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. 

GENESEE TRANSPORTATION COUNCIL GREATER ROCHESTER TRANSPORTATION 
OPERATIONS AND MANAGEMENT 
ORGANIZATION FEASIBILITY STUDY 

OVERVIEW AND OBJECTIVES 
 

The Greater Rochester Transportation Operations and Management Organization Feasibility 
Study (“the study”) examined the effectiveness of the current organizational structure for 
interagency coordination on transportation systems management and operations (TSM&O) issues. 
The study convened stakeholders to discuss how that organizational structure affects the region’s 
ability to optimize the operational efficiency, safety, and security of transportation infrastructure in 
light of current and anticipated needs.  The following factors were among those motivating this 
regional self-assessment: 

• A growing need for region-wide, interagency, and multi-
modal cooperation to coordinate operations activities, 
project deployment, and other issues of common concern; 

• The ongoing deployment of Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS), whose benefits are maximized through 
effective interagency coordination; 

• An increasing emphasis on transportation systems 
operations in federal and state transportation policy as a 
means of improving regional mobility; and 

• The need to effectively identify and secure funding in a 
coordinated manner to deploy and sustain TSM&O 
infrastructure and activities, in the face of competing needs 
for those funds. 

The study was commissioned by the Genesee Transportation 
Council (GTC, the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the 
Genesee-Finger Lakes Region that includes Rochester), in 
cooperation with a multi-agency Steering Committee (see sidebar). 
The study was conducted by a consultant project team that began 
work in August 2005 and completed in March 2006. 
 
METHODOLOGY 

 
The study was initiated through a kick-off roundtable discussion among members of the Steering 
Committee to discuss study objectives and expectations, and to identify issues of common and 
individual concern about interagency coordination.   
 
Following this meeting, the project team conducted a series of one-on-one interviews with 
stakeholders in the Greater Rochester region, including: representatives of transportation 
operations and planning agencies (local, state, county, and regional); local, county, and state police; 
and emergency management personnel.  These interviews provided insight into responsibilities, 
needs, motivations, and concerns related to TSM&O activities in Greater Rochester. 
 
The project team analyzed the experience of the Greater Rochester region and compared it to the 
experiences of six peer regions: Allentown, PA; Hartford, CT; Milwaukee, WI; Columbus, OH; 

Project Steering 
Committee 

 
• Genesee 

Transportation 
Council (CTC) 

• City of Rochester 
• Monroe County 

Department of 
Transportation 
(MCDOT) 

• New York State 
Department of 
Transportation 
(NYSDOT) 

• New York State 
Thruway Authority 

• Rochester-Genesee 
Regional 
Transportation 
Authority (RGRTA)   
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Buffalo, NY; and Syracuse, NY.  Emerging national and state policies related to TSM&O were also 
examined, including the increasing emphasis on systematic, integrated ITS deployment 
coordination as reflected in the SAFETEA-LU Federal transportation reauthorization. 
 
Following the stakeholder and peer region interviews, the project team conducted a roundtable 
workshop to discuss the research findings and to develop points of consensus about the region’s 
interagency coordination organizational structure.  A consultant to the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) Office of Operations, Mr. John Mason, 
participated in this roundtable workshop to offer an executive 
briefing on the Administration’s ongoing initiatives to promote 
regional operations coordination. 
 
The study objectives, findings, and recommendations have been 
compiled into a Final Report that was reviewed by the Steering 
Committee and is available through the Genesee Transportation 
Council. 
 
THE GREATER ROCHESTER EXPERIENCE 
 
Greater Rochester’s existing ad hoc coordination forum, the 
Transportation Management Committee (TMC), evolved out of a 
pre-existing Expressway Committee in the early 1990s, mirroring 
the spirit of the 1991 ISTEA legislation and the emergence of 
Intelligent Transportation Systems.  The TMC was and continues 
to be an informal committee open to all interested parties. 
Practically speaking, the TMC is anchored by the region’s two 
primary roadway operating entities, NYSDOT - Region 4 and 
MCDOT.   
 
The Committee meets quarterly, and its agenda changes to reflect 
pressing issues of the day, such as project deployment, 
construction coordination, and incident management.  The 
flexibility and informality of the TMC are widely acknowledged to 
be the Committee’s greatest strengths.  Stakeholders described 
the TMC as first and foremost an “information exchange forum,” a 
function that participants feel has inherent value. 
 
Through the TMC, the region successfully coordinated the 
deployment of its multi-agency Regional Traffic Operations Center 
(RTOC) which houses MCDOT, NYSDOT, NY State Police and 
the Greater Rochester International Airport Operations Group, 
among several other initiatives.  The group continues to work together to coordinate ongoing traffic 
operations and to deploy additional ITS infrastructure, including traffic signal controller integration, 
CCTV deployment, and fiber optic integration. 
 
Other factors that have played an important role in the regional operations coordination over the 
past ten years are: the 1996 Improved Mobility Areawide Guidance Evaluation (IMAGE) strategic 
plan; the 2000 Rochester Regional ITS Architecture; and the leadership of a individuals who serve 
as ITS and operations “champions,” both within specific agencies and among elected officials. 
 
 
 
 

Benefits of Interagency 
Operations Coordination 

 
• Faster incident detection 

and response 
• Increased cost-

effectiveness and 
functionality of ITS 
deployment 

• Coordination of 
transportation and 
emergency response 
across jurisdictional 
boundaries 

• Sharing of resources 
• Ability to share 

information in real-time 
among agencies and 
with travelers 

• Improved transportation 
system network 
improvement – reduced 
congestion, delays, and 
air pollution 

• Provides viable and cost-
effective alternatives to 
conventional 
infrastructure expansion 

• Improved satisfaction 
among the traveling 
public 
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FIVE THEMES 
 
The experience of Greater Rochester and the six peer regions illustrates that organizational 
approaches to TSM&O are as diverse as the settings in which they occur, and are often shaped by 
needs, emergent leadership, and institutional precedents unique to a particular location.  However, 
the project team did identify five “themes” that provide a framework for evaluating the organizational 
approach employed in Greater Rochester: 
 

1. Effective interagency consultation depends not only on bringing the relevant 
agencies to the table, but also on having the appropriate individual(s) represent each 
agency.  The tight-knit nature of the ad hoc TMC is offset partially by the challenges of 
maintaining appropriate and consistent representation and commitment among relevant 
agencies. 

 
2. Not every aspect of a coordination effort requires leadership, but when a 

collaborative effort takes shape, it is most often successful when one member takes 
initiative.  An asset of the current TMC framework is its ability to provide a regional 
information sharing and collaboration platform for initiatives championed by one or more of 
the Committee’s member agencies. 

 
3. Nationally, the ITS architecture development process raised awareness concerning 

interagency coordination.  In areas where coordination already existed, the 
opportunity to improve, evolve, or cement institutional relationships is sometimes 
missed.  The TMC continues to excel at tactical coordination among agencies, but 
stakeholder interviews revealed a number of specific and “big picture” issues that some feel 
are absent from the regional agenda. 

 
4. While MPOs rarely have a direct hand in transportation systems management or 

operations, they can play a very valuable role as convener and facilitator and in 
connecting TSM&O to the regional transportation planning process.  Clear 
opportunities for GTC to assume an expanded role in regional TSM&O activities emerged 
during the study (discussed further below). 

 
5. A specific project provides a common point of reference for a group of individuals or 

agencies that are exploring ways to coordinate and/or collaborate. Defining an 
alliance entirely by one project has risks, however, especially if and when the 
mission is completed.  Past experiences (e.g., RTOC development) and ongoing 
challenges (e.g., CCTV and fiber optic deployment) illustrate the durability of the TMC and 
its ability to transform and refocus its mission in response to evolving circumstances, unlike 
many informal committees in peer regions. 

 
FUTURE CHALLENGES 
 
The future interagency coordination challenges of Greater Rochester are influenced by trends 
occurring at the national level in response to implementation of TSM&O practices, ITS technological 
maturation, and an evolving policy and funding environment.  Changing demands and expectations 
require a more integrated approach to planning, implementation, operation, and evaluation of 
TSM&O activities throughout the entire “lifecycle” connecting strategic and regional planning to 
operations and tactical coordination (see diagram below).  
 
Because the TMC currently focuses most of its efforts on near-term operations, planning and 
deployment of specific projects, and tactical operations coordination, the project team recommends 
increasing the Committee’s involvement in the following domains: 
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• Greater emphasis on 

strategic coordination in 
addition to project-based and 
tactical coordination;  

• Developing systems 
performance metrics (to 
identify the impacts and 
benefits of TSM&O activities) 
linked to broader regional 
transportation objectives and 
criteria of key decision makers 
and funding sources; and 

• Strengthening the connection 
between TSM&O and the 
regional transportation 
planning process to link broad 
transportation needs to 
operations solutions, and vice 
versa. 

 
POINTS OF CONSENSUS 
 
Through the roundtable discussion following the interview phase of the project, the Steering 
Committee and other regional stakeholders identified the following points of consensus regarding 
TSM&O coordination in Greater Rochester: 
 

• There is a clear preference for the TMC to remain informal  (ad hoc), building upon its past 
successes of remaining flexible in response to needs and a manageable commitment for 
participants; 

 
• In general, stakeholders favor evolutionary, rather than revolutionary, transformation of the 

TMC in undertaking new activities or functions; 
 

• A collective reassessment and articulation of the goals, mission, and activities of the TMC, 
rather than altering the organizational structure of the TMC per se, could renew the 
Committee’s focus and mandate for the future; 

 
• For both pragmatic and philosophical reasons, it would be valuable for the Genesee 

Transportation Council to assume a more prominent role in the activities of the TMC; and 
 

• The TMC is a vehicle for addressing a number of specific regional TSM&O needs, including 
education and outreach of peers and decision makbrs as well as ITS data archiving and 
management. 

 
 
 
 

 

Strategic 
Planning

Project 
Programming

System 
Evaluation

Project 
Funding

Performance 
Monitoring

System 
Operations

Project Design & 
Deployment

OPERATIONS

PLANNING

The TSM&O “Lifecycle” 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ACTION 
 
Based upon the preceding points of consensus, the observations of the project team, and the 
ingredients of success witnessed in peer regions, the following items are recommended for action to 
preserve and enhance the ability of the TMC to meet the future challenges facing the region: 
 
Create a Mission Statement for the TMC 
 

• Clearly articulate the existing and proposed future activities and responsibilities of the 
Transportation Management Committee through a candid roundtable dialogue among 
participating agencies.  Address past successes and shortcomings as well as future 
challenges and opportunities.  Discuss the expectations of each participating agency, 
reasons for agency participation, and reasons for non-participation of less active 
participants. 

• Develop a TMC Mission Statement based upon this consensus vision of the goals, 
objectives, and functions of the TMC. 

• Self-assess the appropriateness of the current ad-hoc structure in light of the agreed 
Mission Statement and the corresponding roles and responsibilities of each participant. 

Strengthen the Involvement of GTC 
 

• Identify specific roles for active participation of GTC on the TMC, such as chair or secretary 
responsibilities. 

• Use GTC’s participation in the TMC as an opportunity to explore and define specific ways to 
strengthen the linkages between TSM&O and the regional transportation planning 
responsibilities of the MPO.  Evaluate the feasibility and desirability to link planning and 
operations through performance measures, integration of operations with regional 
transportation planning, and other elements of the “lifecycle” approach to TSM&O. 

• Identify specific mechanisms to “mainstream” TSM&O considerations in the project 
programming cycle.  This may include, for example, an ITS/operations review of proposed 
projects by the TMC or a checklist/scoring approach to evaluate how well projects address 
pre-defined regional TSM&O objectives. 

Update the Regional ITS Strategic Plan 
 

• Develop an updated regional strategic plan for Transportation Systems Management and 
Operations that: articulates a regional vision and concept of operations; identifies needs, 
deficiencies, and opportunities; and presents a project-based deployment strategy that can 
be readily incorporated into the regional TIP as funding and coordination opportunities are 
identified. 

