadership
style and approach that has been much analyzed. Although a
complete review of the man and his particular approach to
leadership is not possible here, a few observations may be
made. His leadership culture had some unique attributes:
Leaders were hand selected as trusted and loyal members of
the team. They exhibited leadership traits, style, and man-
nerisms similar to those of the CEO. Those who did not fit
the desired mold were passed over and others appointed in
their stead. This approach has become well known in the
business world. At one point, this model elevated GE to the
position as the world’s most valuable company. So successful
was this model that many of Jack Welch’s trusted lieutenants
became captains of industry in their own right.

Another private-sector company with focused leadership
development elements is Home Depot. In their book, Built
from Scratch (Marcus et al. 1999), Bernie Marcus and Arthur
Blank, cofounders of this home improvement giant, articu-
late their culture and leadership style; it includes many valu-
able lessons. At Home Depot, leaders are cultivated with care
and generally come from within the ranks of the organiza-
tion. This policy of promoting from within allows Home
Depot’s management team to create a leadership mindset that
is focused on meeting customer needs and on the company’s
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specific business approach. Outside hires in key positions at
Home Depot are required to work for at least 2 months “on
the floor,” to ensure that they are fully aware of the basics of
what makes the company work. Even the corporate attorney,
hired to deal with complex legal initiatives and elements,
filled this requirement before beginning legal duties. 

Home Depot offers a 2-year leadership program that
focuses on store operations, business activities, and mer-
chandising. Additionally, promising individuals go through its
Future Leadership Program, which includes rotations into
many roles in the organization. This program provides for
about 250 h of classroom training and uses an assigned men-
tor program.

Another element of Home Depot’s quest for strong lead-
ership teams is an internship program that focuses on college
seniors and graduate students. This program lasts from 10 to
12 weeks and provides students with the opportunity to learn
all aspects of the company. Many, following graduation and
at least a beginning organizational knowledge, return and rise
to become effective leaders at Home Depot. It is a highly suc-
cessful program by which Home Depot and these rising lead-
ers have both benefited.

Lockheed Martin Corporation, a major national defense
contractor, has a leadership training program for its new
employees called the Leadership Development Program.
This program focuses on individuals who will obtain a grad-
uate degree and involves 3 years of intense leadership expe-
rience for all participants. During this period individuals are
regularly brought together in person or by means of telecon-
ferencing for specific leadership and management training in
a group setting. Additionally, each participant has a specific
plan for working in a variety of operating units to ensure that
their experiences have the depth and breadth needed for
future leaders. Although many other elements of their lead-
ership development initiative exist, the Leadership Develop-
ment Program is an important part of Lockheed Martin’s
overall effort to ensure global leadership and profitability.

Another private-sector firm worthy of note is Johnson &
Johnson. This company, which has 112,000 employees world-
wide, averages 10% growth each year and had about $40 bil-
lion in sales in 2003. It espouses the philosophy offered by
Peter Drucker, who stated that “Leadership must and can be
learned.” Driven by this conviction, Johnson & Johnson
focuses its leadership program on assisting bright and promis-
ing leaders by giving them the skills they will need to lead
their company in the future.

The Chairman and CEO of Johnson & Johnson offered
this statement about leadership, which provides insight into
the passion it has toward developing individuals for promo-
tional opportunities:
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Johnson & Johnson is well positioned in the global health care
industry, and our organization is primed for future growth. Our
Credo firmly establishes our values, and our Standards of Lead-
ership set the behavior, character, and commitment we expect
from those who will lead us to greater achievement.

The Credo Values include the following:

• Organizational and people development,
• Customer and marketplace focus,
• Innovation,
• Collaboration, and
• Complexity and change.

In attempting to instill these values, it has tailored a pro-
gram that has significantly contributed to its overall business
success in challenging economic times. The program includes
informal mentoring, hiring approximately 80% of its posi-
tions from within, developing breadth of experience in its
leadership team, attracting and retaining individuals with
high values (e.g., integrity and work ethic), and specialized
“Action Learning” opportunities, during which individuals
work on specific projects in close collaboration with senior
Johnson & Johnson leaders. In addition, it has a disciplined
succession management program that surveys the likelihood
of future vacancies occurring and takes deliberate action to
prepare individuals for those positions.

Contractors make up a large segment of the state DOT
world, with many daily interactions between the agency and
the contractors. When discussing leadership programs sev-
eral contractors stand out. Peter Kiewit and Sons, Granite
Construction, and Granite Rock all focus extensive resources
on leadership training and development.

Granite Construction Company, Inc., headquartered in
Watsonville, California, is ranked by Engineering News
Record as one of the largest transportation contractors in
the country. Although they have millions of dollars in cap-
ital assets, including large amounts of heavy equipment, it
knows its greatest asset is the people who have made Gran-
ite successful. Some years ago it launched a program called
Employee Development Initiative, which focuses on advanc-
ing the leadership skills of its field supervisors, office man-
agers, and other leaders. The Employee Development Initia-
tive program is led by a group of Employee Development
Leaders from each branch of the company, including the Heavy
Construction Division Regions. Project managers, engineers,
estimators, and field supervisors take 2-year sabbaticals from
operational or day-to-day activities to build their leadership
and organizational skills. They are given opportunities to
apply these newfound skills on specific projects throughout
the organization. The key themes for these groups include
sharing knowledge and connecting people to learning oppor-
tunities so that Granite remains their employer of choice. 
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On the engineering side, many good examples exist of
firms that invest heavily in the leadership development and
succession management activities associated with their busi-
nesses. HDR has a well-developed initiative that includes
mentoring, formal skill assessments, and development plans
for participants. Training includes classroom instruction and
work assignments geared toward cultivating future leaders in
their organization. The program includes both rigor and dis-
cipline in its implementation.

HNTB, another national engineering firm providing a
wide variety of services to the transportation industry, also
has an aggressive program. Recently impressed by the pres-
ence and leadership exhibited by young military leaders asso-
ciated with the war in the Middle East, senior leaders at
HNTB have deliberately crafted its program after the mili-
tary’s model. The initiative included hiring former military
leaders to duplicate the training and skill development activ-
ities that have resulted in many fine young men and women
leading their units through challenging circumstances. HNTB’s
program includes training by key members of the senior lead-
ership team as well as specific assignments geared toward
developing important skills in their future leaders. The HNTB
effort (as well as the HDR program) is supervised by the
CEO, whose involvement explains the high profile their pro-
gram enjoys in the organization. 

In reviewing the issues surrounding leadership develop-
ment and succession management in private organizations a
number of key issues emerge. The first is the profitability
issue: companies are usually either publicly owned and traded
or are privately held by employees of the organization through
a direct shareholder program or an Employee Stock Option
Program. Ultimately, whether the company is publicly or pri-
vately owned, shareholders focus on company profitability
and are motivated to endorse efforts that will positively affect
the balance sheet. Many private firms have clearly deter-
mined that profitability is directly affected by both their lead-
ership and the effectiveness of their efforts to develop future
leaders.

A second area that should be mentioned is slightly differ-
ent, but related. Senior leaders in a private company likely
hold substantial shares of stock and have a significant portion
of their retirement tied up in the value of that stock. Depend-
ing on company policies, these individuals will either sell
their stock on retirement and accept a note for their repay-
ment or continue to hold onto the majority of their stock and
sell it at a specific rate over their retirement years. In either
case, they have a vested interest in the value of the stock and
in the continued viability of their company. Thus, private-
sector leaders seem particularly focused on the future lead-
ers of their companies and in ensuring that the succession

management program allows the finest individuals to rise to
the top and ensure the financial viability of their future retire-
ment. It is an important motivation found in the private sec-
tor that is missing from public-sector programs.

