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Introduction

Purpose

This white paper is to help the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Office of Planning, Environment and Realty and the Office of Operations understand how local elected officials (and senior appointed officials) perceive transportation planning and operations and the role they play in stimulating planning and operations.  The objective is to enhance FHWA’s communications capabilities and approaches with non-Federal elected officials.

Scope

The focus of this paper is on non-Federal elected officials who play a decisionmaking role in surface transportation planning and operations.  This includes officials who affect transportation planning and operations decisions of executive and legislative agencies at the State, regional, and local levels.  From a modal perspective, the emphasis is on surface transportation planning, primarily highway and transit.  Non-surface modes, such as air and sea, often involve a different set of players and are not addressed in this paper.  The aim is enhanced communications, not lobbying. U.S. Department of Transportation employees are prohibited from lobbying at both the Federal and State levels.

Key Themes

With over 100,000 elected officials at the State and local levels, it is challenging to characterize their perspectives of transportation planning and operations and to suggest ways of enhancing communications between FHWA and these elected officials.  This brief survey, however, does suggest several key observations:

· The vast majority of elected officials are part-time, holding regular jobs, and involved with family and community.  Their time dedicated to transportation issues is very limited and tends to be focused on problem solving (e.g., intersection improvement, traffic calming, etc.)

· In general, elected officials are not conversant with the complex transportation planning process and its vocabulary.  The exceptions are typically elected officials who have specific reasons to become familiar with process, for instance those on a metropolitan planning organization (MPO) or regional transit board.  Using “plain speak” is essential.

· In communicating policy and concepts to elected officials, priority should be given to those who are key decisionmakers and those who can influence others (e.g., transportation leaders/champions).

· As it is not realistic to envision working directly with thousands of elected officials, strategic approaches must consider partnering with associations and advocacy groups (e.g., Association of Metropolitan Planning Organizations (AMPO), National League of Cities (NLC), National Governors Association (NGA), National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL), National Association of Regional Councils (NARC), Conference of Mayors, etc.) that can provide conduits to key elected officials.  Most of these associations have State-level counterparts, and they form an excellent forum for reaching key local decisionmakers, both elected and appointed.   Recognize, however, that the associations themselves are not the doers; they are potential conduits to the doers.

· The type information and how it is disseminated is critical.  Elected officials are deluged with paper and email.  Information needs to be clear, understandable and concise.  Time is of the essence – information should be factual and brief.

· “Buy in” of senior staff (e.g., staff directors to legislative transportation committees, MPO transportation directors, etc.) is critical to reaching senior elected officials.  Especially for operations issues, local elected officials depend upon their staff engineers and are reluctant to challenge an “engineering solution” unless local political imperatives override.

Definitions

To ensure a common appreciation of the scope of this paper, some definitions are in order:

· Management and Operations (M&O) also referred to as Transportation System Management and Operations (TSM&O).  An integrated program to optimize the performance of existing infrastructure through the implementation of systems, services, and projects designed to preserve capacity and improve security, safety, and reliability.  The term includes improvements to the transportation system such as traffic detection and surveillance, arterial management, freeway management, demand management, work zone management, emergency management, electronic toll collection, automated enforcement, traffic incident management, road weather management, traveler information services, commercial vehicle operations, traffic control, freight management, and coordination of highway, rail, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian operations.  Management and operations (M&O) is distinct from the traditional operations and maintenance (O&M), which focuses on internal agency operations and recurring maintenance and preservation.

· Transportation Planning.  A continuing, comprehensive, and cooperative (“3 C”) process to encourage and promote the development of a multimodal transportation system that ensures safe and efficient movement of people and goods while balancing environmental and community needs.  Statewide and metropolitan transportation planning processes are governed by Federal law and applicable State and local laws.  Generally, transportation planning is the responsibility of States and MPOs.  The States and MPOs may accord considerable deference to local community comprehensive or master plans, creating a real challenge to regionalism.

Additional definitions of transportation terminology can be found in Appendix 3: Glossary.
Background and Rationale for Interest

Historically, FHWA has relied heavily on achieving national transportation goals through a classic hierarchical structure that focused on the Federal-State relationship, with division offices in each State as the primary interface.  This is understandable from a constitutional perspective and in light of the traditional responsibilities of States for transportation infrastructure development.  With the advent of metropolitan planning organizations, Federal regulations guided MPO functioning with a certification process and detailed administrative procedures to ensure a reasonable level of compliance with intended Federal policies.  Guidance to States and MPOs has been both categorical, including the Surface Transportation Program (STP) and Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ) and process such as the transportation improvement plan (TIP), long range plan (LRP), and conformity analysis.  In practice, the result has been a transportation planning process that is largely project-oriented with procedures influenced by Federal guidelines.
  Transportation funding and system operations are largely the responsibility of the States, local jurisdictions and operating agencies. 

The continuing transportation concerns (commuter congestion, incident delay, goods movement, homeland security, emergency response, weather, etc.) cannot be satisfied simply by constructing new infrastructure.  Transportation dollars are very limited, metropolitan areas are largely built out, and environmental concerns remain.  This suggests that the traditional Federal approach to fund allocation and guidance on how to use those funds is outdated.
 The 21st Century calls for an expanded dialogue between FHWA, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), and non-Federal players that goes beyond the issuing of project-related rules and guidance.  A “cultural shift” from a project-oriented process to a more holistic way of managing and operating State, regional, and local transportation systems requires a broadened approach to sharing concepts and stimulating innovative thinking at all levels.
  This should be accompanied by a greater recognition of the use of Federal and State revenues to support non-capital investments that are considered in the transportation planning process.

Given the need to move beyond traditional approaches to disseminating planning and operations information and guidance, it is necessary to understand who the players are that affect transportation planning and operations at the State, regional and local levels.  These are essentially the elected and senior appointed officials who provide the guidance and make funding decisions about transportation at the non-Federal level.  They are the focus of this paper.  By understanding who they are and how they think, FHWA may enhance its outreach and dialogue with these key officials. Without their “buy-in,” broadened approaches to resolving the nation’s, and especially major metropolitan areas’, challenges will be thwarted.

Approach

The basic approach taken in this paper is to identify the players, briefly characterize them, describe the environment in which they operate, and suggest some principles in designing FHWA outreach to local elected officials.

A Few Caveats

· Generalizations are dangerous as they easily set up the situation in which a reader may have experienced an exception.  This paper is not a scientifically-based, sociological study.  Instead it is a white paper based primarily on the author’s experience and observations,
 supplemented by discussions and limited research.

· State and local government organizations and terms vary greatly.  Louisiana’s parishes, for example, are equivalent to counties elsewhere.  In Texas, the term “judge” is used for certain local elected officials.  For ease and to avoid detailed explanations in each section, the following generic terms will be used:

· General assembly is used as a generic term for the legislative body at the State level.  All are bicameral except Nebraska, which is unicameral.

· Mayor means the elected leader of a city, town, county or similar jurisdictions, although not necessarily the chief executive officer as explained below.  The term “mayor” is common for cities and towns.  Counties have a wide array of terms for their chief local elected official.  

· Council is to include city/town councils, county boards of supervisors and similar bodies.

· Appointed official(s) refers to the executive branch officials who execute and oversee transportation planning and operations and also refers to the executive or transportation directors of operating agencies and transportation agencies.  These range from State secretaries of transportation to directors of public works agencies to MPO transportation directors.

· Region or regional typically refers to areas with multiple jurisdictions engaged.  This may be a metropolitan area (e.g., multi-jurisdictional MPOs), a corridor (e.g., I-95 Corridor with multiple States involved) or a geographical clustering (e.g., High Plains Coalition engaging multiple States).

· The appendices included in this paper are incomplete.  They are designed to stimulate thinking about the topics cited.  Considerable additional research will be necessary to complete and verify the details.