Create a Regional Concept of Transportation Operations (RCTO) 
 

• Develop one or more RCTOs for critical areas of regional operations coordination.  This 
effort could be coordinated with the development of an updated strategic plan as a tool for 
identifying agency responsibilities, system deficiencies, and prioritized investment 
requirements. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
This document is the final report of a study examining the effectiveness of interagency coordination 
for transportation systems management and operations in the Greater Rochester, NY region, 
including the planning, deployment and operations of Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS).  

The Genesee Transportation Council (GTC), the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the 
Genesee-Finger Lakes Region that includes Rochester, commissioned and managed the study with 
the guidance of a multi-agency Steering Committee representing other local, regional, and state 
agencies (identified later in this chapter).  The study was conducted on behalf of GTC by a 
consultant team1, hereafter referred to as the “project team.” 

1.1 Study Purpose 
The purpose of the Greater Rochester Transportation Operations and Management Organization 
Feasibility Study is to identify a preferred organizational structure that allows the region to optimize 
the efficiency, safety, and security of its existing and planned transportation infrastructure.   

Greater Rochester is at a crossroads in its approach to regional coordination of transportation 
systems management and operations. Over the past several years, the region has a successful 
track record of implementing operations programs (e.g. HELP freeway service patrol vehicles), 
deploying Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) technologies (e.g., the Regional Traffic 
Operations Center (RTOC)), and opening channels of interagency communication (e.g., the 
Transportation Management Committee (TMC).  

However, recognizing the growing importance and expectations of transportation system 
management and operations both locally and nationally, participants in the process have identified 
a need to conduct a proactive self-assessment of the existing, ad hoc approach to interagency 
coordination that have facilitated these past successes.  

This evaluation centers upon several questions that have been raised by stakeholders about 
upcoming challenges and opportunities that will confront the region over the next several years: 

• Is the region poised for success in conducting future transportation system management 
activities, an increasingly important aspect of transportation operations, planning, and 
evaluation? 

• How well can the region identify, plan, implement, and operate Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS) infrastructure that often relies upon effective interagency coordination to 
maximize the benefits of this technology? 

• How well positioned is the region to leverage ITS and operations funding that requires 
proactive, interagency effort and is an increasingly significant piece of Federal and state 
transportation investment? 

• Does the existing coordination process bring together the right participants around the 
table, and does it address an appropriate geographic portion of the region (now 
predominantly Monroe County)? 

                                                      
1 IBI Group, 3 Copley Place, 3rd Fl., Boston MA 02116.  www.ibigroup.com  Randy J. Knapick, AICP, Project Manager, tel: (617) 450-0701, 
rknapick@ibigroup.com); Jonathan T. Makler, AICP, Principal Investigator, tel: (503) 287-3863, jmakler@ibigroup.com. 
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• Are existing interagency coordination efforts sufficient in magnitude and breadth to address 
the future transportation system challenges of the region, including: 

o Developing planning and policy recommendations; 

o Setting investment priorities; 

o Initiating funding requests; 

o Project implementation and operations; 

o Performance assessment; and 

o Integration with the regional transportation planning process 

• How is Greater Rochester performing relative to other peer regions and national guidelines 
in migrating towards an effective transportation system management posture? 

1.2 Existing Coordination Practices in Greater Rochester 
Currently, coordination in the Greater Rochester region occurs through a voluntary association of 
agencies who derive mutual (but not necessarily identical) benefits from an efficiently operated 
regional transportation system.  At the most basic level, the information sharing process among 
agencies enables each to better perform its respective functions, in addition to the collective 
benefits of coordinated transportation system management and operations (TSM&O). 

There are several ‘pillars’ of interagency coordination that shape the institutional dynamic in the 
region:  

• The Discussion Forum (i.e., the Transportation Management Committee);  

• The Plans (i.e., the 1996 IMAGE report and the Rochester Regional ITS Architecture);  

• The Facility (the Regional Traffic Operations Center); and  

• The Project Champions.  

Each of these elements is discussed in greater detail below. 

1 .2 .1  THE FORUM:  TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE (TMC)  

The primary manifestation of interagency coordination in Greater Rochester is the Transportation 
Management Committee (TMC).  It consists of representatives of all major transportation and 
emergency management agencies operating in the region, including the Monroe County DOT, City 
of Rochester, New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) – Region 4, New York 
State Thruway Authority, Genesee Transportation Council (the MPO), Monroe County Emergency 
Management Services, and the New York State Police and the Monroe County Sheriff’s 
Department. There is also an “outer ring” of participants who tend not to participate actively in 
Committee business on a regular basis unless there is a special topic of interest.  These include the 
Rochester Business Alliance, the Automobile Club of Rochester, and local municipal associations 
such as the Monroe County Supervisors Association.  
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Befitting of an ad hoc organization, there are no formal requirements for participation in the TMC, 
and interest and participation in the Committee has varied over time. Participating agencies are free 
to designate their own representatives to the TMC; the profile of individuals active in the TMC 
reflects a combination of professional roles and responsibilities as well as personal interest in the 
business of the Committee.  The TMC has no bylaws and it is reliably a “meeting of equals.” 

The TMC is an outgrowth of the former Expressway Committee, formed in the 1980s, that 
addressed a more narrowly-defined issue of safety on regional highways.  By the early 1990s, the 
mission of the Expressway Committee evolved to include a broader set of transportation 
coordination concerns, mirroring the philosophy of the 1991 Federal ISTEA legislation.  A $15 
million Federal earmark grant administered by NYSDOT for a regional traffic signal coordination 
project was a major catalyst for this transformation. 

Today, the TMC is viewed foremost as an information exchange forum.  Though it is not a decision 
making body, the Committee helps participating agencies stay “in the loop” with regard to 
transportation system operations, planned events and construction, and ITS project deployment in 
the region. In effect, the committee’s existence enhances other decision making activities 
throughout the region by raising awareness of issues requiring collective decision making through 
other forums. 

TMC meetings are held quarterly and last approximately 1½ hours.  The brevity and manageable 
frequency of the meetings is seen as an asset by the participants–it keeps the discussion concise 
and prevents regular participation in the TMC from becoming overly burdensome given participant’s 
other responsibilities.  

Monroe County DOT and NYSDOT - Region 4 are the lead agencies within this regional 
consortium, reflecting their prominent role in transportation operations and ITS investment.  Monroe 
County DOT has traditionally assumed responsibility for chairing meetings and developing meeting 
agendas, in spite of attempts to rotate these roles among committee participants.  Perhaps 
reflecting this leadership dynamic, much of the content of TMC meetings focuses on operations 
issues such as ongoing and upcoming traffic events, debriefing on recent incident management 
activities, and project construction updates.   

The business of the TMC has tended to evolve over time based upon the relevant issues of the day 
and the needs of the participating entities.  This flexibility is perceived as an asset because the 
Committee can adapt to changing conditions, envelop new stakeholders, and refocus its resources 
and meeting agenda in accordance with evolving conditions.  It also allows the TMC to capture the 
benefits of interagency coordination without being handicapped by the more onerous administrative 
requirements and bylaws of a formal organization. 

There is general satisfaction that what the Committee does it does well, but there is some feeling 
that the TMC does not accomplish all functions equally well.  While the TMC excels at promoting 
the exchange of operational information (e.g., special event information, construction information, 
etc.), there is some sentiment that the TMC does not sufficiently address others that are less 
directly associated with system operations, including strategic planning and securing funding for 
new initiatives. 

1 .2 .2  THE PLANS:  IMAGE AND THE REGIONAL ITS  ARCHITECTURE  

Two seminal plans form the planning basis for transportation management and operations in 
Greater Rochester: the Improved Mobility Areawide Guidance Evaluation (IMAGE) report (1996) 
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and the Rochester Regional ITS Architecture (2000).  Both of these initiatives were spearheaded by 
NYSDOT with broad participation of other agencies in the region. 

The IMAGE report was an ITS early deployment plan for Metropolitan Rochester, similar to other 
plans developed across the country in the ISTEA era of the 1990s.  It is perceived by many 
stakeholders in the region to provide a guiding strategic vision for ITS deployment that is still highly 
relevant almost ten years later.  This is because the IMAGE initiative involved a massive outreach 
effort to identify transportation needs that are largely unchanged.  The plan also defined an ITS 
deployment plan that includes many basic infrastructure elements and ITS systems that have yet to 
be deployed.  The plan is regularly referenced by agencies in the region for guidance on future 
opportunities for collaboration and investment.  

Unlike many regions, the activities of the Transportation Management Committee provided ongoing 
ITS deployment coordination in Greater Rochester prior to the development of the Regional ITS 
Architecture.  The architecture served to further promote dialogue and refine the regional vision for 
ITS service delivery, providing a high-level framework for future ITS deployment initiatives.  

1 .2 .3  THE FACIL ITY:  THE REGIONAL TRAFFIC  OPERATIONS CENTER 

The Regional Traffic Operations Center (RTOC) is a Monroe County-owned facility that is home to 
both Monroe County and NYSDOT Region 4 traffic operations personnel, as well as NYSDOT 
Region 4 traffic signal maintenance and ITS groups.  Additionally, a State Police barracks is housed 
at the facility, providing a complementary incident management and emergency response 
capability. The Greater Rochester International Airport operations group is also co-located at the 
RTOC, allowing for additional multi-modal transportation and security coordination. The facility is a 
physical manifestation of tactical interagency coordination, and provides a host of practical benefits 
when key operations personnel can “rub shoulders” on a day-to-day basis under one roof. 
 
The development of RTOC was a key recommendation of the 1996 IMAGE plan. The facility is 
widely recognized for its value in promoting interagency coordination and improving regional traffic 
operations on a tangible level.  Moreover, it is material evidence of the region’s success in 
executing the strategic recommendations of that plan. 
 

1 .2 .4  THE PROJECT CHAMPIONS 

In the current ad hoc environment, implementation of new ITS and transportation operations 
initiatives rely heavily on project champions – i.e., lead deployment agencies and individual project 
advocates within those agencies.  While the TMC, regional ITS planning documents, and collegial 
atmosphere are supportive of interagency coordination, policy, engineering, and funding decisions 
are ultimately executed at the agency level. 

Of particular note, a former Director of the Monroe County DOT, played a significant role in bringing 
earmarked federal ITS funds to the region in the 1990’s and was a critical champion in realizing 
technology deployment at the level seen today.  Similarly, other individuals currently active in the 
TMC serve as advocates for interagency collaboration both regionally and within their respective 
organizations. 

 



F I N A L  R E P O R T  
GREATER ROCHESTER TRANSPORTATION OPERATIONS AND MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATION FEASIBILITY STUDY 

 

March 2006 Page 5 

 

1.3 National Perspectives on Coordinated Transportation System 
Management 

1.3 .1  BACKGROUND 

U.S. surface transportation policy is in the midst of a decades-long migration from the capacity 
building mindset of the Interstate Highway Program to a focus on increasing transportation system 
efficiency and performance.  In cities of the post-industrial Northeast in particular, the challenge of 
accommodating increasing vehicle miles traveled with essentially static roadway capacity is being 
addressed through concepts such as multi-modalism, managed growth, transportation demand 
management (TDM), and transportation system management (TSM). 
 
The emergence of Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) in the mid- to late-1990s has provided 
the transportation community with new tools to address the challenges of this new era.  While the 
technologies were often viewed initially as solutions in themselves, ITS deployment experience has 
shown that how those technologies are used, by whom, and for what purpose are critical 
determinants of their effectiveness.  ITS tools are enabling technologies that support real-time 
transportation management and interagency collaboration on a level unprecedented just a few 
years ago. 
 

1 .3 .2  BENEFITS OF INTERAGENCY OPERATIONS COORDINATION 

The benefits of interagency coordination of transportation operations and ITS deployment are well 
understood and substantiated by performance data from across the country.2  A few of the better 
known motivations for coordination include: 
 

• Faster roadway incident detection and response, resulting in reduced delay to travelers; 
 

• Increased cost-effectiveness of ITS deployment through shared infrastructure costs and 
greater functionality; 
 

• Coordination of traffic management across jurisdictional boundaries, increasing effective 
roadway capacity; 
 

• Improved operation and coordination of multi-modal transportation systems; 
 

• Better and more available real-time information, increasing satisfaction for the traveling 
public and supporting inter-agency coordination;  
 

• Improved public safety and security through surveillance, emergency response, and 
transportation infrastructure management; and 
 

• Development and implementation of a shared, regional, interagency vision for transportation 
system operation. 