Leadership training and succession management in the
private sector is taken very seriously owing to its value to the
company and, therefore, the shareholders. Although only a
few firms have been highlighted in this report, some key
attributes emerged, which seem to be common among all of
the programs reviewed and deserve mention in summarizing
this discussion:

• Leadership is values based.
• Leadership is fundamental to future company 

profitability. 
• Leadership programs are either led or strongly influ-

enced by the chairman, president, CEO, or some com-
bination of the three. 

• Private companies do not differentiate leadership devel-
opment from succession management—they advance
together.

• Private companies have programs that develop leaders
with a wide variety of skills, including those for which
they have received no formal education (e.g., engineers
working in finance, marketing, or research).

• Leadership development programs within private com-
panies are structured, have definite objectives, involve
specific activities, and almost always include skill assess-
ments and development plans.

• Private companies use a variety of classroom and on-
the-job training opportunities to develop the desired
skills in future leaders.

• Private companies start early in developing leaders.
• Private companies believe that the first step in devel-

oping future leaders and having an effective succes-
sion management plan is to hire the right people in the
first place.

• Most companies promote the majority of leaders from
within.

• Leaders are hand-selected based on their ability to be
successful in achieving the operating and profit objec-
tives of the company. Longevity is not an issue—
performance is what counts.

Leadership development in the private sector is an impor-
tant subject. Private-sector leaders see their programs as an
investment and not as an expense. They take their initiatives
seriously and, in many cases, are personally involved in lead-
ing the programs and even providing actual training. The
public sector would benefit from emulating private-sector
counterparts when it comes to developing future leaders for
their organizations.
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Leadership is clearly a major issue facing state departments
of transportation (DOTs) in the 21st century. However, it is
not unique to state DOTs, for many other public entities face
the same issue. Other challenges facing the public sector
have never been more intense or difficult: funding shortfalls,
workforce limitations, baby boomers approaching retirement
in large numbers, higher than ever customer expectations,
and system needs that far outstrip revenues. Collectively, these
factors weigh heavily on transportation agencies and their
leadership teams. State agencies need highly qualified and
capable leaders now and in the future.

This study reveals two aspects of state DOT demograph-
ics that will converge in the coming years. First is the pend-
ing retirement of a high percentage of seasoned employees,
including those holding key leadership positions. Second is
that many agencies have a younger workforce rising through
the leadership ranks that will result in filling critical leader-
ship positions with individuals who have less experience
than their predecessors. 

Many states recognize how important recruiting the right
individuals is to the strength of their future leadership cadre.
Their selection processes reflect the seriousness with which
they take this task. Once employed, however, there is always
the chance that promising leaders will leave the state DOT;
attrition seems inevitable. Competition with the private sector
and its usually higher salaries present difficulties for public
agencies in their efforts to retain key individuals. On the other
hand, states often offer superior benefits, including health,
dental, vacation, and retirement programs that are strong
enticements for state leaders to continue public service.

Interest is high at the state DOTs in establishing leader-
ship development and training programs in their organiza-
tions. Several trends are noteworthy, including that they desire
to add funding and more students to their programs, that cur-
riculum and program content are rarely dictated solely by the
DOT, that less than 20% of the programs are led by the state
CEO, and that only one state, California, rated its program as
excellent. There is great opportunity for improvement in
these leadership development programs.

Succession management programs in state DOTs is an area
that could use more emphasis in nearly every agency surveyed.
The value a good program brings to strengthening the leader-
ship team over time is indisputable. However, some agencies
have struggled to establish either a formal or informal pro-
gram. There are many difficulties with establishing a program

in a public entity like a state DOT, not the least of which is that
the appointment of CEOs and other key leaders is often a
political decision. Personnel rules and other constraints make
advancing an effective leadership development program chal-
lenging at best. Nevertheless, there are several examples of
states that have transcended these challenges and put excellent
programs in place. Doing nothing is not an option.

Private-sector leadership development and succession man-
agement programs are excellent and offer state DOTs an effec-
tive model. These programs are driven by the cost imperative
evident in all private-sector companies, with the understand-
ing that an effective leadership program is not a cash drain on
the balance sheet but rather an investment in future company
profitability. Private programs are generally led at the CEO
level, are more defined and rigorous than their public-sector
counterparts, and emphasize more diverse areas of business.

The attributes of these private-sector programs create a
valid model for state DOTs to follow. If a state DOT were to
establish a leadership development program that was CEO
led, included both succession management and leadership
training elements, developed a wide variety of technical and
nontechnical skills in its participants, started early in an indi-
vidual’s career and was otherwise deliberate in its imple-
mentation, then that DOT would be well on its way to hav-
ing an effective initiative. These are among the attributes that
have proven effective for the private sector and will be the
keys to the success of state DOT’s as they endeavor to
enhance their leadership development efforts.

This study was, by design, focused specifically on state
transportation departments. Nevertheless, the concepts pre-
sented, the results, and the conclusions drawn are directly
applicable to transit agencies as well as other public organi-
zations at all levels of government. Leadership development
and succession management are issues for public-sector
leaders from the smallest municipal agency to the largest
state organization. 

Leadership development and succession management will
be critical to the future effectiveness of state DOTs in deliv-
ering services to their customers. The state programs sur-
veyed in this project reflect some advances in establishing
effective leadership initiatives. However, state DOTs would
benefit from using methods similar to those of their private-
sector counterparts as they seek to further improve their own
programs, and ultimately, the caliber of their leadership corps. 

CHAPTER EIGHT

CONCLUSIONS
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Part I—Demographics

To correlate data about your agency with that of other agencies certain demographic information must be gathered.

1. Total number of employees in this agency:
____ Less than 1,000
____ 1,001–2,000
____ 2,001–5,000
____ 5,001–10,000
____ 10,000 and above

2. Activities/divisions within this agency (check all that apply):
____ Highways
____ Motor vehicle 
____ Aeronautics 
____ Planning 
____ Administration 
____ Engineering
____ Rail
____ Bus
____ Ports
____ Other (specify) _________________________________________
____ Other (specify) _________________________________________

3. In the past two years, has your agency’s staffing level 
____ increased
____ decreased
____ stayed the same

4. In the next two years, do you expect your agency’s staffing level to 
____ increase
____ decrease
____ stay the same

5. Which of the following are considered senior management in your agency? (Check all that apply.)
____ Executive Director, Secretary, or Commissioner
____ Deputy Director, Deputy Secretary, or Deputy Commissioner
____ Division Manager/Director
____ Section Manager/Director
____ Group Manager/Director
____ District/Regional Engineer/Director
____ Other _________________________________________________

APPENDIX A

Survey Questionnaire
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6. Please rank the following positions by seniority starting with the highest to the lowest and record the approximate
number of employees in each level of position.
Rank Employees
____ Executive Director, Secretary, or Commissioner _______
____ Deputy Director, Deputy Secretary, or Deputy Commissioner _______
____ Division Manager/Director _______
____ Section Manager/Director _______
____ Group Manager/Director _______
____ District/Regional Engineer/Director _______
____ Other (Title) _________________________________________ _______

7. What is the average age of your agency’s workforce? 
____ Less than 30
____ 31–35
____ 35–40
____ 41–45
____ 45–50
____ 51–55
____ 55–60
____ 61 and above