Organization of Paper

· The next section describes who are we addressing – the elected and senior appointed officials who affect transportation planning and operations decisionmaking – the players.

· After identifying the players, the third section describes the environment in which elected officials operate.

· This leads, in the fourth section, to a discussion of the nature and type of information needed to help elected officials understand transportation issues and opportunities.

· The final section suggests some principles for FHWA to consider as it enhances its dialogue with non-Federal elected officials.

· Supplementing the discussion in this white paper are several appendices that provide detailed information on elected/appointed officials, conduits for engagement and supplementary information, a glossary, and a listing of elected/appointed officials who provided quotes and/or review of this paper.

State and Local Elected Officials
 and Their Transportation Interests

There are over 100,000 State and local elected officials in the United States!  They range from governors to village selectmen. Many of this number will have local transportation concerns, however, a significantly smaller set of elected officials may be defined as leaders or champions on transportation issues. There are tens of thousands of appointed officials who are key to the transportation perspective of the elected officials.  Appendix 1, Key Transportation Decisionmakers, provides an overview of the nature and numbers of officials who are engaged in transportation policy, budgeting, planning, and operations.  

Of the elected officials, both at the State and local level, the vast majority are part-time.  This is often not understood by voters and advocacy groups.  In a few States, being a State elected official may be a near full-time job and in several major cities, at least the mayor may be a full-time job.  Aside from these, however, most elected officials earn a living doing something else.  Nevertheless, most are very dedicated to their roles as elected officials and take seriously their duties.  

At the State level, the key elected officials of interest are:

· Governors.  Governors are the chief executive officers of their States.  Outside of the major transportation issues – usually projects or congestion – they rely heavily on their senior executive staff (often headed by a secretary of transportation) to execute broad policy guidance, ensure that certain projects are implemented and carry out the routine operations of their departments.  Governors are not directly engaged in the transportation planning process.  They do have responsibility for approving the State Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP), which may be done personally by a governor or delegated to others.  Success is measured in terms of projects delivered and, in some cases, congestion relief.

· State legislators. State legislators represent specific geographical constituencies within their State.  It is important to be seen as responsive to their voters.  In the transportation arena, this tends to center on projects for their districts.  The aim is to get their projects on any list of projects being developed by a transportation or appropriations committee.  Most would have no familiarity with the Federal transportation planning process and probably little interest in its complexities.  The exception to this will be a greater exposure on the part of legislators who are on transportation committees, sit on an MPO board, and/or are champions for transportation issues.

Many regions (metropolitan areas, multiple States, etc.) have collaborative transportation-related agencies, such as MPOs and regional councils, that are governed by elected officials.  Normally, these elected officials are representing their jurisdictions (or agencies) on these regional bodies and must constantly balance a regional perspective with their constituents’ desires.

At the local level, there is a plethora of elected officials of many types.  At the risk of over simplification, they may be categorized as:

· Mayors.  The perception of the role and authority of mayors and the realities are significantly different.  Academically, there are two types of mayors:

· “Strong” mayor or “council-mayor”.  A strong mayor is one who is the chief executive officer (CEO) of the jurisdiction in which he/she is elected.  This means he/she has line authority, typically hiring and firing the department heads.  Strong mayors are normally found in major cities (e.g., Boston, New York, Chicago, etc).  In these cities, there is normally a senior appointed official who is the chief of staff and/or the chief operating officer.

· “Weak” mayor or “council-manager”.  This is the more typical situation and usually involves the “council-manager” form of government.  Irrespective of how the mayor is elected (direct or from within council), he/she does not have line authority and is not the chief executive officer of the jurisdiction.  The CEO is typically a city, county or town manager, a professional who serves at the pleasure of the council.

· Council members.  Most council members are part-time, with less than 10% of them full-time in small- and medium-sized cities.
  In larger jurisdictions, council members tend to be focused on representing their precinct or ward.  Transportation issues will be focused on problem solving.

· Elected executives.  Some counties, such as those in Maryland, have elected county executives who are the CEOs in their jurisdictions.  Like mayors, they will be focused on problem solving within their jurisdiction.

Irrespective of whether they are mayors, council members, or elected executives, jurisdictional elected officials tend toward problem solving within their jurisdictions.   They also focus on specific projects, such as widening a road, improving an intersection, or installing new traffic signals to solve transportation/traffic problems.  In general, elected officials have little familiarity with the transportation planning process or conceptual approaches to systems operations.  Exceptions to this generalization will center on elected officials who sit on regional boards (MPOs, transit authorities, etc.) or who take a particular interest in transportation issues. 

Elected officials that are in jurisdictions that own or operate transit systems may have considerable familiarity with transit planning and funding.  On the other hand, these same elected officials may have little familiarity with the highway planning and operations side of transportation, other than urging a project of interest. 

Elected officials are generally aware that environmental standards and rules are numerous, complex, and often affect transportation planning.  Many recognize acronyms like NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act) and EIS (Environmental Impact Statement) and that these considerations must be addressed; however, few are familiar with the details. 

A recently commissioned study by the National League of Cities
 observes:

· “Council members are a well educated group; three-quarters (75%) had a college degree in 2001, and two in five (40%) had a professional or graduate degree.

· As in previous surveys, council members reported that the personal costs of their service are high, both in expenses for campaigning and in the loss of time for family and other work.

· Council members typically receive little or only modest compensation for their work, and two out three (66%) said they would welcome an increase in pay.

· Large majorities of council members rate their own performance as good or excellent in 2001.  Effectiveness ratings tend to be lower in large cities than in small and medium-sized cities.

· When asked what factors limit the effectiveness of city councils and create problems for city government, council members cited State and Federal government controls, as well as polarization within their communities over various issues.”

It should also be noted that there is significant change under way among the key transportation staffs.  Twenty years or more ago, transportation staffs at State and local levels were dominated by traditional engineers who were formally educated with a focus on building projects.  As transportation decisionmaking broadens from a  project-oriented focus, the leadership of transportation agencies is also changing.  Planners, logisticians and operators have a much greater say today than even 20 years ago and will have an even greater say in the future.

Environment in Which Elected Officials Operate

To understand how best to communicate with elected officials (and senior appointed officials), one must start with an appreciation for the general nature of elected officials at State and local level and the environment in which they operate.

Elected officials represent constituencies – voters in general, but more specifically, their cities, towns, and wards.  Additionally, they generally represent, or at least take compatible positions with, advocacy groups of various stripes.
  These constituencies want results from their elected representatives – preferably tangible results that are visible and credible.  

Elected officials must be sensitive to fulfilling the promises or commitments made in their campaigns – or they lose their credibility.

Elected officials live in an arena of competing imperatives.

· Economic development versus environmental and quality of life concerns.  For most communities, a high level of services and low property taxes are dependent on a strong economic base.  It is the generation of business taxes (e.g., property, business licensing, sales, meals, etc.) that reduces the burden on the homeowner.  Often, however, the very same homeowners who like good services and low taxes do not understand this relationship and continually press for restrictions on business.
· Residential quality of life versus commuter cut-through traffic.  For example, from a regional perspective, efficiency of through-put for commuters on arterials may sound logical. However, from a local jurisdiction’s perspective, it may run counter to community goals, e.g., pedestrian friendly downtown.  From a policy viewpoint, signal pre-emption for emergency vehicles is easy to support, but signal pre-emption for transit buses is a different story as it raises the issue of the majority of tax payers (drivers) seeing a priority given to a small segment of the traveling public (those in buses).  Although the technology is the same, the policy implications are significantly different.