 
In metropolitan areas all across the country, the process for developing Regional ITS Architectures 
has demonstrated the benefits of interagency coordination, whether pertaining to ITS projects or 

                                                      
2 The USDOT ITS Joint Program Office (JPO) maintains an extensive database concerning ITS deployments 
(http://www.its.dot.gov/index.htm) . In addition to data about ITS deployments, the database also documents benefits and costs of different 
types of projects. Documentation about the benefits of ITS integration, specifically, can be found at 
http://www.benefitcost.its.dot.gov/its/benecost.nsf/ByLink/IntegrationLinks  
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any other type of initiative. Many participating agencies found that they benefited from the 
structured interaction with their partners in planning, operations, and/or management. Where 
interagency relationships have not existed or where they have been informal, the process has 
helped to cement linkages through the development of operational concepts and memoranda of 
understanding or agreement. 

1 .3 .3  INTERAGENCY COLLABORATION IN  FEDERAL AND STATE TRANSPORTATION POLICY 

The profile of interagency collaboration for technology deployment and real-time transportation 
operations management has been increasing in recent years at all levels of transportation policy 
and investment. The Federal migration towards more systematic, interagency coordination and ITS 
implementation is reflected in the past several transportation reauthorizations: 
 

• Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA, 1991): Encouraged the 
development of ITS as a transportation system management tool and promoted the 
development of regional ITS early deployment plans (EDPs); 

 
• Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21, 1998): Required the development of 

Regional ITS Architectures to foster streamlined, collaborative, and multi-functional ITS 
deployment.  Subsequent FHWA/FTA rule/policy-making stipulated that all ITS projects 
using federal funding be consistent with this regional vision for ITS service delivery; 

 
• Safe, Accountable, Flexible and Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 

(SAFETEA-LU, 2005): Strengthens existing requirements to improve operational efficiency 
of existing transportation infrastructure. The legislation requires MPO Long Range 
Transportation Plans to include operational and management strategies that improve the 
performance of the existing transportation facilities to relieve vehicular congestion and 
maximize the safety and mobility of people and goods.  SAFETEA-LU also mandates new 
statutory requirements for Congestion Management Systems (CMS) planning that 
emphasizes increased efficiency of existing infrastructure.  

 
Another major new system management component of SAFETEA-LU is the “Real-Time 
System Management Information Program.”  According to preliminary FHWA guidance on 
the provision, the program “will establish a real-time system management information 
program to provide, in all States, the capability to monitor, in real-time, the traffic and travel 
conditions of the major highways of the U.S. and to share that information to improve the 
security of the transportation system, address congestion problems, support improved 
response to weather events and surface transportation incidents, and facilitate national and 
regional highway traveler information.”  This program suggests an increased emphasis on 
not only transportation system efficiency and performance, but also the ability to link this 
with performance planning and traveler information systems. 

At the state level, NYSDOT has undertaken an organizational overhaul under an initiative that is 
known as “Transformation.” One outcome of this effort has been the creation of four divisions, one 
of which is the Statewide Transportation Policy and Strategy Division. Serving the role of an 
“integrator,” staff within this division will work with partners such as MPOs in areas where different 
issues, such as planning and operations, intersect. 

Transformation has been a multi-year project and it is described with significant uncertainty by 
transportation professionals throughout the state. Nonetheless, it is inevitably going to have a 
significant influence on the way NYSDOT personnel do business and, therefore, how NYSDOT 
interacts with its partners at each level of government. Transformation is also identifying organizing 
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principles, such as inter-regional trade and tourism corridors, and promoting statewide policies, 
such as “fix it first.” 

1.3 .4  REGIONAL APPROACHES TO SYSTEM MANAGEMENT AND ITS  COLLABORATION 

As national transportation policy has shifted from infrastructure construction to system preservation 
and operational efficiency, regions face new challenges that necessitate revisiting long-standing 
coordination activities and day-to-day responsibilities.  For example, ITS often introduces new 
requirements for interagency coordination in order to achieve its intended benefits.  “Off line” or 
“paper” relationships may evolve into “real-time” and “electronic” ones.  There are also new 
regional-scale ITS service delivery needs that require coordination across jurisdictional 
boundaries—for example, the implementation of a regional emergency vehicle traffic signal pre-
emption or arterial management system. 

Nationally, the response to the need for increased ITS coordination has been varied in both 
motivation and structure.  A number of regions, including Greater Rochester, have established ad 
hoc structures to promote information exchange and to coordinate the activities of multiple actors at 
the local, regional, and state levels.  Others regions have established more formalized, legal 
organizations to accomplish this function – NITTEC in Buffalo and TRANSCOM in New York City 
being two in-state examples.   

The approach taken by individual regions is typically a legacy of particular local circumstances, 
including major ITS project deployments, regional ITS architecture development, special events, 
Homeland Security, or particular needs (e.g., Rochester’s desire to improve freeway incident 
management through the TMC). 

However, as public expectations for transportation system efficiency increase, ITS deployment and 
operations become increasingly integrated across jurisdictional boundaries, and operations 
performance becomes a metric against which transportation investment is planned and evaluated, 
regions must evaluate the ability of their existing institutional framework to deliver against this 
evolving set of requirements. 

1 .3 .5  FEDERAL FRAMEWORK FOR TRANSPORTATION OPERATIONS COLLABORATION AND 
COORDINATION 

A recent FHWA Office of Operations report3 provides a framework for evaluating transportation 
operations collaboration and coordination in a given region.  The report cites five components of a 
successful regional collaboration and coordination model: Organizational Approaches (Structure), 
Processes, Products, Resources, and Performance. 

Each of these components can be implemented across a spectrum of formality depending upon 
specific regional requirements, as illustrated in the figures accompanying each bullet below: 

 

 

 

                                                      
3 FHWA Office of Operations, Regional Transportation Operations Collaboration and Cooperation: A Primer for Working Together to Improve 
Transportation Safety, Reliability and Security 
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• Organizational Approaches (structure of interagency relationships, policies, and institutions); 

Less Formal More Formal

Organizational
Approaches

Ad Hoc 
arrangements 
based on near-
term issues and 
personal 
relationships and 
interests

Informal working 
groups that meet 
regularly to 
address topics of 
regional 
significance

Formally 
established joint 
working group with 
assigned 
responsibilities

Funded entities 
with full-time staff 
and well-defined 
responsibilities 
related to 
collaboration

Legal entities with 
dedicated 
resources, 
authorities, and 
governing boards 
that represent 
agencies and 
jurisdictions

 
 
 

Figure 1-1: Range of Organizational Approaches4 
 
 
 

• Processes (activities that enable regions to achieve a mutual agenda); 

Less Formal

Processes

Coordinating

- Informal information sharing
- Common use of terms
- Coordinated actions
- Coordinated service delivery

Cooperating

- Regional information sharing
- Regional performance 
  measurement
- Regional operating policy
  development
- Regional ITS architecture
  development

Collaborating

- Sharing regional operations
   vision
- Formal operating partnerships
- Integration and interoperability
  planning
- Joint project development
- Shared use of resources

 
 

Figure 1-2: Range of Process Interactions:5 

                                                      
4 Adapted from FHWA Office of Operations, Regional Transportation Operations Collaboration and Cooperation: A Primer for Working 
Together to Improve Transportation Safety, Reliability and Security 
5 ibid. 
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• Products (the outcomes of carrying out Processes); 

Less Formal More Formal

Products

Informal

- Ad hoc reports and databases
- Loosely coordinated project
  plans and operating schedules
- Ad hoc regional meeting (e.g.,
 task force or working group) with
 agenda and minutes

Cooperating

- Regional information 
  repositories
- Regional performance metrics
  and assessments
- Regional operating policy
  agreements
- Regional concept of operations
- Regional ITS architecture

Collaborating

- Shared regional operations
  vision statement
- Formal agreements among 
  institutional partners
- A regional operations
  improvement agenda
- Integration and interoperability
  standards and protocols
- Joint project plans
- Joint budgets and resource 
  plans

 
 

Figure 1-3: Range of Products6 
 
 

• Resources (cash, personnel, facilities, and equipment used to carry out collaboration and 
coordination); and 

Less Formal

Resources

In Kind

- Individuals commit to periodic
  meetings to address issues of
  regional significance
- Agencies assign staff members
  and other resources (equipment,
  facilities) to support collaboration 
  efforts on an ongoing basis

Pooled Resources

- Jurisdictions and public and 
  private organizations pool funds, 
  people, assets, and other 
  resources to sustain collaboration
- Agencies and jurisdictions commit
  resources (people, assets) to be 
  used in regional operating 
  activities (e.g., mutual assistance 
  activities)

Funded Entity

- Jurisdictions and public and 
  private organizations allocate 
  funds to support a regional entity
  responsible for regional
  collaboration
- Entities are formed and funded
  to own and operate assets (e.g., 
  transit systems, maintenance 
  vehicles, emergency response 
  assets) on behalf of multiple 
  jurisdictions

 
 
 

Figure 1-4: Range of Resource Strategies7 
                                                      
6 Ibid. 
7 ibid. 
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• Performance (the ability to monitor the success of coordination and collaboration against a set 

of transportation, safety, security, environmental, etc. objectives). 

Less Formal

Resource
Strategies

Component Level

- Failure Rates
- Readiness
- Capacity
- Coverage (e.g., motorist
  assistance or call boxes)

Function Level

- On-time arrival rate
- Average point-to-point delay time
- Ridership statistics

System Level

- Customer satisfaction
- Total average delay
- Incident rates

More Formal

 
 

Figure 1-5: Range of Metrics and Measures of Performance8 
 
 

While the report acknowledges that each region needs to identify its own path towards improved 
interagency collaboration and coordination, the authors emphasize that, in general, increased 
formalization of interagency relationships generally leads to better collaboration.  This is because 
formalized relationships are most likely to overcome institutional inertia and “stove-piping” to 
develop a singular regional vision for transportation operations, implement a regional Concept of 
Operations, focus adequate resources, and “mainstream” mutual interests into existing 
transportation planning, programming, evaluation, and funding processes.   

While the report suggests that regions will eventually migrate toward formalization of these five 
resources, such decisions must be based upon an evaluation of the function and effectiveness of 
existing interagency relationships in any given region.   

1.4 Study Methodology 

1.4 .1  APPROACH 

This study does not assume that formalization of institutional relationships, as discussed in the 
preceding section, is an imminent and foregone conclusion in Greater Rochester.  The members of 
the Steering Committee have expressed the sentiment that regional transportation management 
collaboration generally works well in Greater Rochester.  By evaluating how existing interagency 
relationships are likely to serve future needs, the region is assuming a proactive posture for future 
ITS planning, deployment, evaluation, and funding opportunities. 

The primary objective of the project team is to foster consensus among members of the Steering 
Committee (and, by association, the TMC) regarding the future of interagency coordination in the 
region. Included in this is the identification of short- and long-range strategies that are drawn from 
lessons learned locally and from other regions in the country. Noting the history of the TMC, this 

                                                      
8 ibid. 
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report places an emphasis on evolutionary, rather than revolutionary, options that offer benefits to 
the committee and to the region.  

To facilitate this approach, the study synthesizes information received from several primary 
sources: 

• Guidance and background information from the project Steering Committee; 

• Input from other stakeholders involved in regional transportation and incident management; 

• Existing plans, reports, and documents collected by the project team; 

• Peer region interviews and background information; and 

• Research and policy documents articulating national policy and highlighting best practices. 

The project involved a multi-step process of information collection, synthesis, and reporting as 
illustrated in Figure 1-6 and discussed below. 
 