8. What percent of your senior management in each of these positions is currently eligible to retire?

Currently Less than 3–5 6–10
Eligible 3 years years years

Executive Director, Secretary, or Commissioner

Deputy Director, Deputy Secretary, or Deputy 
Commissioner

Division Manager/Director

Section Manager/Director

Group Manager/Director

District/Regional Engineer/Director

Other

9. Are there any external factors existing today or which may exist in the near future that would influence your senior
managers to retire sooner than later? 
____ Lack of pay raises for state employees
____ Early retirement incentives
____ Health conditions
____ Competition from the private sector
____ Other (please specify) ________________________________________________
____ Other (please specify) ________________________________________________

10. Is your agency doing anything specific to increase the likelihood that your senior management personnel will con-
tinue to be employed by the state? 
____ Monetary incentives
____ Training
____ Possibility for increased retirement payments
____ Flexible work schedules
____ Other incentives (please specify) ________________________________________
____ Other incentives (please specify) ________________________________________
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11. Is there anything else about the demographics of your agency that would be of interest to this study or of value to
share with other state DOTs? Please specify.
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

Part II—Recruitment and Retention of Leaders

1. Does your agency have a recruitment and retention plan?
____ Yes 
____ No

2. Do you recruit new hires with the understanding that they could eventually become leaders and managers in your
agency?
____ Yes 
____ No

3. Does your agency seek “Strategic Thinkers” when recruiting leaders?
____ Yes 
____ No

4. What specific actions does your agency take to ensure that it hires future leaders?
____ Look at past leadership related activities
____ Administer tests or other instruments that would indicate leadership potential
____ Consider references provided by applicants
____ Conduct multiple interviews with each candidate
____ Use specific questions in interviews that would reflect an applicant’s leadership potential
____ Contact current supervisor
____ Other _________________________________________________________
____ Other _________________________________________________________
____ Other _________________________________________________________

5. What core competencies are important for leaders in your organization?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

6. What are some of the problems with retaining potential leaders who might fill senior leadership/management posi-
tions some day? (Please rank, with 1 as the most significant problem.)
____ Competition with the private sector
____ Pay and benefits
____ They do not want to deal with administration/bureaucracy
____ They do not want to leave the technical areas of the agency
____ Lack of funding for projects
____ Perceived favoritism or other problems with promotions
____ Lack of training
____ They do not want to deal with internal politics
____ They do not want to deal with external politics
____ Lack of challenging work
____ Other (please specify) _____________________________________________
____ Other (please specify) _____________________________________________
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7. What more could your agency do to increase the likelihood that capable individuals are prepared and retained to fill
important leadership/management positions in the future?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

8. Is there anything specific that your agency is doing to prepare women to be appointed to leadership/management
positions in your agency? Please specify.
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

9. Is there anything that your agency is doing to prepare minorities to be appointed to leadership/management positions
in your agency? Please specify.
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

10. Is there anything else about the recruitment and retention of future leaders in your agency that would be of interest to
this study, and that would put the information you provide in this survey into context and assist the authors in their
analysis of your information? Please specify.
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

Part III—Leadership Training

1. Is specific training available for your managers/leaders that would assist them in obtaining or developing leadership
skills? 
____ Yes
____ No (If No, skip to Part IV)

2. Who provides this training? (Check all that apply.)
____ The state DOT
____ Another state agency
____ A private-sector trainer under contract to the state DOT
____ A private-sector trainer under contract to another state agency
____ Other (please specify) _________________________________________

3. At what level is leadership training available to the employees in your agency? (Check all that apply.)
____ Future leaders/supervisors/managers
____ New leaders/supervisors/managers
____ Mid-level leaders/managers
____ Senior leaders/managers
____ Others (please specify) ________________________________________ 

4. How many levels of approval are required to obtain leadership training? (Check all that apply.)
____ Immediate supervisor
____ Second level supervisor
____ Selection/recommendation panel
____ HR Director 
____ Senior management
____ Other (please specify) _________________________________________
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5. Who determines the course content for the leadership training that is available to your employees?
____ The state DOT
____ Another state agency
____ The state DOT and another state agency
____ Other (please specify) ____________________________________________
____ Do not know

6. What types of leadership training are offered? (Check all that apply.)
____ Courses
____ Mentoring programs
____ Web-based training
____ Rotational assignments
____ Partnering with other organizations/companies
____ Self-study programs
____ Other (please specify) ____________________________________________

7. How satisfied is your agency with the quality and effectiveness of the leadership training that is available to employ-
ees at the following levels? (Scale of 1–5, with 1 being not satisfied, 5 being very satisfied). 
____ Future leaders/supervisors/managers
____ New leaders/supervisors/managers
____ Mid-level leaders/managers
____ Senior leaders/managers
____ Others (please specify) ___________________________________________

8. Who is in charge of the leadership training function within your agency?
____ Executive Director, Secretary, Commissioner
____ Deputy Director, Assistant Secretary, Assistant Commissioner
____ Director/Chief of Administrative Services
____ HR Director
____ Training Director
____ Other (please specify) ____________________________________________
____ Other (please specify) ____________________________________________

9. What level of support does your agency top management give to leadership development?
____ Strong support
____ Moderate support
____ Little support
____ No support

10. Our agency’s leadership development program is:
___ Very effective at producing the future leaders our agency needs
___ Somewhat effective at producing the future leaders our agency needs
___ Not very effective at producing the future leaders our agency needs
___ Needs to be overhauled.

11. What could be done to improve the quality of the leadership training that your employees receive in your agency?
(Check all that apply.)
____ Change the curriculum
____ Change the instructor
____ Prepare the students better
____ Provide more time for training
____ Provide a training environment with fewer distractions
____ Make it more practical/applicable to the real world
____ Increased funding
____ Other (please specify) ____________________________________________
____ Other (please specify) ____________________________________________
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12. How many individuals are able to attend your leadership training each year? 
____ 0–50
____ 51–100
____ 101–250
____ 251–500
____ 501–1,000
____ 1,000 and above

13. Under ideal conditions (no budget constraints, timing issues, etc.) how many individuals would you put through
your leadership training courses each year? 
____ 0–50
____ 51–100
____ 101–250
____ 251–500
____ 501–1,000
____ 1,000 and above

14. Approximately how much does your agency spend on courses specific to leadership training (excluding employee
salaries and benefits)? 
____ Below $10,000
____ $10,001–$25,000
____ $25,001–$100,000
____ $100,001 and above

15. Under ideal conditions how much would your agency like to spend on leadership training (excluding employee
salaries and benefits)?
____ Below $10,000
____ $10,001–$25,000
____ $25,001–$100,000
____ $100,001 and above

16. Is there anything else about your agency’s leadership training program that would be of interest to this study or
which would be valuable to share with other state DOTs?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

Part IV—Succession Management

1. Does your agency have a formal Succession Management program?
____ Yes
____ No

2. Does your agency have an informal Succession Management program? 
____ Yes
____ No

3. If an informal or formal program does not exist, what is preventing your agency from having a Succession Manage-
ment program? 
____ Not applicable (skip to question 10)
____ Never had one before
____ Personnel rules
____ We do not seem to need one
____ Things are working well as they are
____ Other (please specify) ____________________________________________
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4. If you have a Succession Management program, who is responsible for its implementation?
____ Executive Director, Secretary, Commissioner
____ Deputy Director, Assistant Secretary, Assistant Commissioner
____ Director/Chief of Administrative Services
____ HR Director
____ Training Director
____ Other (please specify) ____________________________________________