· The “American dream” (a single family detached home with a swing set in the backyard) versus sprawl.  Open a magazine and look at the pictures of the American ideal – the family in a lovely residential setting, preferably at the end of a cul-de-sac with no through traffic and lots of room for a swing set and touch football on the lawn.  This obviously raises the specter of sprawl to those who advocate planned living arrangements that usually maximize the regional greenspace while minimizing the individual family greenspace.

· Expanded services versus anti- or no-tax advocates.  Most all States and cities are being affected by the increasing antipathy to taxes of almost any type.  While this may have been exacerbated by modern media coverage of public sector shortcomings, it is having a particularly detrimental effect on bond referenda and the reluctance of elected officials to raise revenues, even though citizens continuously demand higher and higher levels of government services.  
· Air quality requirements versus mobility needs.  The tension between these two imperatives is considerable!  Although significant improvement in air quality has been achieved in some metropolitan areas, many are not yet in attainment of required standards.  The transportation planning process provides an excellent venue for the debate of cars (especially sport utility vehicles) versus air quality; at least this is how the debate is often simplistically framed.
· Social imperatives and school needs versus transportation needs.  Schools typically consume about 40 to 50 percent of local budgets.  At the State level, education is generally about one-third and social services in the range of 30 percent.  Transportation is usually a poor cousin to these.
  This is a huge shift from the 1960s and 1970s, when highway trust funds, especially in southern States, overshadowed the general fund. Illustrative is the fact that Virginia’s highway maintenance budget now exceeds its capital program, with no increase in the latter since 1986.   

And the list could go on!


Elected officials have limited time in which to address any specific issue, e.g., transportation issues.  Using the MPO context as an example, it is reasonable to assume that the typical MPO meets eight to ten times per year, perhaps at best for two hours.  This suggests the typical elected official on an MPO board may be “at the table” 15 to 20 hours per year, during which he/she must address a plethora of required MPO actions (work plan, LRP, TIP, air quality issues, etc.).  This further suggests that at most 15 minutes may be spent addressing a specific issue.  Of course, most of these elected officials will have been provided advance information and may have prepping by staffs.  However, given the many other issues that he/she will face in a typical week, it is fair to assume that  most elected officials will have little time for the details of any one issue – unless it is controversial and therefore the elected official must address it.

Typically, elected officials have some particular area of interest.  Interests may range from affordable housing, to education, to social services and others.  A few will be especially interested in transportation planning and operations, becoming the local experts in this arena.  Often this leads to legislative and regional bodies relying on specific individuals to provide guidance and expertise on an issue.  As a result, certain elected officials become the champions or leaders in various functional areas.

Elected officials are dependent on staffs.  Most elected officials are not expert in the arcane aspects of any one functional area.  Transportation planning is a complex, rule-driven environment in which few elected officials are familiar with the detailed guidelines and procedures.  While elected officials will have a general notion of what they would like to achieve, e.g., congestion relief, most will not know the nuances of what is permissible, such as a CMAQ project and whether their pet project is eligible.  

Elected officials are sensitive to process.  Rather quickly, elected officials understand that there are rules to be followed.  At the State level, elected officials will be especially focused on the “rules” associated with their areas of oversight, e.g., transportation.  Unfortunately, given the complexity of the issues and the limited time and resources available to most State legislators, their real knowledge of the actual policies and rules tends to be limited.  Not unexpectedly, they tend to be focused on products, meaning projects in their districts.  Whether at the State, regional or local levels (legislative or executive), there are both formal and informal rules of the road.  Appreciation for legislative process and courtesies, whether they are about committee turf or seniority, play a large role in a legislator’s success.

Elected officials tend to be respectful of colleagues’ turf.  This applies both in the sense of geographical representation and roles, e.g., role of a transportation committee chair versus role of appropriations committee chair.  Elected officials are generally reluctant to intrude on another elected official’s turf or prerogatives, especially in a multi-jurisdictional environment.  Aside from a tendency to be polite and respectful of others’ views, the reality is that to be effective most boards, especially multi-jurisdictional boards, need to have a reasonable degree of consensus on main issues.  The downside of this is, of course, a tendency to divide project opportunities by political districts and/or population, thus often losing sight of the synergy to be achieved by a holistic, systems approach.

Elected officials recognize that inter-personal relationships are usually the key to getting things done.  Good working relationships are the key to accomplishing goals.

Elected officials like to be given credit and recognition for successful projects, programs or solutions.  For example, ribbon-cutting ceremonies provide the opportunity for public acknowledgement for “concrete” projects.

Elected officials are extremely sensitive to fiscal constraints; virtually all decry the growing shortfalls.  This is the reality with which most State and local officials live.
Elected officials prefer “plain speak.”  Like most folks, elected officials’ eyes glaze over at much of the transportation jargon (signal optimization vs. signal coordination!).  For example, take the term “Regional Concept for Transportation Operations (RCTO).”  A formal definition might read “It is a description of the desired state for transportation operations presented as an operation objective accompanied by a set of physical improvements that need to be implemented, relationships and procedures that must be established, and resource arrangements that are needed to accomplish the operations objective.  Both the operations objective and what is needed to achieve it are accomplished through deliberate and sustained collaboration among stakeholders.  An RCTO is created out of ongoing collaboration primarily between managers responsible for operating the transportation system on a day-to-day basis, such as for traffic operations, transit service, and public safety.  Development of an RCTO should include participation by the regional planning organization to ensure consistency with the region’s vision and goals.”  On the other hand, when speaking to elected officials, perhaps this could be shortened to “ . . . presents a regional objective for transportation operations and what is needed to achieve that within a reasonable short timeframe.”  The glossary at Appendix 3 provides additional examples of “plain speak” versus technical jargon.
And, finally, elected officials like to get re-elected.  For first-term elected officials especially, this can have considerable impact on their decisionmaking process.  Results need to be delivered to constituencies within the term of office, which could be as short as two years.  This imperative is exacerbated by the fact that elected officials cannot wait until the end of their terms for results; initiatives must occur with sufficient lead time so that successes may be used in the subsequent campaign.
Communicating with Elected Officials

Having described the range of elected (and related appointed) officials and the environment in which they work and make decisions, it is useful to consider their needs before addressing how to communicate with them.  The needs of elected officials tend to revolve around their roles and their personal and political motivations.

The comments and observations in this section are largely drawn from an article by Robert Silverstein, Director of the Center for the Study and Advancement of Disability Policy.
  The original article is focused on advocacy for the disabled; however, the observations about interaction with elected officials are just as relevant for transportation.  The thrust, and a considerable amount of the wording, is directly from the cited article.  The phrasing has been somewhat modified to be relevant to this paper.  Quotation marks have not been used as in many cases the phrasing is no longer a direct quote.
Political reasons why elected officials get involved in a given policy issue include:

· The issue is of particular interest to the elected official’s party or a major constituency group.

· Involvement affords the opportunity to become a leader within a legislature, board, or other body.

· Engagement may afford the opportunity for alignment with insiders or legislative leadership for the elected official looking for enhanced stature or advancement.

· The issue may be high visibility leading to good media coverage.

· There is a potential for perception among constituents that the elected official is engaged in important issues and is effective and responsive.

At the same time, there are personal reasons that an elected official may become involved in a key issue.  These include:

· A keen personal interest in the topic.

· The desire to address or respond to an identified crisis or significant problem.

· Enhanced knowledge on an issue that will strengthen the elected official’s capability or committee role.

· A response to concerns raised by a personal friend, political advisor, or family member.

Staffs and senior appointed officials play an important role in influencing elected officials.  This is especially true in States that have term limits, as legislators tend to be forced from office just as they have built expertise in their area of interest or responsibility.

At the State level, functional committees typically have staffs that work for, and are accountable to, elected officials.  The staffs’ power stems from the power of the elected official for whom they work.  Staff directors of committees derive their influence from the fact that they work directly for the chairs of committees.  Since elected officials usually set the general direction for policies and leave the content to staffs, the staffs rely on and consult with academics, bureaucrats, interest groups, and other staff.  Committee staffs “borrow” extensively from reports, studies, and recommendations from other sources.