• Steering Committee Input: Background, Objectives, and Outcomes – At the outset of 
the study, the project team convened a kick-off meeting with the Steering Committee to 
review the project scope, methodology, and outcomes.  Of particular interest to the project 
team was using the opportunity to understand the expectations of each participating agency 
for the study, and to begin to construct an understanding of the existing institutional 
dynamic in the region. 

 
• Identify and Review Background Documentation – The project team reviewed existing 

documentation provided by the Steering Committee members as well as Transportation 
Management Committee meeting agendas.  This activity provided insight into existing ITS 
policies, practices, and institutional organization in Greater Rochester.  

 
• Regional Stakeholder Interviews – The project team conducted one-on-one interviews 

with each of the Steering Committee member agencies as well as other agencies involved 
in transportation and/or emergency management in the Greater Rochester region. These 
interviews offered a chance for the project team to gain a more in-depth comprehension of 
the roles and responsibilities of agencies and individuals in ITS coordination and system 
operations, as well as the needs, concerns, motivations, and opportunities perceived by 
each interviewee. A majority of these interviews were conducted during a site visit by the 
project team on October 19 and 20, 2005; follow-up interviews were conducted by 
telephone at other times. 

 
• Review National Policy and Best Practices – In parallel with the Greater Rochester 

stream of activity, the project team identified and reviewed national research, policy 
guidance, and examples of best practices in ITS institutional coordination.  Of particular 
note is the FHWA report, Making the Case for Regional Transportation Operations 
Collaboration and Coordination discussed above and elsewhere in this document. 
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Steering Committee Input:
Background, Objectives, and Outcomes

Identify and Review Background 
Documentation

Regional Stakeholder Interviews

Review National Policy 
and Best Practices

Peer Region Research and
Stakeholder Interviews

Synthesis of Findings and 
Definition of Themes

Review Findings 
with Steering Committee

Document Findings and 
Recommendations

Greater Rochester
Experience

National and Peer 
Region Experiences

 
 

Figure 1-6 Study Methodology 
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• Peer Region Research and Stakeholder Interviews – Following the review of national 
best practices, the project team worked with GTC to select peer regions from both within 
New York State and around the country.  Criteria for selection included similarity to the 
Greater Rochester region (e.g., population, climate, transportation system) as well as a 
representation of diverse approaches to interagency ITS coordination.  The selected peer 
regions were:  Syracuse, NY; Buffalo, NY; Allentown, PA; Milwaukee, WI; Hartford, CT; and 
Columbus, OH.  Additional information on the peer region interviews is included in Chapter 
2. 

 
• Synthesis of Findings and Definition of Themes – The project team drew together 

observations and lessons learned from both Greater Rochester and the national/peer city 
experience to identify themes and central issues related to interagency coordination needs, 
responsibilities, and best practices.  These are summarized in Chapters 2 and 3 of this 
report. 

 
• Review Findings with Steering Committee – Preliminary project findings were presented 

to the project Steering Committee and other invited regional stakeholders in a roundtable 
discussion facilitated by the project team.  The roundtable also included an executive 
summary presentation by John Mason, a six-term Mayor of Fairfax, Virginia and a 
consultant to FHWA’s Office of Operations, about the Administration’s recent initiatives on 
interagency coordination for ITS planning and operations. 

• Document Findings and Recommendations – This Final Report documents the project 
team’s findings and recommendations, incorporating Steering Committee feedback on the 
draft document and the roundtable discussion described above. 

 

1 .4 .2  PROJECT T IMELINE AND MILESTONES 

This study began in August 2005 and was completed in March 2006.  The following is a summary of 
major project milestones: 

Project Initiation Conference Call August 31, 2005 
 

Project Kick-Off Meeting September 15, 2005 
 

Peer Region Interviews September – November, 2005 
 

On-Site Stakeholder Interviews October 19-20, 2005 
 

Stakeholder Follow-Up October-November, 2005 
 

Submission of Draft Final Report to Steering 
Committee 
 

November 23, 2005 
 

Stakeholder Roundtable Discussion and 
FHWA Operations Coordination Presentation 

November 30, 2005 
 
 

Submission of Final Report to Steering 
Committee 

March 2006 
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1 .4 .3  STEERING COMMITTEE 

The project was directed by a Steering Committee comprised of the following individuals 
representing regional, municipal, and state agencies: 
 

Genesee Transportation Council 
Richard Perrin, AICP, Executive Director 
Erik Frisch, Program Manager (Study Project Manager) 

 
City of Rochester 

John Thomas, Transportation Specialist 
 
Monroe County Department of Transportation 

Terrence Rice, PE,  Director 
James Pond, PE, PTOE, Associate Traffic Engineer 

 
New York State Department of Transportation 

Joan Dupont, PE, Regional Planning Program Manager, Region 4 
James Willer, PE, Manager, Regional Traffic Operations Center, Region 4 

 
New York State Thruway Authority 

George White, Traffic Supervisor 
 

Rochester-Genesee Regional Transportation Authority (RGRTA) 
David Cook, VP Purchasing and Grants Administration 
Chip Walker, Project Manager 
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2. RESEARCH FINDINGS 

2.1 Introduction 
Federal policy, in particular, has placed increasing emphasis on regional interagency relationships 
in recent years. ISTEA (1991) introduced a new approach for coordinating regional transportation 
planning, centered on the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). Under TEA-21 (1998) and 
now SAFETEA-LU (2005), the role of operations and ITS coordination has continued to expand. 

However, whereas MPOs have a federal mandate to coordinate regional transportation planning, 
there is no designated regional leader regarding transportation system operations, leaving each 
region to find its own way of creating the appropriate and relevant institutional linkages. Nationally, 
a number of best practices and innovations have emerged from these diverse regional experiences 
in response to local needs and institutional structures. 

Confronting this circumstance as an opportunity, this study was undertaken with a dual purpose: to 
understand the perspectives of key stakeholders within the Rochester region and to understand the 
vantage point of peer regions that have taken different approaches to addressing the same issue. 
This chapter includes brief descriptions of each of the surveyed regions, identifying the core of their 
ITS planning experience, their organizational approach, and finally the key challenges or obstacles 
faced along the way. This information provides the foundation for Chapter Three, in which we 
present five themes concerning effective interagency efforts. 

2.2 Analysis of Peer Regions 
In consultation with the steering committee and staff of the Genesee Transportation Council, the 
project team identified four regions outside of New York State to use as peers for this project. The 
steering committee noted a few important criteria for selecting the peers, such as population size 
and climate. Members also noted unique local attributes to consider, such as the location of the 
Thruway south of the City of Rochester.  

Based on this dialogue, the project team collected information on and interviewed individuals from 
the following peer cities:  

• Allentown, Pennsylvania 

• Hartford, Connecticut 

• Columbus, Ohio 

• Milwaukee, Wisconsin 

In addition, to get a better understanding of circumstances specific to New York State, the team 
also conducted interviews in Buffalo and Syracuse, two upstate cities that are comparable to 
Rochester in many respects. 

In each location, a member of the MPO staff who deals specifically with operations and/or ITS was 
contacted for a telephone interview. In some cases, follow-up interviews were conducted with 
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secondary references, such as the state DOT.   Contact information for peer region interviewees is 
included in the Appendix. 

2.3 Peer Regions 

2.3 .1  ALLENTOWN,  PENNSYLVANIA  

Allentown, Pennsylvania is located in a region known as the 
Lehigh Valley, north of the Philadelphia metropolitan area. The 
region is bisected east-west by both Interstate 78 and US 
Route 22. It is not uncommon for residents of the eastern 
section of the MPO planning area, which is adjacent to New 
Jersey, to use I-78 to commute to Manhattan. Interstate 476 
carries traffic north-south through eastern Pennsylvania, 
connecting with the major highways in the Philadelphia area to 
the south and Interstate 80 to the north. 

2.3.1.1 ITS Planning Experience 

The Allentown region’s most significant experience with ITS 
deployment pertains to a major overhaul of one of the principal 
east-west limited access arterials, US-22. After the region was 
told by the Federal Highway Administration that capacity 
expansion was out of the question, the district office of the 
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) 
decided instead to overhaul the highway. Recognizing the 
significant impact of such a massive construction project, 
PennDOT and its partners decided to employ a variety of 
Intelligent Transportation Systems to help mitigate traffic 
impacts during the rehabilitation. These deployments included 
ramp meters, variable message signs, and queue detection 
that was linked to a web-based user interface.   

Because the construction often resulted in traffic detours onto 
local streets, the project required extensive coordination with 
local signal control operations. Significantly, US-22 carries 
mostly local traffic, whereas the parallel I-78 carries the 
through traffic. One implication of this was that they could 
count on local drivers to find optimal detour routes based on local familiarity with the region’s 
secondary roadway network. 

While PennDOT is the primary sponsor of freeway ITS and ITS planning, the regional planning 
commission (Lehigh Valley Planning Commission, or LVPC) has initiated a pilot project to work with 
municipalities to implement coordinated signal systems and closed loop traffic responsive signal 
systems in specific corridors.  This coordination is conducted informally on a case-by-case basis, 
often in conjunction with new development and signal infrastructure. All traffic signals in the region 
are municipally-owned, so this activity fills a crucial void at the corridor/region level.  There is 
currently not a systematic, region wide initiative to coordinate traffic signal operations at the regional 
level to optimize corridor performance or incident management. 

Population: 600,000 

Key Infrastructure: I-78, US-22, I-476

ITS: Ramp meters, Queue detectors, 
CCTV cameras, limited 
freestanding integrated signal 
control systems 

Lead Agency: PennDOT District 5, 
Lehigh Valley Planning 
Commission 

Organization: Bi-lateral collaboration 
between DOT and MPO 

Key Challenges: Attracting additional 
stakeholders, including local 
municipalities responsible for traffic 
signal operations. 

ALLENTOWN, PA
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2.3.1.2 Organizational Approach 

Interagency ITS coordination efforts to date have largely been project-driven and temporary in 
nature. PennDOT’s district office and the Lehigh Valley Planning Commission are the two primary 
stakeholders with regard to the ITS programs in the area. They worked closely with each other 
during the US-22 project, and PennDOT’s project manager utilized some of the same committees 
that had been created and formalized following the region’s ITS early deployment planning (EDP) 
effort in 1996.  

The MPO, State Police, Chamber of Commerce, PennDOT, and the Transit Authority, were 
represented on the ITS Steering and Technical Committees by executives and staff, respectively. 
Notably, an MOU was developed for the executive-level Steering Committee after it had been 
working together on the EDP for about a year but the project was completed shortly thereafter and 
the group stopped meeting.  

According to one participant, one key fact was that many of the same stakeholders had worked 
together on the early deployment plan and shared a desire to “keep it going” after the EDP was 
complete. While the major regional stakeholders maintained their interest, it seems that the earlier 
experience helped pave the way for the US-22 effort, especially because so much of it involved 
cooperating with local agencies on detours. 

2.3.1.3 Challenges and Lessons Learned 

For better or worse, interagency coordination in the Lehigh Valley mainly involves only the MPO 
and the district office of PennDOT. Fortunately, these two agencies maintain a good working 
relationship, especially as embodied in the staff representative from each. One illustrative example 
occurred when PennDOT wanted funding to deploy more CCTV cameras on the highway network 
and members of the MPO board wanted a highway service patrol operation put in place. Seen as a 
fair trade, both sides were satisfied. 

Both individuals interviewed for this study mentioned the difficulty of engaging other participants in 
the process.  Because of the local municipal control of traffic signals, this is an impediment to 
implementation of regional corridor management strategies  As one would expect, local 
stakeholders are eager to participate when there is an explicitly relevant matter. Data sharing has 
been something that several stakeholders have expressed interest in and some of the deployments, 
as well as the focus of the regional ITS architecture development process, reflect this. Data sharing 
in the Allentown region has included the deployment of cameras on the roadway network and the 
collection of traffic data from the loop detectors. 