5. Please indicate the attributes of your Succession Management program. (Check all that apply.)
____ Individuals are formally identified and know they are in the program
____ Mentoring relationships are established and active
____ The HR Director or someone other than the Executive Director, Commissioner, or Secretary is responsible for

the program
____ The Executive Director, Commissioner, or Secretary is responsible for the program 
____ Individuals in the program have had an inventory of their skill and abilities prepared and key areas of further

development requirements are identified
____ Specific actions are taken to address the development requirements for specific individuals
____ Individual appointments to positions are done with the development requirements in mind
____ Other (please specify) ____________________________________________
____ Other (please specify) ____________________________________________

6. How well is your Succession Management program working?
____ Excellent
____ Good
____ Fair
____ Poor
____ Very poor

7. What would you change about your Succession Management Program? 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

8. Have you used any private-sector firms as models in developing your leadership training or succession management
programs?
____ Yes (please specify which company or companies and provide contact information if possible) 

___________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________

____ No

9. Is there anything else about your agency’s Succession Management program that would be of interest in this study
and to other state DOTs?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

10. What could be done to improve the preparation of your employees for higher positions in management in your agency?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

11. Does your agency do anything else not previously mentioned in this questionnaire that would be of interest for the
synthesis on developing leaders in state DOTs?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
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Alaska
Arkansas
Arizona
California
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana

APPENDIX B

States Returning Questionnaires

Maryland
Minnesota
Missouri
Nebraska
New Hampshire
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
South Carolina
Tennessee
Utah
Virginia



41

Demographics—Part I, Question 11
Other Demographic Info

Florida
Motor Carrier Compliance Office (MCCO)—Protect Florida’s
transportation infrastructure from accelerated damage caused
by oversize and overweight vehicles. Ensure public safety by
protecting lives and property through a program of enforcing
both state and federal laws, including both traffic and crimi-
nal laws in which the MCCO has jurisdiction.

State Materials Laboratory—Develop and implement a state-
wide sampling and testing (acceptance) program and certify
compliance of completed projects. Provide Districts with
information and support services to implement construction
and maintenance operations. Assist Districts in solving
materials-related problems during construction. Provide tech-
nical laboratory and field-testing support. Perform in-house
research and assist in the technical management and assign-
ment of outside research to find better ways of using existing
materials. Investigate the potential of new materials or
processes for usage in highway construction

Hawaii
Location: We are an island state with limited human and fis-
cal resources. Critical shortage of available, qualified pro-
fessionals; i.e., engineers, surveyors, and technicians. There
are ongoing efforts to tap into the Highway Special Fund for
nontransit uses and to abolish established positions.

Michigan
Question 8: Data are only available for the entire DOT. Of
Michigan DOT’s employees, 12% have more than 25 years
of service and therefore are eligible for retirement.

Missouri
Missouri state agencies’ workforce has been affected by the
“80 and out” rule; where, if the combination of an employee’s
age and years of service equal 80, the employee is eligible to
retire with full benefits.

New Hampshire
Average length of service for employees is 13 years.

Tennessee
922, total leadership development candidates
742, male white—80%
90, female white—10%
65, male Asian/African American/other—7%
25, female Asian/African American/other—3%

APPENDIX C

Narrative Responses

Utah
Our organization experienced several retirements from the
ranks of senior leaders 3–5 years ago. We now, generally,
have senior leaders who are mid-career with 10–15 years
until their retirement.

Recruitment—Part II, Question 5
What core competencies are important for leaders in
your organization?

Alaska
Analytical thinkers, visionary planners, registered profes-
sionals, leadership.

Arizona
We have a leadership matrix with competencies at each level. 

Arkansas
Ability to make a decision, works well with others, diplomatic.

California
Change leadership; strategic thinking, communication, team
building, and motivation; self-awareness; and personal growth.

Florida
Florida DOT senior leaders identified five (5) core compe-
tencies executives and managers must possess to lead
today’s FDOT. 

1. Leading People 
• Teambuilding, cultural awareness, integrity, honesty,

conflict skills. 
2. Leading Change 

• Ability to communicate a vision and energize the orga-
nization to action to reach it. 

• Recognizes and understands internal and external forces
impacting the organization. 

• Ability to influence others to embrace change. 
3. Communications and Building Coalitions 

• Interpersonal skills, oral communication, written com-
munication, negotiating, influencing, partnering. 

4. Business Judgment 
• Selecting the right people for the right job. 
• Managing the budget.
• Prudent risk taking. 
• Well-trained workforce. 

5. Results Driven 
• Timely decisions, but well-informed. 
• Accountability and empowerment. 
• Structuring and organizing work to meet valid customer

requirements. 
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Georgia
Problem solving, respects dignity of others, collaborative
and team player, organizational commitment, decisiveness.

Hawaii
Highway Program Administration—state and federal-aid pro-
grams; personnel management; public policy administration;
fiscal management; public relations/public speaking; media
relations; networking with business, political, and bureaucratic
stakeholders; organizational development and the manage-
ment of change; understanding the functions within the high-
way project system delivery continuum—systems planning,
long- and short-range planning, fiscal management, right-of-
way, design, construction, maintenance, operations, etc.

Idaho
Strategic thinking, visioning, partnering, leadership.

Iowa
Administration and management, conflict resolution, creativ-
ity and innovation, decision making, external awareness,
financial management, human resources management, nego-
tiation skills, integrity and honesty, interpersonal skills, lead-
ership, planning and evaluating, strategic thinking, written
and oral communications skills.

Kansas
Under development.

Kentucky
People skills, decision making, organizational skills, time
management, speaking public, writing, math/technical, and
strategic thinking.

Louisiana
Good people skills, inter-functional, knowledge/cooperation,
change management, ethical behavior, planning, problem solv-
ing, communication/listening, innovativeness, future-oriented,
influence, team building.

Maryland
Strategic focus: change management, technology management
and application, vision. Business focus: budgeting, business
knowledge, creativity and innovation, quality centered, plan-
ning and executing, problem solving and decision making.
Workforce focus: coaching, commitment to workforce diver-
sity, human resource management, team leadership. Inter-
personal focus: conflict resolution and negotiation, interper-
sonal skills, influencing, oral communication, writing. Personal
focus: action orientation, flexibility, results focus, role mod-
eling, time management, self-development.

Michigan
Building trust, communications, developing a successful team,
facilitating change, leading through vision and values.

Missouri
Communication—listening, speaking, writing, delivering pre-
sentations; Interpersonal skills—managing conflict, exhibit-
ing empathy, negotiating, networking and organizational
awareness; Self-management—working with integrity, man-
aging emotions, adapting to change, managing time; Leader-
ship—influencing, coaching, developing, delegating, build-
ing teamwork, motivating, championing change, encouraging
creative solutions; Managing for results—managing proj-
ects, applied performance management, developing business
plan, managing finances, managing policy compliance, using
process improvement tools.

Nebraska
(A) Leading people, (B) leading change, (C) business acumen/
results driven, (D) building coalitions/communications, and
(E) strategic thinking.

New Hampshire
Communication skills, performance measure assessment, coor-
dination, strategic thinking.

Ohio
Core competencies of importance for leaders in our organi-
zation include: decision makers; risk takers; people skills;
communications, written/oral/presentation; fiscal capacities;
business management; info technical abilities skilled in tech-
nical areas relative to position; well-informed, accountable.

Oklahoma
Technical expertise, political acumen, communication, prob-
lem solving, and human resource management.

Oregon
Leadership abilities vs. management, leadership in charge of
management, performance measurement, strategic thinking/
planning/futuristic planning, visionary skills, ability to obtain
buy-in/cooperation, negotiation, partnering/relationship build-
ing skills, public speaking, politically savvy.