Many State legislators have personal staffs that generally are not experts in any particular functional area (rarely experts on transportation) and are focused on constituent services.  These personal staffs are heavily dependent on others for information.  In addition, staffs at all levels of support to legislators are under constant pressure from all sides, including their elected bosses, deadlines, and stakeholder/interest groups.  Staff directors at the legislative level and personal staffs are gatekeepers for their elected bosses.  It is challenging to get to a committee chair without having prepped the staff.  (And it’s probably not wise to try circumventing them!)

At the local level, functional staffs typically report to a city or county manager (except in major cities where the mayor is the CEO), who in turn responds to the elected leaderships’ guidance.  Given the reliance of city councils on the advice of their professional managers, this suggests that they need to be in the loop on major policy issues.

As outlined by Silverstein (and modified by author’s and reviewers’ perspectives), there are several factors that affect policymakers key decisions:

· Merits/Content of a recommendation or proposal.  It must be germane, well thought out, and relevant to the official.

· How the issue is framed.  In looking for a positive response, the issue needs to be framed in a manner that is relevant to the elected official, takes into account his/her role, and ideally shows awareness of his/her perspective on the issue.  If the issue has been previously addressed and the elected official has voted against a particular item, it is important that he/she be given a reason why a change in position makes sense.

· Timing of the proposal.  In influencing the actions of an elected official (or senior appointed official), the initiative must be introduced so that the official has time for reflection, review, and consultation with others before specific action is required.
  Additionally, he/she will not want to change his/her mind in public so getting to the elected official before a public position is taken is important.

· Reality check.  Suggested approaches or programs should recognize the realities of the environment in which elected officials operate (see earlier discussion) as well as the realities of the State, regional body or local jurisdiction.  It is critical to present the downside of every issue, its cost implications, or potential political conflicts.  Any proposal should present both pros and cons.

· The form of the message.  Whatever the specific form used (briefing, memorandum, information paper, discussion, etc.), the information must be easily absorbed and able to be translated into talking points, report language, or a floor statement.  It also must be short.

· Who delivers the message.  This is absolutely critical.  The person delivering the message often determines whether or not the message is heard and acted on in a favorable manner. Peers in whom the elected/appointed official is confident are often the best messenger.  

Appendix 2 provides an overview of the wide range of considerations that go into communicating with elected and senior appointed officials.  Note especially:

· It is not easy to get to senior elected and appointed officials.  Usually it requires two or three steps before getting to discuss an issue with a governor, secretary of transportation, or mayor of a large city.  

· Professional and advocacy organizations offer an excellent opportunity for getting to decisionmakers in an environment in which they naturally operate.  For example, mayors attend meetings of State and national associations of mayors and organizations such as National League of Cities.

· Each target or set of targets must be carefully analyzed for the best way in which to communicate with him/her.

As reflected in this paper, communicating with elected officials requires considerable understanding of their roles, the environment in which they operate, and the form in which communications is best undertaken.  Appendix 2 provides an approach to thinking through the mechanism and approaches to communicate with selected elected and appointed officials.  For example, when wanting to address an issue or an idea with the chair of a transportation committee in a State legislature, it is a good idea to have laid the groundwork for a meeting with the chair’s chief of staff or legislative assistant.  It is critical to have an advance understanding of the legislator’s perspective and the buy-in of his key staff.

Outreach Principles to Consider

As stated in the Introduction, the purpose of this white paper is to assist the Federal Highway Administration in its design of outreach efforts intended to inform and dialogue with local elected officials.
 This final section highlights a set of principles that FHWA should consider.

Understand/Appreciate the environment in which local elected officials operate.  It is a world of competing imperatives and elected officials have a need to satisfy the constituency group(s) that put them in office.  Often this calls for short-term results that are visible and understood by the public or long-term programs that can be broken into clearly identifiable steps so the official can show progress.


Identify the key leaders and champions relevant to the issue being pursued.  With tens of thousands of elected officials (and thousands more of appointed officials), there is no way that FHWA can influence all elected officials.  And, as a practical matter, there isn’t a need to.  For any given issue, focus on the key leaders or potential champions who can make a difference.  As reflected in Appendix 2, a campaign strategy must take into account the relevant context in which elected officials views may be best informed.  For example, if urging enhanced metropolitan regional transportation system management and operations, NGA, NCSL, NLC, AMPO, NARC, and Conference of Mayors are important.  Even then, however, careful consideration must be given to which committees of these organizations are most important to influencing the broader range of officials.  Extending this example, simultaneously, FHWA must be addressing transportation operations with the relevant professional associations as they influence the decisionmakers.
Appreciate that elected/appointed officials are heavily influenced by peers.  Both elected officials and senior appointed officials operate in arenas in which peer perspectives and experiences are appreciated.  Frankly, little gain will be achieved by having a Federal staff person brief a group of elected officials, even if he/she could get on the right agenda (the exception being, of course, the secretary or administrator level, but then it would necessarily be a broad policy perspective).  Every effort should be made to identify the champions and natural leaders who can then be encouraged to engage with peers in their association environments.  

Express issues and recommendations in a manner that will be relevant and understood by elected officials.  As reflected throughout this white paper, elected officials are constrained by time, interest, and the demands and responsibilities of the particular positions they hold.  Issues must be laid out cleanly, with relevance to the target audience and in plain speak.  Elected officials have very different backgrounds; therefore, what may be clear to one is not understood by the other.

Consider how local elected officials can leverage funds.  Almost all States and local jurisdictions are facing revenue shortfalls in transportation funding, as well as other programs.  Elected officials are interested in how to get the maximum out of the few dollars available.

Design a path that may include key advisory staff and/or the associations within which the elected officials operate.  It is not easy getting to the right, usually senior, elected officials.  There are many “gate keepers.”  For example, local elected officials will often consult with their police chiefs for insight on the potential impacts of highway improvements or proposed changes to traffic operations.  At the State level, elected officials may work closely with the State police chiefs’ or sheriffs’ associations.  In many States, the police chiefs’ and/or the sheriffs’ associations have standing committees that focus on highway safety and transportation issues.  These organizations have become effective lobbyists, both in seeking legislation to support their own law enforcement objectives as well as offering subject-matter expertise to their legislators on the merits of other bills and initiatives involving a spectrum of related issues, including transportation.  The intent of Appendix 2 is to underscore the careful consideration that needs to be given to creating a pathway to decisionmakers.  

Don’t wait until an issue is critical to establish a relationship with key decisionmakers.  It is important to have ongoing, credible relationships.  Riding in at the last minute as the cavalry is probably a non-starter.  Relationships and trust are built over time and must be sustained.  It’s best to be in the enviable position of being called on by an elected official for advice.

Recognize that key staff members influence both the substance and the process.  “Legislative staff members provide access to elected officials.  They exert significant influence on the legislator’s schedule, priorities, and positions.”
  They are the information gatekeepers.

Be realistic and forthright. Overstating potential results and not addressing downsides and challenges simply reduces credibility.  A good example of this is the last decade’s experience with intelligent transportation systems.  Many elected officials, aside from having their eyes glaze over at the language, have been disappointed in the subsequent complexities and have been disturbed by the lack of forthrightness with respect to the O&M costs following installation of systems.  
Appreciate the need for short term products or deliverables (from elected officials to constituents).  As mentioned above, elected officials live in the world of short-term measurement.