2 .3 .2  HARTFORD,  CONNECTICUT 

Hartford, the capital of Connecticut and the state’s second largest city, has a metropolitan area 
population of approximately 1.2 million people.  Two major interstates in southern New England 
converge in downtown Hartford, Interstates 84 and 91. These routes are major through routes 
between the Boston and New York metropolitan areas.  Numerous radial arterial corridors connect 
the city with adjacent communities representing a mixture of local (town) and state jurisdiction.  
There are no county-level transportation planning or operating entities. The Capital Region Council 
of Governments (CRCOG) is the MPO for the Hartford area. 
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2.3.2.1 ITS Planning Experience 

In 1997, an ITS Strategic Plan was developed for the greater 
Hartford area, representing the first formal ITS planning initiative in 
the region.  The creation of this document was led by the 
Connecticut Department of Transportation (ConnDOT), the major 
early adopter of ITS technology in the state.  

ConnDOT has led the other major ITS planning initiative in the 
region: the development of the Regional ITS Architecture.  
However, this effort was conducted in close collaboration with 
CRCOG, two other Regional Planning Agencies, and a host of 
other regional stakeholders.  The vision of ConnDOT is to create 
one seamless statewide architecture from this document, rather 
than creating discrete regional architectures for regions that have 
close operational linkages in this compact state. 

The MPO has undertaken the development of a Congestion 
Management System (CMS) for the region.  Through this process, 
GPS vehicle probes are used to collect arterial traffic performance 
data in select corridors during peak periods. Signal timing 
coordination occurs at the municipal level, with the City of Hartford 
operating a freestanding traffic management center (distinct from 
ConnDOT’s).  Occasionally the MPO will act as a facilitator 
between municipalities and ConnDOT on a variety of issues. 

2.3.2.2 Organizational Approach 

In general, ConnDOT is dominant in ITS planning and operations 
given the small size of the state and its extensive ITS deployments in greater Hartford and 
elsewhere in the state.  Much of the state operates as a single mega-region, and thus it makes 
sense to develop ITS strategy and policy at the statewide level.  Most ConnDOT ITS activity is 
focused on the regional freeway network at the present time. 

Given Connecticut’s congested transportation network, transportation system efficiency and 
incident management are both high-profile issues in the state.  In 2000, a high-level Transportation 
Strategy Board (TSB) was appointed by the legislature to address transportation issues deemed to 
be of critical importance to economic development and quality of life in the state. In 2003, the TSB 
established a permanent statewide Task Force to address incident management issues.   This 
action created a supportive atmosphere and high-level stakeholder endorsement for the 
transportation system management activities of CRCOG and its counterparts across the state. 

In parallel to ConnDOT’s ITS deployment activity, however, there is significant investment in 
Homeland Security and emergency preparedness that is led by a separate but related set of public 
safety stakeholders on issues such as regional radio interoperability.  CRCOG is playing a central 
role as a regional facilitator on the emergency preparedness front and in the related area of 
roadway incident management in the Hartford area. 

Nonetheless, CRCOG remains extremely active in ITS planning in the region. Their participation 
was critical in the formation of an Incident Management Steering Committee (a recommendation of 
the Strategic Plan) for the greater Hartford area, composed of public safety, towing, transportation, 
and planning agencies.  CRCOG provides staff support for the Committee and sets the agenda for 
its meetings. 

Population: 1.2 Million 

Key Infrastructure: I-84, I-91 

ITS: Traffic Management Center, 
CCTV, VMS, HAR, Incident 
Detection 

Lead Agency: Connecticut DOT 

Organization: Hartford-area Incident 
Management Steering Committee;  

Key Challenges: Difficulty 
implementing regional radio 
system; reconciling transportation 
and homeland security objectives 

HARTFORD, CT
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Another example where the MPO served as the champion is with the Congestion Management 
Program, in combination with two other planning regions.  This initiative used GPS probes to collect 
congestion data, collected ConnDOT traffic detector information, and used a regional transportation 
model to interpret the raw data. 

2.3.2.3 Challenges/Obstacles Faced 

In addition to incident management, homeland security has emerged as a major impetus to act 
regionally.  This has led to substantial coordination on emergency response coordination, disaster 
planning, mutual aid agreements, and technology interoperability.   From this perspective, 
transportation is perceived as an emergency support function rather than incident management 
supporting transportation.  This can create challenges in the definition of project needs and 
coordination among disparate federal, regional, and statewide initiatives that directly or tangentially 
impact ITS deployment. 

Not all attempts to address regional collaboration needs have progressed smoothly.  Recognizing 
the need to address radio communications interoperability, the Incident Management Steering 
Committee proposed a regional radio system that failed to overcome technological and institutional 
obstacles. 

2 .3 .3  COLUMBUS,  OHIO 

The Mid-Ohio Regional Planning Commission (MORPC, the 
MPO) covers 2 full and 2 partial counties that are home to 1.2 
million people and includes Columbus, which sits in the cross-
hairs of Interstates 70 (east-west) and 71 (north-south). There is 
a significant amount of growth in the region, making Delaware 
County the 10th fastest growing county in the United States over 
the last decade. 

2.3.3.1 ITS Planning Experience 

While Columbus’ deployment of ITS is not untypical of other 
regions (e.g., CCTV, CAD/AVL, etc.), there is a notable trend of 
interagency collaboration in the region over the last decade, 
even before TEA-21 emphasized the importance of coordination 
and prompted the later development of regional architectures.  

The focus of the ITS program has included linkages between 
transportation and emergency response agencies, between the 
Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) and transit agency’s 
operations centers, and in creating a freeway management 
system. The latter of which has involved substantial investment 
in cameras on the highway network, which play a 
complementary role to the city’s coordinated signal system. In 
fact, it was the enthusiasm of a city engineer that led to the 
design and creation of the system, even though it primarily 
covers freeways and arterials under state jurisdiction. 

Another notable ITS initiative in Columbus is the linking of 
snowplows from the City’s DPW fleet with the transit agency. The installation of AVL equipment on 
the snowplows and the sharing of this data with the Central Ohio Transit Authority (COTA) has 
allowed coordinated operations between the two agencies. 

Population: 1.2 Million 

Key Infrastructure: I-70, I-71 

ITS: Freeway Management System, 
CCTV Cameras, AVL, City of 
Columbus traffic signal 
management system 

Lead Agency: Mid-Ohio Regional 
Planning Commission 

Organization: Transportation 
Management Committee and sub-
committees on traffic, transit and 
emergency management 

Key Challenges: Sustaining 
commitment 

COLUMBUS, OH
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MORPC is leading a regional initiative to improve signal coordination in cooperation with its city, 
county, and transit partners.  The objective is to improve regional signal operations through 
equipment modernization and implementation of an open architecture.9 

2.3.3.2 Organizational Approach 

The rather intense interagency coordination that can be seen in Columbus began in the mid-1990s 
with the early deployment plan initiated by the MPO.  This plan came to be known as the ITS 
Consensus Building Plan. The effort required 18 months of work by two full time planners, much of 
that time spent understanding who the participants were in order to ensure inclusiveness. 

The MPO established a Transportation Management Committee whose 30 members met every 
other month. In support of the full committee were three sub-committees: transit, traffic and 
emergency response, each of which involved 6-10 members of the full committee. The sub-
committees met on alternate months and in general had non-overlapping membership. When this 
created any dislocation, MPO staff extended special invitations to other stakeholders to ensure all 
appropriate connections would occur. 

More recently, the MPO has implemented a reorganization that, among other things, created a new 
position for a Chief of Management and Operations, signalling very clearly to peer agencies that the 
MPO has a role outside of planning. According to MORPC staff, this has strengthened the agency’s 
existing good reputation as the region’s convener and facilitator. 

2.3.3.3 Challenges and Lessons Learned 

The Consensus Building Plan effort evolved into the creation of an ITS Integration Strategy, which 
was completed in 1999. There was a significant sense of accomplishment but also a substantial 
incidence of “burn-out.” Following the publication of the Integration Strategy, MPO staff found it 
difficult or impossible to convene meetings. 

When the architecture development process was undertaken in 2004, MPO staff still found it difficult 
to regenerate interest in collective meetings and, except for two workshops to go over the draft final 
architectures, the work was completed as a hub-and-spoke effort with MPO staff collecting updated 
information from each stakeholder. 

At this point in time, the MPO is concentrating on the shortage of formalized agreements, primarily 
in the form of Memoranda of Agreement (MOA), associated with joint ITS initiatives or data sharing 
opportunities. The perception shared by the MPO staff person interviewed for this study was that 
ground rules (such as producing MOAs) should have been more clearly established before the 
process began, rather than attempting to add them in mid-stream. 

This same principle was a critical issue when there was a regional effort to plan and implement a 
co-located transportation operations center (TOC), something that had been identified as a high 
priority in the 1999 Integration Strategy. After a tour of several successful TOC sites, the regional 
stakeholders spent 18 months, ultimately unsuccessfully, trying to develop an MOA for the center’s 
implementation but eventually an impasse was accepted and no progress has been made. 

2 .3 .4  MILWAUKEE,  WISCONSIN 

Milwaukee, in south-eastern Wisconsin, is the northern anchor of the Gary-Chicago-Milwaukee 
(GCM) Corridor ITS Priority Corridor.  The GCM Corridor was designated by USDOT in 1993 as a 

                                                      
9 Additional information on this signal coordination initiative may be found at www.morpc.org/web/transportation/its/ITSsignals.html.  
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test-bed for technology deployment and interagency operations coordination in the three-sate 
mega-region on the western and southern shores of Lake Michigan. It consists of 16 urbanized 
counties in Indiana, Illinois, and Wisconsin, over 2,500 miles of highway, plus the region’s transit 
and, rail, port, and aviation facilities.   The GCM corridor has 
incubated the development of several innovative large-scale ITS 
planning efforts and interagency traffic management and traveler 
information initiatives. 

The City of Milwaukee’s population is nearly 600,000 and there 
are approximately 1.7 million in the metropolitan area. Interstate 
94 is the major thoroughfare and the route that connects the city 
to Chicago, about 100 miles to the south. 

2.3.4.1 ITS Planning Experience 

As with many other topics, the region’s experience with planning 
ITS is largely driven by its location in the GCM corridor, as would 
be the case for cities located on the eastern seaboard, from 
Boston to Washington, DC. The GCM Corridor was designated 
as an ITS priority corridor in the early 1990s and that has driven 
a significant amount of the region’s deployments. Freight 
transportation is a major focus, with Chicago registering the 3rd 
largest truck volume in the United States. Congestion mitigation 
is also a major concern, as is the link between congestion and 
air pollution, with each region of the corridor dealing with non-
attainment status to some extent. 

Locally, much focus has been on evolution of the signal system and implementing coordinated 
signal control. Traffic signal control is distributed among local, county, and state jurisdictions, not 
atypical of many other regions.  Coordination challenges on the arterial streets even has a multi-
modal dimension—the City of Milwaukee has deployed signal prioritization systems but, for 
example, the transit agency has not included the associated technology on their new buses.  

A freeway management plan was developed in the 80’s and ramp metering has been an important 
facet of the plan’s implementation. Efforts to expand metering beyond the central business district 
have met with mixed success. More recently, the focus has shifted to incident management and to 
improving coordination among the many local jurisdictions associated with the region’s several 
significant corridors. 

2.3.4.2 Organizational Approach 

Through the designated GCM corridor, there is a long standing institutional structure for 
coordination of various kinds of efforts, especially transportation issues. The core group includes 
the DOTs of all three states (i.e., Wisconsin, Illinois, and Indiana), the major city transportation, 
transit and planning agencies, FHWA, FTA and also some private-sector consultants.  In all, there 
are over 700 individual members including approximately 70 public, private or community 
organizations. There is an executive director and a consultant staff that coordinates the various 
committees and other functions of the association. 

One of the GCM initiatives is called the Traffic Incident Management Enhancement (TIME) project. 
This group has meetings monthly and draws transportation operators and emergency responders 
from throughout the corridor. The TIME meetings have provided the primary venue for addressing 

Population: 1.7 Million 

Key Infrastructure: I-94, I-43 

ITS: Gary-Chicago-Milwaukee (GCM) 
ITS Priority Corridor; Ramp 
Metering, Travel Time 
Measurement, Freeway ATMS 

Lead Agency: GCM Committees 

Organization: Multi-state GCM 
Committees and Task Forces 

Key Challenges: Stimulating interest 
in ITS planning at MPO level

MILWAUKEE, WI
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issues such as interoperability, which is critical with such a large and diverse set of member 
organizations.  