South Carolina
Organizational change and development: leading and man-
aging change, strategic planning, visioning, and budgeting
and resource balancing; managing and sharing knowledge;
communication skills; human resources management: men-
toring and coaching, team building, leveraging diversity, moti-
vating, recognizing, and rewarding; problem solving and
decision making: thinking.

Tennessee
Leadership, communication, organizational effectiveness, peo-
ple management, operational management, strategic thinking,
and change management.

Utah
Leadership skills, administrative skills, interpersonal skills,
communication skills, thinking ability, self-management, tech-
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nical knowledge, ability to motivate others, ability to address
the concerns of citizens.

Virginia
a. Knowledge (bodies of information).
b. Skills, abilities (capacities to perform).
c. Personal characteristics.
d. Person-based factors that distinguish superior performance

from average performance.

Specific competencies include: 
1. Dealing with ambiguity
2. Timely decision making
3. Decision quality
4. Delegation
5. Ethics and values
6. Integrity and trust
7. Interpersonal savvy
8. Perspective
9. Priority setting

10. Drive for results
11. Strategic agility
12. Managing vision and purpose
13. Highway transportation operations
14. Engineering principles and practices
15. Project management
16. Planning and execution.

Recruitment—Part II, Question 7
What more could your agency do to increase the likeli-
hood that capable individuals are prepared and retained
to fill important leadership/management positions in the
future?

Alaska
Provide cross training and mentoring opportunities; also
opportunities to act in leadership roles.

Arizona
Pay for performance (statutory limitations).

Arkansas
More leadership/management training.

California
Rotational assignments; training and development assign-
ments; special assignments/projects; executive, leadership,
management, and supervisory training.

Florida
Secure funding and then take advantage of some of the exec-
utive development programs offered, such as the Kennedy
School of Business and others.

Georgia
Systematic succession planning.

Hawaii
Improve pay, encourage mentor/protégé links for succession
planning, modernize the basic organizational structure to
include manageable spans of control (I now have 16 direct
reports, 12 of which are senior managers). Provide more
opportunities for leadership/management training, including
hands-on opportunities to implement basic and advanced
principles.

Idaho
Introduce a formal succession planning and leadership train-
ing program with thoughtful attention to department values
and leadership characteristics, which are more comprehen-
sive than the informal ones currently in place.

Kansas
Initiate a succession planning program.

Kentucky
Mandatory leadership training for merit and non-merit man-
agers. Increase the mentoring program to extend beyond the
advanced leadership academy. Formal assessment for poten-
tial leaders.

Louisiana
Institute a formal mentoring program.

Maryland
Maryland State Highway Administration could improve on
its ability to change pay scales and offer salaries closer to the
median salary of transportation professional.

Michigan
Michigan DOT is part of a pilot program within the state of
Michigan to close the gap between values that are important
and the evidence of those values in our behaviors. In the
pilot, MDOT leadership team will participate in a 360-degree
leadership profile. The plan is to have all managers and
supervisor participate as subjects, thus, giving line staff the
opportunity to participate as direct reports.

Missouri
Reinitiate an aggressive succession–planning model that
focuses on leadership traits and competencies with continued
development of executive coaching and skills training.

Nebraska
Continue to develop and advance/expand the leadership devel-
opment program to make it better. Provide additional oppor-
tunities for employees to grow.

New Hampshire
Establish a professional development program focused on
organizational management/leadership.

Ohio
Implement targeted training and mentoring. Regarding reten-
tion, Ohio DOT took steps to implement a new category of
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employee termed Career Professional. Career Professional ser-
vice covers some mid- and senior-level positions linking secu-
rity to work performance in terms of the department business
plan. The business plan is filed formally with the legislature.

Oklahoma
Compensate competitively with the market, encourage cross
training and mentorships, make management training and
employee development a priority.

Oregon
Make management more attractive, provide more training in
areas of relationship building/politicking, rectify pay com-
pression issues, engage in succession planning activities,
identify creative retention strategies, and develop mentoring
programs.

South Carolina
Develop a more comprehensive workforce development 
plan for the agency. Various components of a plan are being
addressed such as: Leadership/management training is being
offered to prepare employees for management positions and
organization charts are being reviewed to identify positions
that will be vacated because of retirement options, which will
be exercised during the next 3–5 years. However, it all needs
to be pulled together in a systematic approach.

Tennessee
Launch Executive Workforce Development Program FY2004.

Utah
Mid-management training and rotation among a variety of jobs.

Virginia
Purposeful executive development program including job
shadowing; special, challenging assignments; and other devel-
opmental opportunities.

Recruitment—Part II, Question 8
Is there anything specific that your agency is doing to pre-
pare women to be appointed to leadership/management
positions in you agency? 

Arizona
Succession planning.

Arkansas
Providing equal opportunities under Question 7.

California
The department follows the state of California’s civil service
objective of equal employment opportunity.

Florida
We do not have separate leadership development programs
for women. However, we do ensure that women are propor-

tionally represented in all of our training and development
programs.

Georgia
Identifying and nurturing talent.

Hawaii
No.

Idaho
All training programs are open to all employees and we do
have an engineer-in-training mentoring program, which men-
tors both women and men equally. We have no specific pro-
gram for women.

Iowa
Develop a succession–planning document that identifies strate-
gic areas where problems may occur.

Kansas
Not at this time.

Kentucky
Support enrollment in Certified Management Program. Sup-
port enrollment in Advanced Leadership Academy (ALA).
Provide mentoring while in ALA. Open positions; require
interviews of women and/or minority applicants.

Louisiana
No.

Maryland
Women are encouraged to participate in the agency’s
Advanced Leadership Program.

Missouri
Missouri DOT has a progressive diversity initiative.

Nebraska
No. Our Leadership Development Program is individualized.
All employees are offered the same opportunities, regardless
of gender.

New Hampshire
Ensure that all females filling key positions attend the
Senior Leadership Conference. Manage assignments where
permissible.

Ohio
Affirmative Action goals are part of succession planning.
Senior leadership and HR are a part of our business plan
review (5 of 13 division managers, 38%, are female.)

Oklahoma
No.
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Oregon
Nothing specific.

South Carolina
Providing women’s forums bi-annually, which address issues
that are identified by a random sample survey of women
employed at South Carolina DOT. A pool of potential future
leaders is being developed and women in the agency are par-
ticipating in the training and development opportunities that
are available to all employees in the agency. Three specific
leadership development programs are available: the Engineer
Development Program, Strategic Training and Education for
the 21st Century (STEP-21), and Strategic Training for Trans-
portation Agency Representatives (STTAR). All three pro-
grams have women from different levels within the organi-
zation who participate each year.

Virginia
No.

Training—Part III, Question 11
What could be done to improve the quality of the leader-
ship training that your employees receive in your agency?

Alaska
More classes offered.

Arizona
Design a validation system to measure use of skills on the job.

Florida
Funding for senior leaders to attend executive development
programs.

Georgia
Add another level between middle management and senior
management.

Hawaii
Give priority to participants with a positive attitude for learn-
ing and aspirations to higher position.

Illinois
Obtain new teachers.

Iowa
More management support.

Kansas
See that leadership development is a high priority activity
and establish accountability for making it happen.

Missouri
Management selection process should be revised.

Nebraska
The workload of the employees.

Ohio
Provide for DEUs, CLEs, C.P.D.

South Carolina
Senior managers and mid-managers do a better job of mod-
eling the leadership characteristics that are taught in leader-
ship programs.

Tennessee
We are developing Long-Range Work Force Develop-
ment Plan.