Listen to them!
Appendix 1. Key Transportation Decisionmakers

	Officials
	Total Estimated Number of Person

	Principal Roles of Official

	Remarks

	
	Elected
	Appointed
	
	

	State Governments – Executive

	Governors
	50
	-
	Policy, special issues, funding
	

	State Transportation Board

	?
	?
	Policy, funding, prioritization
	These boards are often the key decision makers in allocation of funds

	Secretaries of Transportation
	-
	50
	Policy, special issues, funding; planning
	

	Transportation Commissioners
	-
	50-100
	Policy, special issues, funding, planning
	

	Transportation District Administrators/Engineers
	-
	??
	Largely operations, planning for projects
	District administrators are where “the rubber meets the road” – often the interface between regional/local leaders and the DOT

	Subtotal
	50
	100-150
	
	

	State Governments – Legislative


	Chairs, Senate Transportation Committees
	50
	-
	State policy, projects, related funding
	

	Chairs, House Transportation Committees
	49
	-
	State policy, projects, related funding
	

	Chairs, Senate Appropriations Committees
	50
	-
	Funding
	

	Chairs, House Appropriate Committees
	49
	-
	Funding
	

	Subtotal
	198
	-
	
	

	Regional Agencies

	Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO), estimated number – 385?

	MPO Board Members

	5,082
	2,618
	Metro region planning, for a few, also operations
	

	MPO Board Chairs

	254
	131
	 
	Chair of board is often the leader or champion.

	MPO Transportation Directors
	-
	385
	Staff advise, give recommendations
	

	Subtotal
	5,336
	3,134
	
	

	Regional Planning Organizations (RPO), estimated number – ?? 

	RPO Board Members
	??
	??
	Regional planning, to include transportation
	

	RPO Board Chairs
	??
	??
	
	Chair often the leader or potential champion

	RPO Transportation Directors
	-
	??
	
	

	Subtotal
	??
	??
	
	

	Local Governments


	County Governments, estimated number – 3,034 (Roles may vary greatly among States depending on State vs. local responsibilities)

	Mayor

	3,034
	
	Policy and budget
	See distinction between “strong” and “weak” mayor

	County Executive

	3,034
	-
	Budget, programming and execution
	

	Transportation Director
	-
	3,034
	Focus on operations and local systems capital needs
	

	Public Safety Director

	-
	3,034
	Police and fire department concerns
	

	Subtotal
	6,068
	6,068
	
	

	Municipal Governments, estimated number – 19,429 (Roles may vary greatly among jurisdictions depending on State, county and local control)

	Mayor
	19,429
	-
	Policy and budget
	See distinction between “strong” and “weak” mayor

	Executive

	-
	19,429
	Budget, programming and execution
	

	Transportation Director
	-
	19,429
	Focus on O&M and local system capital needs
	

	Public Safety Director

	-
	19,429
	Police and fire department concerns
	

	Subtotal
	19,429
	58,287
	
	

	Town or Township Governments, estimated number – 16,504
	

	Mayor

	16,504
	-
	Policy and budget
	See distinction between “strong” and “weak” mayor

	Executive

	-
	16,504
	
	

	Transportation Director
	-
	16,504
	Focus on O&M and local system capital needs
	

	Public Safety Director

	-
	16,504
	
	

	Subtotal
	16,504
	49,512
	
	

	Operating Agencies

	Transit Agencies, estimated number –6,000
 
	

	Board Members
	??
	??
	Policy, funding
	

	Board Chairs
	??
	??
	
	

	General Managers/CEOs/Agency Heads
	-
	6,000
	Policy, funding, planning considerations and operations
	

	Subtotal
	??
	6,000
	
	

	Toll Operators (Toll Bridges, Tunnels, Turnpikes, Ferries), estimated number – 196



	Executives
	98
	98
	Policy, funding, operations
	

	Subtotal
	98
	98
	
	

	Totals*
	50,000
	125,000
	
	


*Final totals have been rounded to the nearest five thousand to reflect the imprecise nature of these estimates.

Appendix 2.  Communicating with Elected/Appointed Officials

	Officials
	Type of Information
	Format
	Conduit

	
	Policy
	Conceptual
	Process/ Regulatory
	Funding
	Technical
	Other
	Meeting/ Discussion
	Briefing
	Webcast
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Appendix 3.  Glossary

3-C Process.  Continuing, comprehensive and cooperative (“3 C”) transportation planning process 

A continuing, comprehensive, and cooperative (“3 C”) process to encourage and promote the development of a multimodal transportation system that ensures safe and efficient movement of people and goods while balancing environmental and community needs.  Statewide and metropolitan transportation planning processes are governed by Federal law and applicable State and local laws.  Generally, transportation planning is the responsibility of States and MPOs.  The States and MPOs may accord considerable deference to local community comprehensive or master plans, creating a real challenge to regionalism.

[FHWA Transportation Planning Capacity Building glossary.]

Capacity.  A transportation facility’s ability to accommodate a moving stream of people or vehicles in a given time period. 

[FHWA Transportation Planning Capacity Building Program glossary.]

Collaboration.  Any cooperative effort between and among governmental entities (as well as with private partners) through which the partners work together to achieve common goals.  

Such collaboration can range from very informal, ad hoc activities to more planned, organized and formalized ways of working together.  The collaborative parties work toward mutual advantage and common goals.  They share a sense of public purpose, leverage resources to yield improved outcomes, and bridge traditional geographic, institutional, and functional boundaries.  Collaboration leads to improved understanding of the ways various levels of government interact and carry out their roles and responsibilities.  The resulting effect frequently streamlines operations and enhances quality of life for residents of the localities involved.  [PTI, Crossing Boundaries – On the Road to Public-Private Partnerships] [Note: Inserted phrase “through which the partners work together to achieve common goals” to provide a clear one-line definition.]

Congestion Management System (CMS).  A CMS presents a systematic process for managing traffic congestion and provides information on transportation system performance. 

A CMS should include alternative strategies for alleviating congestion and enhancing the mobility of persons and goods to levels that meet State and local needs. [Federal Register, Part III, FHWA, FTA, U.S. Department of Transportation, Management and Monitoring Systems. Section 500.109]  A CMS can take a variety of forms. At the core, a CMS should include system for data collection and performance monitoring, a range of strategies for addressing congestion, performance measures or criteria for identifying when action is needed, and a system for prioritizing which congestion management strategies would be most effective. 

Intelligent Transportation System (ITS).  Electronics, communications, and information processing that are integrated to improve the efficiency or safety of surface transportation.

[FHWA Regional ITS Architecture Guidance Document.]  

ITS Architecture.  Defines a framework within which interrelated ITS systems can be built that work together to deliver transportation services.  

An ITS architecture defines how systems functionally operate and the interconnection of information exchanges that must take place between these systems to accomplish transportation services [FHWA ITS Architecture Guidance Document.]

Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP).  A document resulting from regional or statewide collaboration and consensus on a region or State’s transportation system, and serving as the defining vision for the region’s or State’s transportation systems and services. 

In metropolitan areas, the plan indicates all of the transportation improvements scheduled for funding over the next 20 years.  It is fiscally constrained, i.e., a given program or project can reasonably expect to receive funding within the time allotted for its implementation. [FHWA Transportation Planning Capacity Building Program glossary, combining definitions of LRTP and “fiscal constraint.”]

Maintenance.  In general, the preservation (scheduled and corrective) of transportation infrastructure.  

It includes the preservation of the surface, shoulders, roadsides, and structures, including right-of-way (ROW) maintenance; and such traffic-control devices as are necessary for safe, secure, and efficient use of a highway/transit facilities.

Management and Operations (M&O); also referred to as Transportation System Management and Operations (TSM&O).  An integrated program to optimize the performance of existing infrastructure through the implementation of systems, services, and projects designed to preserve capacity and improve security, safety and reliability.