In addition to the “super-regional” approach of the GCM organization, there is also a Wisconsin-
based initiative called the Integrated Corridor Operations Project (ICOP), which is focused on 
achieving coordination among the many stakeholders associated with a specific corridor. An 
emphasis has been placed on signal integration as an effective focal point for the broad and diverse 
stakeholder set that exists in any corridor. 

2.3.4.3 Challenges and Lessons Learned 

In discussions with the Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission (SEWRPC, the 
MPO), the primary concern seemed to imply that there is a saturation problem wherein the relevant 
stakeholders are so involved in organizations such as the GCM corridor, TIME, and ICOP, that it is 
hard to get them actively engaged in an exercise at the regional level. 

For example, the MPO has recently tried to convene a working group to help develop the ITS 
component of the next regional Long Range Transportation Plan. The initial meeting and one 
follow-up had only moderate attendance and enthusiasm was apparently very low. The MPO is 
concerned about getting adequate input because it is trying to develop an idea for creating a subset 
of the metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) that would include only operations-
related projects. In part this would enable operations projects to be evaluated on a separate set of 
criteria and there is the possibility of dedicating a certain amount of funds to this category. In part, 
the MPO staff heard that the lack of interest reflected a view that, with so little funding available, 
operators had trouble thinking about what they might want to implement many years down the line. 

2 .3 .5  BUFFALO,  NEW YORK 

Buffalo, just 75 miles west of Rochester, is New York’s second 
largest city with approximately 300,000 and 1.1 million in the 
metropolitan area (slightly larger than Rochester). A defining 
characteristic of Buffalo is that it shares an international border to 
the west with Niagara Region, Ontario. As a result of this location, 
many activities that occur in the region take on not only a multi-
jurisdictional aspect, but an international dimension as well.  

2.3.5.1 ITS Planning Experience 

The centerpiece of Buffalo’s experience with ITS is the Niagara 
International Transportation Technology Coalition, or NITTEC. 
With 14 member agencies from both sides of the border, the traffic 
operations center that NITTEC has established is particularly 
comprehensive. NITTEC has also deployed an extensive network 
of CCTV cameras, dynamic message signs, weather sensors 
(RWIS), and other technologies.  Traffic signal jurisdiction is 
divided among state, county, and municipal entities and is not 
integrated regionally under the NITTEC umbrella. 

The region’s position straddling the US-Canadian border 
necessitates a degree of interagency transportation coordination 
that is uncharacteristic of most metropolitan areas, even multi-
state ones.  NITTEC is a practical response by stakeholders to 
pool resources, coordinate technology investments, plan 

Population: 1.1 million 

Key Infrastructure: I-90, Border 
Crossings 

ITS: Traffic Management Center, 
CCTV, RWIS, DMS 

Lead Agency: Niagara International 
Transportation Technology 
Coalition (NITTEC) 

Organization: A bi-national 14-
agency coalition to coordinate 
operations (NITTEC) 

Key Challenges: Linking operations 
(NITTEC) with planning (MPO) 

BUFFALO, NY
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strategically, and address system operations issues that do not respect jurisdictional boundaries. 

Of particular note is the fact that NITTEC administers a revolving technology seed program called 
the Mobility Improvement for Transportation Revolving Loan Fund.  Begun with a $5 million FHWA 
grant, the program is used to promote the deployment of ITS within the Buffalo-Niagara region. 

2.3.5.2 Organizational Approach 

Although NITTEC is the region’s notable ITS experience, the organizational approach, especially in 
relation to the MPO, is also noteworthy. NITTEC has dedicated staff and a structure of 
subcommittees that address topics such as incident management and strategic planning. In 
addition to the board, which includes representatives of the 14 member agencies, the coalition 
maintains a comprehensive list of stakeholders. 

The Greater Buffalo Niagara Regional Transportation Council (GBNRTC, the MPO), as an ex-officio 
member of NITTEC, recognizes the coalition’s unique position with respect to technical resources 
and, in particular, data. Rather than replicate the membership of NITTEC, GBNRTC has focused its 
attention on its responsibility to perform capital programming. To do this, NITTEC management and 
staff invest their time and energy into monitoring NITTEC activities so that they can identify 
initiatives that may eventually become projects in search of federal funds. As part of this effort, 
MPO staff also try to recognize important issues that should be presented to the MPO board. The 
purpose of this approach is to ensure that the board is not surprised when a project appears.  

It was noted by MPO staff that, in general, ITS projects that come before the MPO have already 
come before NITTEC’s strategic planning committee. When that happens, there is a level of comfort 
that the planning of ITS projects has been coordinated. Nonetheless, MPO staff regard the linking 
of planning and operations as something that is best accomplished by strong staff-to-staff 
relationships between NITTEC and GBNRTC. 

2.3.5.3 Challenges and Lessons Learned 

The linking of operations and planning is the main issue that the MPO is trying to address in 
Buffalo. Staff have been working on an approach that encourages project sponsors to pursue 
specific objectives, such as utilizing ITS when appropriate in conventional projects and 
communicating with other relevant agencies when developing a project concept.  

The development of the regional ITS architecture was led by NITTEC because, as explained by 
staff at the MPO, they were in the best position to identify the right person from each agency to 
attend the meetings. For both NITTEC and GBNRTC, however, getting the message communicated 
from that liaison to others at each agency, especially upper-level managers, is not always 
accomplished or accomplished well. 

Finally, it was noted in the interview that a facet of Buffalo’s culture is its isolation from Albany. The 
effect of this isolation is that agencies feel the region is relatively autonomous. As a result of this, 
agencies in the region tend to band together in the absence of external direction. This has improved 
the basic relationships between agencies and created a certain kind of trust and confidence 
between partners. 

2 .3 .6  SYRACUSE,  NEW YORK 

Syracuse, Rochester’s neighbor to the east has about 150,000 residents, with a total of 
approximately 750,000 in the metropolitan area. Interstate highways are a major defining 
characteristic of the city, with I-81 running north-south as a mainly elevated facility. I-90, the New 
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York State Thruway, traverses the region east-west but somewhat north of the downtown, while I-
690 parallels the Thruway, bisecting downtown. 

2.3.6.1 ITS Planning Experience 

Somewhat like Rochester, Syracuse’s ITS history has been largely determined by earmark funding 
provided during the 1990s. The funding was made contingent on a regionally coordinated decision 
making process and although the Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council (SMTC, the MPO), 
was not initially involved, NYSDOT ultimately sought out 
SMTC not only to participate but to lead the coordinated effort.  
Explicitly, this was an acknowledgement of the MPO’s niche 
as convener of regional dialogues, related to ITS or otherwise. 

With respect to the ITS being planned in Syracuse, a CCTV 
camera network has been growing steadily over the years and 
recently NYSDOT-Region 3 has built a new transportation 
management center (TMC). The City has a TOC that mainly 
deals with its signal system, but some view that system as 
woefully out of date.  There is no arterial management plan in 
place. 

2.3.6.2 Organizational Approach 

As noted above, coordination was initially stimulated by a 
condition placed on the federal ITS earmark given to the 
region. One ingredient in the MPO’s successful approach to 
convening stakeholders to address that need was that it had 
previously hosted some ITS training workshops, thereby 
establishing a de facto ITS stakeholder group with shared 
experiences to address questions related to strategic planning 
of ITS projects. 

More recently, NYSDOT-Region 3 has initiated a traffic 
operations working group to support the new TMC. The group 
has very strong participation by public safety agencies and 
personnel. It is focusing on topics such as detour routes off of I-81 and also incident management. 
Many of the same people who had participated on the MPO-led committee are involved in this 
working group. 

The MPO also participates in the Local Emergency Planning Committee, which it sees as important 
in the wake of the 9/11 attacks but also following the passage of SAFETEA-LU, which established 
security as its own separate planning factor. 

2.3.6.3 Challenges and Lessons Learned 

The creation of the traffic operations working group seems to be having a negative effect on the 
MPO-led coordination group, mainly because the same individuals are involved in both and the 
purposes are so similar. However, the new working group does not deal with the planning issues 
that are the MPO’s principal concern, meaning that those questions are going unanswered under 
the current arrangement. 

From the MPO’s perspective, there is considerable coordination throughout the region but there are 
also distinct signs that important opportunities are being missed. The transit agency, for example, is 

Population: 750,000 

Key Infrastructure: I-90, I-690, I-81 

ITS: CCTV, NYSDOT TMC 

Lead Agency: Syracuse Metropolitan 
Transportation Council or NYSDOT 
Region 3 

Organization: MPO-led architecture 
group; also, NYSDOT-initiated 
Traffic Operations Working Group 

Key Challenges: Overlapping 
organizational efforts; inclusion of 
the MPO beyond TIP adoption 

SYRACUSE, NY
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installing AVL and has offered the city and county an opportunity to piggyback on the 
procurement/deployment process but there has been no effective coordination. 

The MPO is also frustrated about the fact that it is almost always disregarded after projects have 
been adopted and put on the TIP. Because much of the coordination occurs after the programming 
stage, this limits SMTC’s ability to assume its well-recognized position as facilitator. At best, in 
some circumstances, MPO staff interviewed for this study said that they feel “they have a voice, but 
not a say” in the proceedings. 

2.4 Conclusion 
This sampling of six peer regions illustrates that organizational approaches can be as diverse as 
the settings in which they are found, and are often shaped by needs, emergent leadership, and 
institutional precedents. From the very formal (NITTEC) to the wholly personal (Allentown), from 
large scale (GCM) to moderate (Syracuse), and across other ranges, one can immediately 
recognize that circumstances and history can be major determinants. Nonetheless, some trends 
and patterns emerge and in Chapter Three, five themes are presented regarding effective 
organizational strategies. 
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3. THEMES 

3.1 Introduction 
By conducting interviews with four regions outside New York and two within, the project team 
obtained a sample of organizational approaches to the coordination of ITS planning and 
implementation. Drawing from these interviews, our own experience, and the literature discussed in 
Section One, we have identified five themes concerning what makes interagency coordination 
efforts effective. Reduced to one or two words each, these themes address liaisons, leadership, 
regional architectures, focal projects, and the role of the MPO. 

By design, these five statements should not be shocking or surprising. They are simple 
observations about the key ingredients in strong working relationships. Each theme is presented as 
a brief statement, followed by an introduction section that elaborates on the context, background, 
and key points for Greater Rochester. Anecdotes are drawn from some of our case studies in order 
to illustrate these points, either through achievement or struggle. Finally, we offer a synthesis of the 
perspectives that were shared with us during our interviews of local stakeholders here in Rochester. 

3.2 The Five Themes 

3.2 .1  LIA ISONS 

Effective interagency consultation depends not only on bringing the relevant 
agencies to the table, but also on having the appropriate individual(s) represent 
each agency. 

3.2.1.1 Introduction 

The value gained from interagency coordination involves two functions performed by each 
individual who sits at the table. First, the representative is able to share information about their 
agency and its activities. Second, she or he is able to bring information back from the meetings to 
inform colleagues, supervisors and others, extending the reach of the committee into the 
participating organization. This two-way street is essential to maximizing the value of interagency 
coordination. Most importantly, it depends on having the appropriate person representing each 
agency. 

In some settings, interagency coordination is needed at different levels and representation is 
differentiated accordingly. There may be a policy committee or board of directors that is populated 
by elected officials or upper-level managers. In this case, there is often a complimentary technical 
committee, populated with agency staff, that provides advice and direction to the policy committee. 