Virginia
Add more rotational and developmental programs for 
non-engineers.

Training—Part III, Question 16
Is there anything else about your agency’s leadership
training program that would be of interest to this study or
which would be valuable to share with other state DOTs?

Arizona
WASHTO completed a similar survey on leadership training
in 2003 and will share results.

Florida
We currently conduct the Supervisor’s Academy, the Leader-
ship Academy, and the Graduate Leadership Academy. All
are connected and designed to be progressive. While cover-
ing successively higher degrees of leadership development,
each reviews the critical soft skills required of all supervisors.

Illinois
(A) Illinois DOT has obtained certified status with the Inter-
national Association for Continuing Education and Training
(IACET). With this certification, the department is allowed to
issue continuing education credits for approved courses. (B) In
addition, the department has recently opened its own training
center with wireless access for training for information pro-
cessing and leadership management courses. (C) Partnership
with the Interagency Training Council to provide DOT train-
ing to other state agencies. (D) Partnership with Illinois
Association of County Engineers to provide leadership train-
ing to county engineers. (E) Partnership with various con-
sultants groups to conduct leadership and technical training.

Kansas
All new supervisors are required to attend our 40-hour Basic
Effective Supervisory Training Program. Nonsupervisors
who have the title of “lead worker” are required to attend our
18-hour Leadership Basics Training Program. However, all
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employees are encouraged to attend this program to help
them begin or to continue developing their leadership skills.
In addition, we offer modules from Achieve Global’s “Lead-
ership for Results” program for all employees to attend.

New Hampshire
Leadership training has to start at the top to create a structure
that supports and fosters leadership tenets. 

Ohio
Tuition reimbursement is provided for bargaining unit and
exempt level positions. Courses may be taken in degree earn-
ing programs in Ohio DOT-related fields leading to advance-
ment in leadership positions within the agency. In addition, the
state of Ohio offers a program to certify employees as “Certi-
fied Public Managers” in which ODOT employees participate.
Periodic training need assessments of job classifications within
the departments are conduced to determine internal and exter-
nal training programs to be developed, promoted, prioritized,
and offered. Annually, ODOT employee training plans are
developed.

Oklahoma
The department holds a two-day annual leadership develop-
ment conference for managers and supervisors.

South Carolina
Yes, we have core courses on leadership development, as well
as three special programs to prepare employees for cur-
rent and future leadership positions. They are (1) STTAR—
Strategic Training for Transportation Agency Representa-
tives, (2) STEP-21—Strategic Training and Education for the
21st Century, and (3) EDP—Engineer Development Program.

Tennessee
In support of one of Tennessee DOT’s Strategic Objectives of
“Building organizational diversity and capacity,” our transition
from Human Resources Training to TDOT Workforce Devel-
opment Office was greatly needed. This transition has enabled
us to provide our organization and individuals with the knowl-
edge, skills, attitudes, and competencies necessary for creating
opportunities to achieve desired and required individual, orga-
nizational, and internal and external customer expectations.
Viewing development of human capital as a value-add process
from a “Whole Person” perspective to include technical, inter-
personal, and leadership attributes development will assist in
the move towards achieving the business goals of TDOT.

Succession Management—Part IV, Question 9
Is there anything else about your agency’s Succession
Management program that would be of interest in this
study and to other state DOTs?

Florida
In the past we have “raised our own” through the organization.
Now we are being encouraged and often strongly directed to
seek outside managers to fill top-level positions. This does

not provide a strong incentive for a succession management
program.

Illinois
Improved job rotation, cross training, and mentoring of lower-
level talent pools.

Maryland
Currently developing a succession planning model based
loosely on Byham, Smith and Paese’s model of succession
management

Missouri
In the event of death or disability, we have a succession plan
to ensure immediate replacement.

Tennessee
Validation of executive leadership competencies before
developing any learning activities will preclude “Quick Hit”
mode of trying to rapidly implement an Executive Workforce
Development Program that may prove to be ineffective.

Virginia
Scholarship program and engineer development program.

Succession Management—Part IV, Question 10
What could be done to improve the preparation of your
employees for higher positions in management in your
agency?

Alaska
More training courses; perhaps a job mentoring or shadow-
ing program.

Arizona
Match competence to skill. List positions that would come
open in 5–10 years.

Arkansas
Effective succession management program and adequate
funding.

Florida
Identify leadership performance gaps early and use individ-
ual development counseling/coaching and training to elimi-
nate these performance gaps.

Georgia
Develop a systematic program beginning with something
like 7 Habits, through several defined developmental stages
that build on these concepts and add others, such as strategic
management, and move to more purely leadership models
and behaviors coupled with the specific leadership chal-
lenges of our organization.

Hawaii
Formal succession program with bargaining unit agreements.
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Iowa
Leadership training, mentoring, rotational program.

Kansas
Initiate a Success Planning Program and a Leadership Devel-
opment Program designed to prepare employees for higher
positions in management. These options are currently under
review.

Missouri
(1) Provide a better understanding of the political dynamics
involved in working within state transportation leadership.
(2) Provide a better understanding of the leadership role ver-
sus the technical aspects of transportation work.

Nebraska
We enhance our program when we see the need or opportu-
nity to do so. A formal rotation assignment program might
be beneficial.

Ohio
More formal mentoring program, identification of critical expe-
rience, better promotion of the tuition reimbursement program.

Oklahoma
Establish and implement a management training and devel-
opment curriculum. Cross train supervisors for a broader
knowledge and understanding of the department. Develop a
mentoring program.

Oregon
Having a formal succession planning program.

Tennessee
Extensive PR and marketing of leadership opportunities within
the organization will create a need for individuals to actively
participate in developing an “Individual Development Plan.”

Virginia
Multi-faceted developmental opportunities and better identi-
fication of bench strength vs. need to “buy” strength.

Succession Management—Part IV, Question 11
Does your agency do anything else not previously men-
tioned in this questionnaire that would be of interest for
the synthesis on developing leaders in state DOTs?

Arizona
Our maintenance leadership program is a separate program for
development of maintenance supervisors and superintendents.

Hawaii
A senior manager shadow program for mid-level managers;
subsidize employees’ independent efforts to acquire leader-
ship and management skills; i.e., college courses, AASHTO
workshops, ASCE seminars, etc.

Missouri
Many Missouri DOT leadership positions require profes-
sional technical certification (e.g., Professional Engineer cer-
tification) to hold the position, even though some of these
positions do not perform technical functions. This restricts
MoDOT’s applicant pool for many leadership positions.

Tennessee
Our Graduate Transportation Assistants (GTAs) program
recruits civil engineering graduates from the state and regional
universities to provide them with their first real experience in
their profession. We provide the GTAs a structured on-the-
job-training experience for 12 consecutive months, through
formal classes and through hands-on developmental activi-
ties in the various functions of Tennessee DOT. The GTAs
are moved throughout the state to specific functions within
the four regions to give them the “Big Picture” of trans-
portation systems design, development, and maintenance in
diverse geographic environments.

Utah
We have a new program that is being announced called 
the Career Rotation Program. It is a formal method of mov-
ing mid-level engineering managers to other assignments to
expand their knowledge and understanding of the organization.
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APPENDIX D

Leadership Development Programs

NEW JERSEY DIVISION OFFICE, FHWA
LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

The following outlines how the New Jersey Division Office
of the FHWA advanced leadership development within its
organization.

Why We Initiated the Program

As part of the division’s corporate management strategies,
we created a voluntary “Leadership Development Program.”
The purpose of the program is to assist the staff in develop-
ing their leadership skills and to provide opportunities at the
local and national levels to exercise their leadership talents.