An integrated program to optimize the performance of existing infrastructure through the implementation of systems, services, and projects designed to preserve capacity and improve security, safety and reliability.  The term includes improvements to the transportation system such as traffic detection and surveillance, arterial management, freeway management, demand management, work zone management, emergency management, electronic toll collection, automated enforcement, traffic incident management, road weather management, and coordination of highway, rail, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian operations.  Management and operations (M&O) is distinct from operations and maintenance (O&M) which focuses on internal agency operations and recurring maintenance and preservation.

Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP).  The official intermodal transportation plan that is developed and adopted through the metropolitan transportation planning process for the metropolitan planning area.  

[FHWA Transportation Planning Capacity Building Program glossary.]

National ITS Architecture (also “national architecture”).  A common framework for ITS interoperability.  

The National ITS Architecture comprises the logical architecture and physical architecture which satisfy a defined set of user services.  The National ITS Architecture is maintained by the United States Department of Transportation (DOT) and is available on the DOT web site at http://www.its.dot.gov. [23 CFR Part 940.3.]

Performance Measurement.  Performance measurement is a process of assessing progress toward achieving predetermined goals.  

This includes information on the efficiency with which resources are transformed into goods and services, the quality of those outputs (how well they are delivered to clients and the extent to which clients are satisfied) and outcomes (the results of a program activity compared to its intended purpose), and the effectiveness of government operations in terms of their specific contributions to program objectives. [“Performance Measures of Operational effectiveness for Highway Segments and Systems – A Synthesis of Highway Practice"; NCHRP Synthesis 311; Transportation Research Board; Washington D.C.; 2003.]

Planning Factors.  A set of broad objectives defined in Federal legislation to be considered in both the metropolitan and statewide planning process.

Both TEA-21 and its predecessor, ISTEA, identify specific factors that must be considered in the planning process.  TEA-21 consolidated what were previously 16 metropolitan and 23 statewide planning “factors” into seven broad “areas” to be considered in the planning process, both at the metropolitan and statewide level:

· Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, particularly by enhancing global competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency;

· Increase the safety and security of the transportation system for motorized and nonmotorized users;

· Increase the accessibility and mobility options available to people and freight;

· Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, and improve the quality of life;

· Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between modes, for people and freight; 

· Promote efficient system management and operation; and

· Emphasize the preservation of the existing system.

Planning for Operations.  A set of activities that takes place within the context of an agency, jurisdiction, and/or regional entity with the intent of establishing and carrying out plans, policies, and procedures that enable and improve the management and operation of transportation systems.

Some background:  Planning for operations activities typically take place within the agency or jurisdiction that has ownership of and/or operating responsibility for aspects of the transportation system.  Some key aspects of planning for operations may also be carried out by an organization responsible for regional transportation planning.  When regional transportation operations issues (e.g., for emergency management, signal coordination, and traveler information services) are to be addressed, these agency, jurisdictional, and regional planning for operations activities are generally coordinated to ensure success.

Region.  Any multi-jurisdictional grouping, e.g., an MPO region, a multi-state region, a corridor with multiple States involved.

In metropolitan areas, a region should be no less than the boundaries of the metropolitan planning area. [23 CFR Part 940.3.]

Regional ITS Architecture.  A regional framework for ensuring institutional agreement and technical integration for the implementation of ITS projects or groups of projects. 

[23 CFR Part 940.3] [Note:  CFR Part 940.5 further states policy as “Development of the regional ITS architecture should be consistent with the transportation planning process for Statewide and Metropolitan Transportation Planning.]

Regional Concept for Transportation Operations.  A Regional Concept for Transportation Operations (RCTO) presents a regional objective for transportation operations and what is needed to achieve that objective within a reasonably short timeframe, possibly three to five years.  

It is a description of the desired state for transportation operations presented as an operations objective accompanied by a set of physical improvements that need to be implemented, relationships and procedures that must be established, and resource arrangements that are needed to accomplish the operations objective.  Both the operations objective and what is needed to achieve it are accomplished through deliberate and sustained collaboration among stakeholders.  An RCTO is created out of ongoing collaboration primarily between managers responsible for operating the transportation system on a day-to-day basis, such as for traffic operations, transit service, and public safety.  Development of an RCTO should include participation by the regional planning organization to ensure consistency with the region’s vision and goals.  [FHWA “Regional Concept for Transportation Operations: A Tool for Strengthening and Guiding Transportation Operations Collaboration and Coordination.”]

Regional transportation operations collaboration and coordination.  The activity of those responsible for transportation operations working together in a sustained manner. 

More explicitly, it is a deliberate, continuous, and sustained activity that takes place when transportation agency managers and officials responsible for day-to-day operations work together at a regional level to solve operational problems, improve system performance, and communicate better with one another.  [FHWA “Regional Transportation Operations Collaboration and Coordination.”]

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).  A staged, multi-year, statewide, multimodal/intermodal program of transportation projects. 

It is consistent with the statewide transportation plan and planning processes as well as metropolitan plans, TIPs, and processes.  [FHWA Transportation Planning Capacity Building Program.]

Transportation Demand Management (TDM).  Programs designed to reduce demand for transportation through various means, such as the use of transit and of alternative work hours.  

[FHWA Transportation Planning Capacity Building Program.]

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  A document prepared by a metropolitan planning organization (MPO) that lists projects to be funded with FHWA/FTA funds for the next one- to three-year period. 

[FHWA Transportation Planning Capacity Building Program glossary.]

Transportation Management Area (TMA).  All urbanized areas over 200,000 in population, and any other area that requests such designation.

Transportation Planning.  A continuing, comprehensive and cooperative process to encourage and promote the development of a multimodal transportation system to ensure safe and efficient movement of people and goods while balancing environmental and community needs.  

Statewide and metropolitan transportation planning processes are governed by Federal law and applicable State and local laws.  [Based on language found in 23 USC Sections 134 and 135] Generally, transportation “planning” is the responsibility of States and MPOs.  The States and MPOs may accord considerable deference to local community comprehensive or master plans, creating a real challenge to regionalism.

Transportation Systems Management and Operations (TSM&O).  See  Management and Operations.

Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP).  The management plan for the (metropolitan) planning program with the purpose of coordinating the planning activities of all participants in the planning process.  

 [FHWA Transportation Planning Capacity Building Program glossary.]

Vision.  The regionally-agreed statement of the overall aims of the regional transportation plan.

An object of imagination [Webster’s Dictionary].  In the context of regional transportation operations, a “vision” is the regionally-agreed statement of the overall aims of the regional transportation plan; describes the ‘target’ end-state.  Typically, a regional transportation vision will drive its goals (policy statements – the ends toward which effort is directed), objectives (measurable results), and strategies (ways/means to achieve objectives). Note also that the definition of Long Range Transportation Plan reflects that the LRTP serves “as the defining vision . . .”