The main danger in this area comes when an agency is not represented by the appropriate person, 
either through evolving responsibilities of the representative or lack of consistency in agency 
representation from meeting to meeting. On one hand, this harms the committee because it may 
not learn all that it should about the agency’s activities. On the other hand, this harms the agency in 
question because an inappropriate delegate may not be able to debrief his/her colleagues 
effectively, especially if they are low on the learning curve. 
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3.2.1.2 Examples from Peers 

In several locations, especially Buffalo and Milwaukee, the existence of large and extensive 
organizations allowed a differentiation between the various committees. An upper level committee 
could cater to executives and decision-makers while an array of technical or specialty sub-
committees could effectively create a forum for agency staff to interact on their respective areas of 
specialization. 

In smaller communities, such as Allentown, committees tend to specialize in response to specific 
needs, such as an individual project. In such cases, the interagency dynamic is more dependent on 
the relationship between the key individuals because one person usually has to be the conduit for 
technical as well as policy issues. 

3.2.1.3 Rochester Synthesis 

During our interviews in Rochester, we were consistently impressed by the tight-knit nature of those 
involved in the Transportation Management Committee. Strong personal relationships exist and this 
rapport enables candor at meetings that benefits the overall effectiveness of the group. The level of 
trust associated with this camaraderie enables the group to examine new ideas and to take on 
challenging initiatives, such as the development of the RTOC. 

Rochester interviewees cited the small scale of the region as an important factor influencing how 
interagency coordination occurs.  A relatively small number of individuals fulfill multiple system 
operations and management roles, creating a tight-knit professional community that interacts 
frequently and has a high degree of familiarity with major issues. As a result, there is no need for 
the creation of multiple sub-committees to address specialized issues, as the participants would 
often be one and the same.  

Two other challenges identified in the interviews were: 1.) situations where the person delegated to 
the committee is not necessarily in the best position (i.e., job title or role) to represent his/her 
agency; and 2.) situations where knowledge of the TMC’s activities does not penetrate beyond the 
TMC representative to upper management and/or other individuals who should have greater 
awareness of the TMC’s objectives and activities.  

3 .2 .2  LEADERSHIP 

Not every aspect of a coordination effort requires leadership but when a 
collaborative endeavor takes shape, it is most often successful when one member 
takes initiative. 

3.2.2.1 Introduction 

Leadership comes in many forms and sometimes centers on an individual and sometimes on an 
entire agency. In some situations, generally when the mission or assignment is particularly clear or 
when the endeavor has gained full momentum, leadership seems to be needed less in order for 
partners to make progress. In other situations, often at the beginning of a program or when there is 
greater complexity, leadership is needed in order to establish an agenda and give shape to the 
mission. 

3.2.2.2 Examples from Peers 

Columbus: The MPO created a new position (Chief of Management and Operations) to send a clear 
signal to peer agencies that the MPO was serious about engaging in coordination of operations. 
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Allentown: In a community of limited size, the dedication of a single PennDOT engineer enabled a 
complex outreach effort associated with the overhaul of US- 22. 

Columbus: Although the freeways were under the state’s jurisdiction, a city DOT engineer took the 
initiative to design a freeway management system. 

Milwaukee: Despite a web of established organizations, the retirement of a key individual from the 
city’s DOT and the promotion of another champion at the state DOT has left the region without a 
charismatic standard-bearer. 

3.2.2.3 Rochester Synthesis 

Indications of institutional leadership abound in Rochester and our interviews revealed significant 
respect for the work of the agencies that helped to develop the RTOC facility. There are also signs 
of individual leadership. Indeed, certain individuals seem to have achieved special status within the 
circle of concerned agencies. There are frequent references to “the Jims” in recognition that much 
of the regional interagency coordination that goes on is truly “inter-Jim” coordination10. 

There are comparable references to Frank Dolan, the former Director of the Monroe County DOT, 
who had a significant role in bringing earmarked federal transportation funds to the region for 
investment in ITS projects during the 1990s. A number of our interview subjects referred to his 
individual contribution to putting the region on a course that emphasizes advanced technologies, 
even if he is not an active participant in the current TMC. 

3 .2 .3  REGIONAL ITS ARCHITECTURES 

Nationally, the architecture development process raised awareness concerning 
interagency coordination of transportation operations. In areas where coordination 
already existed, the opportunity to improve, evolve, or cement institutional 
relationships is sometimes missed. 

3.2.3.1 Introduction 

Witnessing the significant ITS deployments that occurred in the early and mid-1990s, Congress 
included provisions encouraging coordination when it enacted TEA-21 in 1998. This resulted in a 
great deal of effort invested in architecture development all around the country, especially in the 
year or two leading up to the April 2005 deadline. Just as ITS deployment varies significantly 
around the country, approaches to meeting the architecture requirement differed from one city, 
state, and region to another. 

In many places, investment in ITS had been done without any coordination and the architecture 
development process yielded dramatic rewards. In places where coordination existed, especially 
with respect to ITS, the deadline was often viewed more as a nuisance than as an opportunity. As a 
result, whatever agency took responsibility (either by choice or default) often focused on one 
specific area.  

While this outcome left regions no worse off than they would have been without the experience, it 
appears that there may be a false sense of accomplishment, which some occasionally describe as 
“resting on one’s laurels.” The implication is that a false sense of security may exist where agencies 
did not invest genuine energy in the architecture process.  Similarly, regions that undertake 
substantial outreach activities during the architecture process but “fold up the tents” at the 

                                                      
10 Jim Willer and Jim Pond are the team leaders at RTOC for NYSDOT and Monroe County, respectively. 
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conclusion of the process are ill-equipped to transition from architecture development to 
architecture implementation. 

3.2.3.2 Examples from Peers 

Buffalo: The existence of NITTEC led to what some stakeholders perceived as a low-value 
architecture process. It did become clear, however, just how difficult it can be for information to 
travel from technical staff who participated in the exercise to upper-level managers who are 
responsible for making relevant decisions. 

Allentown: The region’s architecture is not elaborate because few agencies were involved in the 
process. Nonetheless, the exercise was taken seriously and new initiatives of common interest 
were identified, especially in the area of data sharing. 

3.2.3.3 Rochester Synthesis 

In Rochester, stakeholders interviewed did not point to the regional ITS architecture process as a 
critical catalyst of interagency coordination. Many interview subjects participated in the architecture 
process, but it did not alter how agencies coordinated transportation systems management and 
operations in the region. In contrast, Rochester’s ITS early deployment plan, known as the IMAGE 
plan, has served as a principal guidance document for region for approximately ten years. Where 
the architecture became the glue holding together multiple agencies in some regions, it appears 
that the strategic plan from 1996 serves this role in Rochester. 

Several interviewees commented that the way the IMAGE plan was developed helped to transform 
the former Expressway Committee into the Transportation Management Committee. Because many 
of the individuals active today were involved in the development of the IMAGE plan, there is the 
same sense of shared toil that other regions have more recently experienced with their regional 
architectures.  

One difference appears to be that, while an early deployment plan does represent a consensus 
opinion about what should be implemented, neither the plan itself nor the process used to develop it 
focus on how ITS projects should be implemented, especially where coordination and collaboration 
are concerned. In fact, it appears that confidence in the IMAGE plan may have led to downplaying 
the value of the architecture and consequently something of a missed opportunity that, effectively, 
is being addressed through this study. 

3 .2 .4  ROLE OF THE METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MPO)  

While MPOs rarely have a direct hand in transportation systems management or 
operations, they can play a very valuable role as convener and facilitator and in 
connecting TSM&O to the regional transportation planning process. 

3.2.4.1 Introduction 

The standing of Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) was significantly elevated by ISTEA in 
1991; yet after 15 years, most MPOs are still exploring their role in light of subsequent laws and 
regulations. The core of an MPO’s mission is to prioritize federal transportation funds by facilitating 
a dialogue among regional stakeholders, a consideration of obvious interest to the TMC. ISTEA 
placed a special emphasis on intermodalism and as a result, MPOs in many areas have played an 
important role in addressing funding needs for things such as bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, 
transit, and the connections among and between these modes. 
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ISTEA took as a main premise that a transition was occurring from construction to management of 
transportation infrastructure. This trend is epitomized in state and national policies with names such 
as “fix it first”, “linking planning and operations,” and, most recently, “system management.” But 
because MPOs, in general, do not have operational responsibilities, their role is often uncertain.  

However, MPOs have generally grown to become very effective facilitators of regional dialogues, 
largely because of the financial authority that they are given by federal law. As regional facilitators, 
many MPOs have led policy development on a variety of technical and social issues related to 
transportation. In some regions, it is because they do not have a direct stake in the implementation 
or operation of individual projects that MPOs are able to serve very effectively as mediators in area-
wide debates. 

Moreover, the involvement of MPOs in TSM&O activities promotes a linkage between operations 
and planning, a concern of increasing importance as transportation system operations and 
management is viewed as a solution to any number of regionally-identified mobility, safety, air 
quality, and even economic development considerations that emerge in the regional planning 
process.  Furthermore, as TSM&O moves into the transportation mainstream, this strengthened 
connection between needs and (operations) solutions creates a more compelling argument for 
investment in the TSM&O domain (and measurable performance metrics to evaluate the 
effectiveness of these efforts). 

3.2.4.2 Examples from Peers 

Columbus: The MPO initiated the ITS Consensus Building Plan in the mid-1990s which led to the 
creation of the Transportation Management Committee and several issue-specific sub-committees. 

Allentown: While PennDOT does much of the planning and design work, the MPO has provided 
consistent policy and funding commitment and helped maintain stakeholder support among its 
members. 

Buffalo: While the MPO defers to NITTEC on the identification of operations-related projects, it 
asserts its role with respect to capital programming and endeavors to strengthen the bond between 
planning and programming. 

Syracuse and Milwaukee: MPOs in both of these areas have expressed frustration about gaining 
traction. In Milwaukee, the MPO has had trouble getting partners engaged in identifying ITS 
elements for the new long range transportation plan. In Syracuse, the MPO feels it “has a voice but 
not a say,” especially after it approves funding for a project. 

3.2.4.3 Rochester Synthesis 

In Rochester, there is very little mention of GTC (the MPO) by members of the TMC or other 
stakeholders. Relationships have largely grown out of operational linkages, as in the county’s 
responsibility for the city’s signal system or the deployment of traffic cameras that are linked to 
RTOC. Should GTC ever become a part of an ITS deployment, such as receiving data collected by 
certain kinds of detectors, it seems likely this would help them establish operational relationships. 

In the meantime, however, the potential for GTC to contribute its abilities as a moderator or 
facilitator appears unrecognized or, if it is recognized, overlooked. The act of hosting the study that 
produced this report may or may not be an effective demonstration of the role GTC can play in the 
region’s ITS community. Interestingly, without mentioning GTC, some stakeholders referred to the 
TMC’s need for administrative support and others indicated that there are issues related to time 
management and participation that should be addressed.  
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FOCAL PROJECTS 

A specific project provides a common point of reference for a group of individuals 
or agencies that are exploring ways to coordinate and/or collaborate. Defining an 
alliance entirely by one project has risks, however, especially if and when the 
mission is completed. 

3.2.4.4 Introduction 

Interagency alliances typically exist for one of two reasons: in the first case, a specific issue or 
event served as a catalyst for the formation of the organization. The stimulus could be a commonly 
perceived need, a problem, or an opportunity, which could include funding. In the second case, an 
organization is formed because of a shared sense for the inherent value of coordination. 

The recent flurry of activity to develop regional ITS architectures, it should be noted, represents 
something of a hybrid. Like some other initiatives promoted by USDOT, the architecture 
requirement was the result of federal policy supporting (or requiring) interagency coordination. As a 
result, task forces, committees and other formats were assembled with varying success. This is 
important to point out because it appears clear that more blanket encouragement is going to be 
forthcoming from USDOT and while it is well founded, it is critical to appreciate the difference 
between creating a group for a specific mission and creating one for its inherent value. 

3.2.4.5 Examples from Peers 

Allentown: The overhaul of US Route 22 necessitated very close collaboration among PennDOT 
and many local stakeholders, especially with respect to managing detours. 

Columbus: Over 30 individuals participated in the Transportation Management Committee and its 
sub-committees on transit, traffic, and emergency preparedness, but when the ITS Integration 
Strategy was completed, the group lost its mission and ability to convene in meaningful numbers. 