Under the corporate management strategies, we have an
obligation to develop the leadership skills of our staff. It
became apparent to us when developing the program that we
did not need to send people off-site for high-priced training.
In fact, we believed that an office-based program would pro-
vide for better interaction and a greater potential group for
the program.

How We Initiated It

We sent an e-mail message to the entire staff announcing the
program and discussed it at an all-employees meeting. The
notice made it clear that the program was voluntary, but that
it would involve a commitment of time and a willingness to
develop the needed skills. We treated it as we would any
other on-the-job training. In other words, we did not expect
the volunteers to do the work on their own time, but to fit it
into their daily schedule.

Key Components of the Program

The program is loosely fashioned after the old U.S.DOT Fel-
lows Program. 

• Self-Assessment—Each volunteer was asked to com-
plete a self-assessment instrument to assess his or her
current skill in 20+ leadership attributes. The ADA and
I also completed the same instrument for each volun-
teer. After the instrument was completed, the three of
us got together to discuss strengths and opportunities
for improvement. 

• Leadership Project—As part of the feedback discus-
sion on the self-assessment, each volunteer was asked
to identify a leadership project. The project had to be
one that expanded their skills beyond our office. 

• Monthly Meetings and Book Discussions—We meet
each month to discuss various leadership concepts. Spe-
cific activities include:
– Leadership book reviews: We selected 10 books

from a long list of available reading material to focus
our discussions. Each month we read a few chapters
from the book and as a team discuss how it applies to
our office and each of us. 

– DA/ADA discusses leadership and management con-
cepts learned at various leadership forums, work-
shops, etc. We use case studies to generate discus-
sion and participation.

– Participants discuss the status of their leadership proj-
ects and invite discussions.

– A different leader moderates each monthly meeting.
At the end of each meeting, participants evaluate the
meeting and offer recommendations.

– We plan to acquire and discuss videos on vision, strate-
gic planning, power of words, etc., to add variation.

– Our leadership group has recently recommended
Myers–Briggs Type Indicator personality inventory
for the entire office to facilitate better understanding
of each other. 

Results/Activities

We had nine volunteers in the original program when we
started in December 2000. Two members have received pro-
motions since then, but we added seven new people. Our
group now comprises 14 leaders (out of 27 in the office).

We have identified changes needed in a number of areas,
including:

1. How we recognize our partners at NJDOT. We created
a Dave Powell Excellence Award to recognize indi-
viduals that have successfully worked with FHWA to
make New Jersey a better place to live and work.

2. We refined the Division “outstanding” award process
as a result of our last self-assessment, which was man-
aged by one of our leaders as part of his leadership
project. 

3. How we interview candidates for positions in the Divi-
sion. We have identified a number of critical traits that
candidates need to fit into our office culture.

4. How we look at training. A number of our leaders have
identified the “Transportation Virtual University”—a
U.S.DOT web-based training package—as a very viable
way to obtain training in leadership without leaving the
office. As a result of this heightened interest in web-
based training, we have provided a workstation in our
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office library to ensure uninterrupted training time for
the leader. 

To improve the quality of our training program and
to give it more focus, the ADA now meets with every
staff member annually to discuss and ensure the Divi-
sion training program is meeting employees’ needs and
is aligned with the agency objectives.

5. Our leadership group recently participated in a 360-
degree feedback survey administered by the USDA.
The participants considered this effort very informa-
tive and useful.

Leadership training is one of our highest priorities. Absent
skilled leaders, FHWA will not be capable of leading the
transportation community into this new millennium. Ours is
but one of many approaches that can be taken. We encourage
everyone to develop a leadership program for his or her staff.

LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS AND
OPPORTUNITIES—MARYLAND STATE HIGHWAY
ADMINISTRATION, NOVEMBER 10, 2004

The following details the leadership development programs
in the Maryland State Highway Administration (MSHA):

MSHA has two formal Leadership Development Programs:

• Advanced Leadership Program (ALP)
• Leadership Education and Development (LEAD)

MSHA provides many other opportunities for employees to
develop the leadership skills necessary for advancement in
the agency:

• Mentoring Program
• New Supervisor Training Program
• Rotational Program
• Personal Development Plan

In addition, technical training opportunities that incorporate
leadership development skills are available to meet individ-
ual needs:

• Advanced Education Program
• Graduate Engineers’ Training Program
• Project Management Training Program
• Engineering Technician Development Program
• Morgan State University Scholarship Program

The following provides a brief overview of each program.

Advanced Leadership Program Overview

The ALP started as the Management Development Program
more than 15 years ago and to date there are more than 125
graduates. In this 2-year leadership development program,

MSHA managers are competitively selected and then pro-
vided with the opportunity to develop and enhance their lead-
ership skills. The purpose of the program is to provide man-
agers with the tools necessary to further enhance both their
personal and professional development. MSHA benefits
from this program by having leaders who will be better pre-
pared to fill positions of increased responsibility and chal-
lenge and by having managers who will be ready to take on
succession planning. 

The individual manager benefits from the 2-year program
in many different ways, which include, but are not limited to,
the following activities and/or experiences: participating in
the University of Maryland’s Center for Creative Leadership
Program, which provides managers with an honest and can-
did appraisal of one’s leadership style and behaviors; devel-
oping and implementing an Individual Development Plan
with guidance from MSHA’s administrator; participating 
in teambuilding and leadership retreats, which provide man-
agers with opportunities to hone their individual leadership
and work group skills; participating in and/or leading monthly
class meetings based on specific topics related to leadership
development and learning the value of working together as a
group; participating as a class in a highly visible class proj-
ect sponsored by a senior manager; participating as a class in
a community project; participating in a mentoring relation-
ship with a senior level manager; exposure to working with
all levels of MSHA to gain a broader understanding of the
organization and engaging in various leadership training and
developmental activities. 

As a member of the ALP, individuals are expected to
complete all of the requirements of the program and to con-
tinue to maintain a high degree of motivation, initiative, and
commitment—many of the same qualities and characteris-
tics needed to be an excellent leader at MSHA. Approximately
50% of the Senior Management Team of 29 completed
MSHA’s MDP/ALP program.

Leadership Education and Development Program

Leadership Education and Development (LEAD) is a leader-
ship development program for managers and team leaders
designed to enhance and hone an individual’s management
and leadership skills. LEAD is open to any manager, super-
visor, or team leader who wants to further enhance his or her
personal and professional development.

The program is comprised of a 360-degree feedback assess-
ment, which enhances one’s self-awareness of both strengths
and weaknesses, and a specific curriculum that includes the
following courses: Essentials of Leadership, Managing for
Results, Basic Personnel Management, Meeting Boot Camp,
Budget/Fiscal Management, Effective Presentation Skills,
Coaching for Commitment, and a Leadership Wrap-Up Mod-
ule, to assess how well the individual manager has been able
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to apply the skills and behaviors in his or her day-to-day per-
sonal and professional life. The curriculum also includes sev-
eral electives to choose from, including Conflict Management,
Effective Communication, Managing Multiple Priorities,
Managing Change, and Professionalism. Participants have
2 years to complete the entire curriculum; once completed, the
participant is presented with a LEAD certificate. 

Mentors Program

MSHA’s Mentors Program is vital to the success of a diverse
work environment. The program consists of two compo-
nents: a Mentor/Mentee Program and a Peer-to-Peer Mentor
Program. The program also works to 

• Provide role models, 
• Help build networking and relationship building skills, 
• Improve understanding of the organizational culture 

of MSHA, 
• Encourage and foster development opportunities and

growth,
• Help the employee in his/her career development goals,

and 
• Improve organizational effectiveness. 