Appendix 4.  List of Elected/Appointed Officials Who Have Reviewed Paper

Sharon Bulova, Fairfax County Board of Supervisors, Fairfax, VA

Anne P. Canby, President, Surface Transportation Policy Project (STPP); former Secretary of Transportation, Delaware

Bob Chase, President, Northern Virginia Transportation Alliance (NVTA)

Whittington W. Clement, Secretary of Transportation, Virginia

Gerald Connolly, Chairman, Fairfax County Board of Supervisors, Fairfax, VA

DeLania Hardy, Executive Director, Association of Metropolitan Planning Organizations (AMPO)

Thomas Farley, former District Administrator, Northern Virginia, Virginia Department of Transportation

Steve Gayle, Executive Director, Binghamton Metropolitan Transportation Study (MPO),  New York, and former International President, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)

Robert T. Grow, Staff Director, Transportation and Environment, The Greater Washington Board of Trade

Pierce Homer, Deputy Secretary of Transportation, Virginia

John Horsley, Executive Director, American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials

Steve Kinsey, Supervisor, Oakland CA and member, Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MPO), Oakland

J. Kenneth Klinge, former member, Commonwealth Transportation Board, Virginia

Jim McKenzie, Executive Director, Metroplan (MPO), Little Rock, Arkansas

Philip Mendelson, City Council, Washington, DC, and past chairman, National Capital Regional Transportation Planning Board (MPO)

John Milliken, former Secretary of Transportation, Virginia

C. Kenneth Orski, former Deputy Administration, UMTA (now Federal Transit Administration)

Neil Pedersen, Administrator, State Highway Administrator, State Highway Administration, Maryland

Richard Rappoport, Chief of Police, Fairfax, Virginia

Thomas Rust, House of Delegates, Virginia

Philip Shucet, Commonwealth Transportation Commissioner, Virginia

Chris Sinclair, President, Renaissance Planning Group

Robert Sisson, City Manager, Fairfax, VA

Sarah Siwek, President, Sarah J. Siwek and Associates

Ron Spalding, Manager, Regional Planning/Programming, Maryland Department of Transportation

Les Sterman, Executive Director, East-West Gateway Coordinating Council (MPO), St. Louis, Missouri

Matt Sundeen, Program Principal – Transportation, National Conference of State Legislatures

Wayne Tanda, General Manager, Department of Transportation, Los Angeles

Mary Lynn Tischer, Advisor to the Governor for Transportation Reauthorization, Virginia

Jane Woods, former state senator; currently Secretary of Health and Human Resources, Virginia[image: image1.png]
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“At the local level, the responsibility for transportation functions varies greatly, generally reflecting the jurisdiction’s size, state constitutional arrangements for local government, priority of transportation issues and responsiveness to various political agendas.  It is a no-nonsense place where the ‘rubber meets the road.’  To interact effectively, versus dictate, with local jurisdictions requires an appreciation of the differences between, and the dynamics within, the organization.”


- Wayne Tanda, General Manager, Department of Transportation, City of Los Angeles





“Changing the status quo is inherently dangerous for elected officials.  As Machiavelli said:


‘There is nothing more difficult to plan, more doubtful of success, nor more dangerous to manage, than the creation of a new system.  For the initiator has the enmity of all who would profit by the old institution, and merely lukewarm defenders in those who would gain by the new one.’


- Niccolo Machiavelli


The Prince (1513)”


- Jim McKenzie, Executive Director, Metroplan, Little Rock, Arkansas





“Local elected officials must manage public expectations about transportation.  We walk a fine line between almost unlimited public demand for unfettered mobility on the one hand, and very limited public support for increased tax revenue with which to finance these improvements on the other.  In addition, achieving a public consensus about best solutions to congestion is riven with the challenges of NIMBY-ism, smart growth resistance, and roads vs. transit debate.  It is a painful conundrum.”


- Gerry Connolly, Chairman, Fairfax County Board of Supervisors, Virginia





“Participation in the MPO process … consumes considerable time.  Typically, the individuals who participate … wear two hats – they may be a mayor, city council member, city planner, or county commissioner in the jurisdiction they represent, and a board or committee member at the MPO … these representatives may have to rely on the MPO staff to guide them through.”


- “Metropolitan Planning Organizations: An Assessment of the Transportation Planning Process,” A Report to Congress by Dr. Paul Stephen Dempsey, Dr. Andrew Goetz and Dr. Carl Larson, University of Denver Intermodal Transportation Institute & the National Center for Intermodal Transportation, March 2000, Vol I, Sec II, p. 7.





“My role as staff is to understand and synthesize.  I don’t need or want persuasion from outside groups.  I want facts and analysis.”


- Pierce Homer, Deputy Secretary of Transportation, Virginia





“The chair of the legislative committee has great power.  The chair controls the agenda, the testimony, and the amount of time allotted to the issue.  Committee members defer to the chair and it is rare the chair does not prevail.”


- Thomas D. Rust, Member, House of Delegates, Virginia 





“Three key points need to be made in any communication:  1) What action do you want me to take? 2) Why should I support this action? and 3) How does it impact my constituents?”


- Sarah Siwek, President of Sarah J. Siwek and Associates.





“Have you often asked yourself, ‘Who were those guys and what did they say?’  The most frustrating part of an elected official’s job is to listen to a presentation by a group of engineers, planners, or other highly technical individuals, who use their own language, often filled with acronyms, technical terms, and other professional forms of communication.  These dynamics tend to create an environment that can prevent elected officials from taking a proverbial leap of faith to acceptance.” 


- Randall Morris, Commissioner of Seminole County, Florida


“If you don’t have a real-world example for every concept or every position, you probably don’t have a clear concept or a defensible position.”


- Pierce Homer, Deputy Secretary of Transportation, Virginia











“What impresses members of the General Assembly is how you can leverage public funds.”


-Whittington W. Clement, Secretary of Transportation, Virginia





“Elected officials at all levels of government are continually confronted with decisions …transportation is but one of those choices.  Not only must transportation compete with the resource demands of education and human services, but the issue of transportation is defined very differently depending upon the commenter.  Our rapidly growing numbers of residents over 60 and those over 75 years have differing priorities from those of families in their thirties and forties and those of our graduates in their twenties.  Solutions today must acknowledge safe walking paths, cycling, public transit as well as our familiar, congested roadways.”


- Jane Woods, Secretary of Health and Human Resources and former State Senator, Virginia








“Involvement of local people and organizations will get the attention of officials more effectively than will the involvement of a contact in Washington.”


- “Working with Elected Officials,” TC Research Digest 3, July 1999.





“City managers make decisions, in part, based on their knowledge of the successes and failures experienced by their peers … what works and what doesn’t … and penetrating their professional network, formal and informal, is critical for their continued understanding of transportation policy formulation.”


- Robert Sisson, City Manager, Fairfax, Virginia





“Do some homework on the local elected officials you are trying to communicate with … look at their bios, voting records, affiliations … ‘Know your audience,’ then speak from these hot buttons.”


- Robert Grow, Greater Washington Board of Trade





“One of the hardest things for staff to understand is the rules of engagement with local officials.  [For example], with the advent of the Northern Virginia Transportation Authority (NVTA), the mayors and chairs have to disclose if they intend to discuss any NVTA business.  Most states have requirements that make it difficult to have several elected officials in the same room at the same time unless the media can be present.  Regional bodies (e.g., transportation planning boards) are not necessarily subject to these laws, but individual elected officials are practically bound by them.  One of the worst things any staff person can do is try to arrange a ‘secret’ briefing for a room full of elected officials.  That whole dynamic can be very difficult for staff people to understand, let alone manage.”


-Pierce Homer, Deputy Secretary of Transportation, Virginia





“I am elected from a place, by its people.  My job is to speak up for their interests and concerns.  It’s that simple.” 


- John G. Milliken, former member of Arlington Board and Secretary of Transportation (Virginia)








“First, do your research.  To communicate effectively with elected officials, start by identifying why they should care.  Understand their perspectives and the issues in the area they represent.  Maybe they have congestion of a major arterial in their district.  Perhaps safety is a key concern for their community.  By making clear connections to the issues they face, elected officials will be more likely to respond positively.”


- Anne Canby, President, Surface Transportation Policy Project





“With locally elected officials generally being part-time, superficially conversant with transportation matters, and subject to the pressures of their constituents, the area of the greatest potential trouble lies in the NEPA law.  While the law is full of good intentions, it has lead to a slowing, lengthening the time and in some cases interruption of implementing of new transportation projects.  A major cause of these problems is the public participation section of the law that allows people to pressure their local officials directly, and bring ‘not in my back yard’ (NIMBY) directly into play.   This leaves the elected official with having to take on neighbors, friends, and CONSTITUENTS … not a recipe for great political courage.”


- J. Kenneth Klinge, Former Member, Commonwealth Transportation Board, Virginia








“I remain amazed that for every issue there is a constituency and a lobbyist!  Few issues have a clear-cut right or wrong answer.”


- Thomas D. Rust, Member, House of Delegates, Virginia





“Working with gatekeepers is necessary and crucial to securing the desired support from elected officials”


- Sarah Siwek, President of Sarah J. Siwek and Associates





“One fatal accident, hazardous materials (HAZMAT) incident, widespread signalization failure, etc. may suddenly open discussions on options, improvements, or solutions that have been closed to consideration for years.  This has a dual significance: 1) where there are ready transportation initiatives in search of test sites or expansion, a local incident may provide a window of opportunity in which to engage local leaders, and 2) there is a collective community memory of significant local events that were transportation nightmares – beltway closures, storm closing, HAZMAT accidents on major highways, etc.  When engaging local leaders, it is very useful to know and understand the history of such local events and how they may affect consideration of the proposal.”


- Richard Rappaport, Chief of Police, Fairfax, Virginia








� The author is appreciative of the assistance of Karen E. Weiss and Jocelyn Bauer, SAIC, with research and editing.


� 18 U.S.C.A. § 1913. “No part of the money appropriated by any enactment of Congress shall . . be used directly or indirectly to pay for any personal service, advertisement, telegram, telephone, letter, printed or written matter . . . intended or designed to influence in any manner a Member of Congress, a jurisdiction, or an official of any government . . . ”


� To be clear, there are several MPOs (e.g., MTC in Oakland, CA; MAG in Phoenix, AZ; NCT.. in Dallas, TX) and an increasing number of State DOTs that are incorporating operations in their array of solutions to transportation challenges.


� State and local governments provide approximately 75% of the funds for highways.  Of the $120 billion spent on highways in 2001, $30 billion came from the Federal government.  In 2003, States provided $9 billion for transit, compared to $7.3 billion from the Federal government. (Email correspondence from John Horsely, executive director of the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials.)


� A note of caution here.  As suggested by one reviewer of first draft, “I have an issue in that every time someone talks about change – they rush off and develop regs [regulations] – we do not need more regs – we need smarter ones.”  The author’s observation is that it is ironic that, in general, agencies and jurisdictions find ‘regs’ annoying; however, whenever regs are missing (e.g., following TEA-21), agencies get nervous about how to identify the “hoops” that need to be jumped through in order to qualify for funding!


� This does raise the issue of what is the Federal vision for the nation’s transportation system in the 21st Century.  Although considerable discussion and guidance is under way with respect to how States, regions and jurisdictions should operate in the 21st Century, there is no clear articulation of a national vision and strategy.


� The author was a mayor for 12 years, during which time he was active on the National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board (chairman in 2001), the Northern Virginia Transportation Coordinating Council, AMPO and other State and national transportation organizations.


� The elected officials described in this paper are those that have some role or interest in transportation planning and/or operations.  There are many other elected officials at State and local levels; they are not included in this discussion.


� In some small towns with very limited staff, the elected mayor may be “strong” in the sense that he/she has no town manager and hires the limited staff; however, these situations are not very relevant to this paper.


� This doesn’t rule out the fact that many “weak” mayors may, in practice, be “strong weak mayors” in the sense that they are leaders or champions in their community and they are able to bring competence and public support to their positions.  The majority of the public has no understanding of this distinction in the power of mayors.


� James H. Savra, “Two Decades of Continuity and Change in American City Councils,” September 2003, p. 9.


� James H. Svara, Professor of Political Science and Public Administration, North Carolina State University, “Two Decades of Continuity and Change in American City Councils,” commissioned by the National League of Cities, September 2003.


� Illustrative of the point is a comment made by one member of an MPO in which he noted that he would never take a position not supported by environmental groups.


� This is a complicated issue well beyond the scope of this paper.  It is very challenging to characterize the relative tax burdens for education and social services because States and localities pay for these services in many different ways.  In many States, public school taxation is a separate authority from the funding of general services.  Irrespective of the various scenarios, the rough approximations cited here are intended to give an order of magnitude to the challenge faced by local elected officials.  


� Robert Silverstein, J.D., Director, Center for the Study and Advancement of Disability Policy, “Effective Strategies for Interacting with Policy-Makers,” from a series in Independent Living Research Utilization at TIRR.  The original article may be read at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ilru.org/ilnet/files/bookshelf/interacting/intercover.html" ��http://www.ilru.org/ilnet/files/bookshelf/interacting/intercover.html�.  This paper has been reviewed by Robert Silverstein who commented “The approach [as outlined for this section] is acceptable to me.  Further, feel free to remove citations entirely – My satisfaction comes from knowing people are using my materials.”


� Another perspective on this is the timeliness in a political or real world sense.  Nothing is more powerful than an idea whose time has come nor one harder to advance than one whose has not.  A good example of this is tolls.  For years, Federal and State policy has been very cautious about tolls.  Clearly, the time has come when fees are increasingly being seen as a key ingredient in transportation infrastructure development.  States are increasingly looking at public-private development, with guarantees to the private sector that ensure tolling to pay for construction.


� Again, for short hand, the term “elected officials” has been used; however, these principles are also relevant in outreaching to senior appointed officials.


� In a recent discussion with newly elected officials, the author noted that routine terms like TEA-21, modal, conformity, etc. required explanation.  


� “Working with Elected Officials,” TC Research Digest 3, July 1999.


� Totals are approximate to give a sense of order of magnitude; does not include tribal jurisdictions, territories.


� Role is intended to be the central/key transportation-related role.  “Sp issues” is shorthand for responding to various constituencies’ concerns.


� A generic term referring to a board/commission at the State level usually appointed by the governor that has significant decisionmaking authority with regard to transportation policy (within parameters established by general assembly), project selection, approval, and prioritization.


� State legislative committees focused on transportation may have different names.  Total number of legislators – 7382.


� Estimated an average board size of 20, made up of 2/3 elected officials and 1/3 appointed officials.


� Estimated 2/3 of board chairs to be elected officials and 1/3 to be appointed officials.


� Source: 2002 Census of Governments, U.S. Census Bureau, � HYPERLINK "http://www.census.gov/prod/2003pubs/gc021x1.pdf" ��http://www.census.gov/prod/2003pubs/gc021x1.pdf� 


� As mentioned in “Definitions,” term “mayor” is the generic term for the senior elected head of board or other county legislative body.  Further research is needed to quantify “strong” and “weak” mayors at the county level.


� County Executives may be elected or appointed.


� Note:  Some Local Public Safety Directors may be elected officials (e.g., sheriffs).  For this exercise and due to the source of data on local governments however, all Public Safety Directors were counted as appointed.


� In most cases, municipal executives are appointed officials.


� Note:  Some Local Public Safety Directors may be elected officials (e.g., sheriffs).  For this exercise and due to the source of data on local governments however, all Public Safety Directors were counted as appointed.


� As mentioned in “Definitions,” term “mayor” is the generic term for the senior elected head of board or other county legislative body.


� In most cases, town and township executives are appointed officials.


� Note:  Some Local Public Safety Directors may be elected officials (e.g., sheriffs).  For this exercise and due to the source of data on local governments however, all Public Safety Directors were counted as appointed.


� Source: American Public Transportation Association


� Source:  Federal Highway Administration, Office of Highway Policy Information, “Toll Facilities in the United States: Bridges-Roads-Tunnels-Ferries,” June 2003.  The article may be read at http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ohim/tollpage.htm. 


� Estimated that ½ are led by elected officials and ½ are led by appointed officials.


� Generic term for decisionmaking board often found at the State level; responsible for program/project decisions.


� List reflects persons to whom paper has been sent.  In final version, list will be reduced to list of names reflecting responses.
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