The Mentor/Mentee Program is a formal one-on-one part-
nership between an experienced senior or mid-level person
(mentor) and a less experienced person (mentee) intended to
help foster the career development and professional growth
of the mentee. The partnership is a sharing of knowledge,
experience, skills, and organizational insight. 

The Peer-to-Peer Program matches a current employee
with a newly hired employee on a short-term basis to help the
new employee become familiar with MSHA’s culture, peo-
ple, facilities and activities. The purpose is to foster and
value new working relationships, assist in understanding the
various opportunities within the culture of MSHA, and pro-
mote a sense of inclusion.

New Supervisor Training

The Maryland Department of Transportation implemented a
department-wide Supervisor Certification Program 3 years
ago. All new supervisors are required to participate in a super-
visor and management curriculum within 6 months of being
assigned supervisory responsibilities.

Rotational Opportunities

Rotational opportunities are encouraged for employees who
would like to learn a different operational aspect of MSHA
or new skills. At the same time the employee provides tem-
porary assistance to meet the particular needs of the host
office. Rotational assignments are often a tool for accom-

plishing organization and/or performance improvements and
an excellent opportunity for exposure to different leadership
styles. Most rotational opportunities originate with a solici-
tation from an office in need of assistance. The process is
similar to MSHA’s hiring process. Applications are submit-
ted, applicants are interviewed, and a selection is made from
among the applicants. Rotational opportunities may last up
to 1 year.

Personal Development Plan

All MSHA employees complete an annual Personal Develop-
ment Plan, usually in conjunction with a periodic performance
evaluation. The Personal Development Plan is designed to
encourage each employee to set both career and personal
development goals, identify the resources needed to reach
those goals, and set realistic time frames for completion of
his/her objectives. Managers provide input and coach and
mentor the employee for success.

Graduate Engineering Training Program 

The Graduate Engineering Training Program was developed
to provide new engineers with the highest level of technical
and managerial enhancement available in the civil engineer-
ing field. Both aspects of the program, rotation and modules,
are top-notch opportunities for the technical and managerial
developments of MSHA’s engineers. They open doors and
provide diversity of experience.

Advanced Education Program

This program assists MSHA employees with their pursuit of
higher education, which may include various certifications and
degrees. It is an educational opportunity offered to employees
to help satisfy their career objectives.

Project Management Training Program

Project management training was developed for MSHA con-
sultant personnel who are either currently managing projects
or will be given project management responsibility. The train-
ing is delivered by the University of Maryland College Park,
Clark School of Engineering, as well as MSHA and consul-
tant staff.

Engineering Technician Development Program 

The Engineering Technician Development Program was
developed to provide MSHA employees in the technical series
at the Transportation Engineer Technician III, IV, and V lev-
els with the opportunity to improve job performance. The par-
ticipants in the program complete an extensive curriculum
involving five college-level courses in addition to a series of
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in-house core courses focusing on developing and enhancing
management, communication, and technical skills.

Morgan State University Scholarship Program

This 2-year program provides engineering technicians who
have already completed their Associates Degree the opportu-
nity, upon selection, to pursue a Bachelor of Science degree
in Civil Engineering. The scholarship includes tuition and
regular salary for employees to attend school full time.

Continuing Efforts

MSHA sets goals for a diversified workplace where all employ-
ees are provided with opportunities for development of the
leadership skills that are necessary for job performance and
job advancement. To date, MSHA has met its goal in the hir-
ing and retaining of women engineers. MSHA’s Deputy
Administrator for Finance, Administration, and Information
Technology is a woman and the first African-American to
hold a deputy position at the agency. Six members of MSHA’s
senior management team are women, three of whom have
joined the team within the past three years. This is an evolu-
tionary process.

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

The following details the leadership development model in
effect at the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT)
while the author was the Deputy Director/Chief Operating
Officer of the agency in the mid-1990s.

ADOT was faced with many challenges in the early 1990s.
Major program and leadership changes left the agency in
need of a strong commitment to its current and future lead-
ers to ensure its future success. In 1993, the new Executive
Director and the deputy directors decided that a comprehen-
sive leadership program was needed to cultivate and train
individuals who were currently filling positions of responsi-
bility and leadership at ADOT. 

The foundation of the program was found in three popu-
lar texts of that era: Leadership Is an Art by Max DePree, The
American Samurai by Bill Lareau, and Stephen R. Covey’s
The 7 Habits of Highly Effective People. It was felt that the
concepts presented in these three books reflected the direc-
tors’ leadership philosophy and that the books represented a

sound foundation of learning for all of ADOT’s leaders. With
this in mind, each participant in the ADOT leadership devel-
opment program was required to read all three before attend-
ing training.

Training was offered to each of the divisions, largely as a
unit. At that time, the 4,500 employees were divided into five
divisions: Administration, Highways, Transportation Plan-
ning, Aeronautics, and Motor Vehicles. Each division was
taken individually, with leaders gathered in groups of 20 to
40 for the training. It was felt that keeping the division
groups together would facilitate further team building expe-
riences as well as advance the desired leadership training
objectives.

Training occurred off-site over the course of 2 days. Most
of the curriculum was taught by the directors, with some ele-
ments presented by the division director or another key leader
of that unit. Course work was taken from the materials found
in the three books; it offered an opportunity for participants to
explore and further develop their understanding of the princi-
ples presented in those works. The training was highly inter-
active and participatory for all involved.

Those selected for the initial phase of the training were
from the division directors and their immediate subordinates.
Subsequent phases included other leaders within the five
divisions, until a large number of leaders throughout the
agency had been trained. 

It was a high impact experience for this leadership team
to spend concentrated time together with the three top lead-
ers of the agency addressing key topics and concepts that
would further ADOT in its transportation objectives for the
state. Outcomes were tangible and gratifying. Leaders devel-
oped sound skills. They recognized a leadership culture that
was reflective of Max DePree’s style of management articu-
lated in his book, where leaders bear the pain and not inflict
it. Bill Lareau’s descriptions of undesirable traits in corpo-
rate America were the genesis for many subtle but significant
changes in how ADOT operated and in how the hierarchy
was broken down. Covey’s seven habits became a common
thread in communications and leadership efforts.

This program, borne out of necessity, became a powerful
tool for advancing a culture of leadership that had been
unknown at ADOT until that time. In the end, many leaders
emerged from those training sessions and this program bet-
ter equipped to lead in the 21st century.



Abbreviations used without definitions in TRB publications:

AASHO American Association of State Highway Officials
AASHTO American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
APTA American Public Transportation Association
ASCE American Society of Civil Engineers
ASME American Society of Mechanical Engineers
ASTM American Society for Testing and Materials
ATA American Trucking Associations
CTAA Community Transportation Association of America
CTBSSP Commercial Truck and Bus Safety Synthesis Program
DHS Department of Homeland Security
FAA Federal Aviation Administration
FHWA Federal Highway Administration
FMCSA Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration
FRA Federal Railroad Administration
FTA Federal Transit Administration
IEEE Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers
ITE Institute of Transportation Engineers
NCHRP National Cooperative Highway Research Program
NCTRP National Cooperative Transit Research and Development Program
NHTSA National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
NTSB National Transportation Safety Board
SAE Society of Automotive Engineers
TCRP Transit Cooperative Research Program
TRB Transportation Research Board
TSA Transportation Security Administration
U.S.DOT United States Department of Transportation
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