Buffalo and Milwaukee: The large and formal coalitions (NITTEC and GCM Corridor, respectively) 
have missions that enable them to maintain momentum even in the absence of a specific project 
focus. 

3.2.4.6 Rochester Synthesis 

In Rochester, there have been several points of focus in recent years, including the development of 
the IMAGE plan, the planning of RTOC, and the updating of the coordinated traffic signal system. 
There is a palpable sense of ownership regarding the IMAGE Plan that gives participants in its 
development a strong sense of belonging. In contrast to some peer regions, the completion of the 
IMAGE early deployment plan infused the TMC with a renewed sense of mission.  

Similarly for RTOC, the completion of construction represents only one phase of the project. 
Although it now pertains overwhelmingly to the agencies co-located there, the existence of the 
RTOC ensures a baseline level of interaction and day-to-day collaboration between technical staff 
of the County and State DOTs, in addition to the State Police. 

There are numerous other technology initiatives in the foreseeable future that will require a 
continuation of this cooperative sprit, including: integration of 2070 traffic signal controllers; 
upgrading of the shared video switch; deployment of additional NYSDOT and County camera sites; 
and expansion of the regional fiber optic plant.  Participating agencies will need to again coalesce 
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resources, expertise, and institutional support around these common objectives in order to realize 
their full operational potential and cost effectiveness. 

3.3 Conclusion 
Many ingredients are needed in order for interagency coordination to be effective but in the 
preceding discussion we have identified five themes that appear to be the most important, based on 
our interviews in Rochester and the six case studies, as well as the literature we reviewed: 

• Effective interagency consultation is dependent not only on having the relevant agencies 
present at a meeting but on having the appropriate individual represent each agency at the 
table. 

• Not every aspect of a coordination effort requires leadership but when a collaborative 
endeavor takes shape, it is most often successful when one member takes initiative. 

• Nationally, the architecture development process raised awareness concerning interagency 
coordination of transportation operations. In areas where coordination already existed, the 
opportunity to improve or cement institutional relationships was often missed. 

• While MPOs rarely have a direct hand in deploying or operating any aspect of an intelligent 
transportation system, they can play a very valuable role as convener and facilitator of 
regional transportation activities, whether related to planning, operations, or both. 

• A specific project provides a common point of reference for a group of individuals or 
agencies that are exploring ways to coordinate and/or collaborate. Defining an alliance 
entirely by one project has risks, however, especially if and when the mission is completed. 

Each of these themes was articulated as a diagnosis rather than as a prescription. They were also 
deliberately phrased in a way to stimulate discussion among stakeholders of the process. In the 
fourth and final chapter, the discussion will turn to recommendations that are focused specifically on 
Greater Rochester.  
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4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
The fact that transportation systems management and operations (TSM&O) is assuming a higher 
profile in national surface transportation policy and investment, as evidenced by the provisions in 
SAFETEA-LU for example, is a positive endorsement of the efforts of many in Greater Rochester 
and other peer cities.  On the other hand, as ITS technologies step “out of the laboratory,” and 
systems management and operations activities are held accountable through competitive funding 
and performance measures, these regions must ensure that their institutional capacity to 
collaborate and innovate keeps pace with the evolving demands.   
 
This chapter presents conclusions from the study process recommendations for ensuring that 
Greater Rochester can meet the challenges and capitalize on the opportunities presented by this 
emerging environment.    Because successful solutions to interagency coordination needs are 
ultimately rooted in local needs and conditions, this chapter draws heavily upon the issues and 
ideas expressed by Steering Committee members and other participants through the interview 
process and a roundtable workshop held at the offices of the Genesee Transportation Council on 
November 30, 2005. 
 

4.1 A Lifecycle Framework for Transportation Management and 
Operations  

As discussed in the opening chapter, the future interagency coordination challenges of Greater 
Rochester and other peer regions are shaped by trends occurring at the national level in response 
to maturation of systems management and operations technologies (ITS), practices, policies, and 
funding streams.  Changing demands and expectations on the part of transportation system 
operators, emergency responders and security interests, planners, funding agencies, and the 
traveling public require a more integrated approach to planning, implementation, operation, and 
evaluation—in other words, the entire transportation systems management and operations activities 
“lifecycle.” 
 
This lifecycle approach to regional transportation systems management and operations 
coordination is premised upon the following observations: 
 

1.) Successful transportation systems management and operations requires strong linkages 
between tactical coordination and strategic planning.  In other words, lessons from day-to-
day operational experiences should feed into “big picture” issues such as defining a regional 
concept of transportation operations, strategic deployment planning, and prioritization of ITS 
investments.   

 
2.) Transportation systems management and operations activities must be integrated with the 

regional transportation planning practice.  TSM&O contributes to regional transportation 
objectives regarding mobility, air quality, safety, etc.  Regional transportation plans 
(including the project-based Transportation Improvement Program, or TIP) should 
acknowledge TSM&O as a tool in the regional toolbox of transportation solutions alongside 
more conventional improvements like roadway capacity expansion.   Conversely, systems 
management and operations investments should reflect regional transportation priorities and 
provide demonstrable value to the decision-makers responsible for funding these activities. 

 
Exhibit 4-1 provides a graphical representation of the lifecycle framework.  Note that each step is 
linked in sequence to every other step, completing the circuit between tactical coordination and 
strategic planning.  Project programming and financing decisions result from a strategic planning 
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process that includes both regional transportation goals and self-assessment (performance 
measures) from real-time transportation systems management and operations activities. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit 4-1. Transportation Systems Management and Operations Lifecycle 

Within the regional transportation planning process as practiced by Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs) and others, cycles linking system performance, strategic planning, and 
project programming and funding have been de rigueur for many decades.  Yet this approach is not 
yet widely applied to TSM&O.  Given past policies, incentives, and funding mechanisms for ITS 
(heavily reliant on earmarks and stand-alone planning processes like regional ITS architectures) 
and the difficulty of obtaining sustained funding for operations activities, this situation is not entirely 
surprising.    

4 .1 .1  IMPLICATIONS FOR GREATER ROCHESTER 

For Greater Rochester to thrive in the emerging TSM&O era, the study team recommends moving 
towards a lifecycle approach to interagency coordination. 

During this study, interviewees identified two principal functions of the existing Transportation 
Management Committee: 1.) ITS project deployment coordination (project management, design 
review, information sharing); and 2.) quarterly tactical coordination and information sharing to 
support routine freeway operations, incident response, construction scheduling, events, etc.  The 
value of these activities is widely recognized by the Committee’s active participants, yet they 
represent only a portion of the functions depicted in the lifecycle framework (namely, Project Design 
& Deployment and System Operations). 
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Thus to fully implement the lifecycle framework in Greater Rochester, the following enhancements 
to the existing coordination process must be considered:   
   

• Expanding the scope of coordination activities beyond tactical coordination to include 
greater emphasis on strategic coordination;  

• Placing increased emphasis on systems performance measurement, to identify the 
impacts and benefits of system management and operations activities and link them to both 
broader transportation objectives, investment criteria, and metrics of concern to key 
decision-makers and funding agencies; and 

• Strengthening the connection between transportation systems management and 
operations activities and the regional transportation planning process, so that 
TSM&O initiatives are integrated with the larger planning, evaluation, and investment 
decisions occurring in the region.  

4.2 The Future of the Transportation Management Committee 
The recognized effectiveness of the Transportation Management Committee—flexibility, 
inclusiveness, and demonstrated value to member organizations among them—is a key asset in 
addressing the region’s future interagency coordination challenges.  
 
The objective for this study, as stated in the Request for Proposals, is “to identify a preferred 
organizational structure that allows the region to optimize the efficiency, safety, and security of its 
existing and planned transportation infrastructure.” This objective reflects a shared desire among 
stakeholders in the region to address issues that are common in many metropolitan areas: limited 
financial resources, aging infrastructure, and increased utilization of advanced technology.  

From the outset, the project team emphasized that its objective would be to  “foster consensus 
among members of the Steering Committee (and, by association, the TMC) regarding the future of 
interagency coordination in the region. Included in this is the identification of short- and long-range 
strategies that are drawn from lessons learned locally and from other regions in the country.”  This 
objective reflects the fact that there is widely shared interest in positioning the committee to be 
maximally effective. 

In the course of interviews in the region, each stakeholder shared ideas about the future of the TMC 
as well as specific steps that could be taken to enhance its effectiveness. Some of these were very 
discrete and pragmatic steps while others were more visionary and far reaching. At a roundtable 
workshop held on November 30, 2005 at the offices of the Genesee Transportation Council, 
members of the Steering Committee (NYSDOT, Monroe County DOT, City of Rochester, RGRTA, 
NYS Thruway Authority, and GTC) and other participants (Monroe County Sheriff’s Department, 
Monroe County Emergency Communications Department, NY State Police, and the NY Division of 
the Federal Highway Administration) engaged in a facilitated discussion of these ideas. 

What emerged from the discussion were several points of consensus. In accordance with the 
TMC’s history, each represents an evolutionary step, reflecting the changing needs of the 
transportation environment. In keeping with the project team’s objective of facilitating such 
resolution, these points are presented below as conclusions. Accompanying each of these 
conclusions are recommendations that reflect the project team’s perspective on the steps that can 
be taken to achieve the outcomes envisioned by the Steering Committee members and their 
colleagues in the region. 
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4.3 Points of Consensus about the TMC 

4.3 .1  REMAIN ING INFORMAL 

The informality of the Transportation Management Committee was noted often by interviewees 
throughout the study as one of its most important assets.  This ad hoc model stands in contrast to, 
for example, the formal charter and bylaws of NITTEC in the Buffalo-Niagara region. Among TMC 
stakeholders, there was unwavering support for remaining informal because the group’s casual 
dynamic is essential to its vitality. 

4 .3 .2  MISSION STATEMENT 

Some interviewees expressed a belief that the group would benefit from the articulation of a mission 
statement. As one person put it, each member probably envisions essentially the same mission 
statement, it just hasn’t been written down.  

When this anecdote was shared during the roundtable, there was agreement that there would be a 
benefit derived from the act of documenting the mission statement and from refining it, especially at 
a moment such as this when new directions for the group are being charted. During the roundtable 
discussion, the sense of the group was that committing a mission statement to paper was not in 
conflict with remaining informal, consensus-oriented, and evolutionary. 

While reaching the decision to develop a mission statement is important, we also suggest that the 
process employed for developing the statement has the utmost significance. We are aware that the 
statement is already fairly clear in most members’ minds. This certainty is generally a benefit to the 
region but the group and the resulting statement would probably benefit from an examination of 
long-held assumptions, even if no changes result.  

4 .3 .3  CREATING A FORUM FOR STRATEGIC PLANNING 

As previously noted, one of the major motivating factors for this study is concern about the scarcity 
of funds for TSM&O activities and ITS projects. This reality led to two interdependent points of 
consensus: the need to coordinate funding strategies and the need to collectively revisit ITS 
strategic planning. 

The first point is in part a response to the continuing importance of earmark funding for ITS projects. 
Although there are efforts, especially within the new federal transportation legislation, to 
“mainstream” ITS projects, it remains the case that today advanced technology is largely 
implemented through earmarked funds. In light of this fact, members of the committee agreed that 
funding applications need to be coordinated.  This need for a coordinated approach may actually 
intensify as TSM&O and ITS funding is mainstreamed and faces increased competition from more 
conventional investments for a limited pool of funds. 

The second point is related to the fact that the IMAGE report, the region’s Strategic ITS Planning 
document, is ten years old. While there is still great confidence in the IMAGE report, there was 
agreement during the roundtable that the region would benefit from a renewed and ongoing 
dialogue about strategic planning issues, especially in light of the project deployments and new 
challenges that have emerged in the past decade. 

As the sum of these two points, the group agreed that the region needs a forum for linking 
operations and planning. Furthermore, the group felt that the TMC could serve as the venue for this 
forum simply by expanding its agenda, much as it did during the early 1990s in response to the 
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emergence of ITS. In this way, the present changes reaffirm the TMC’s desire to undergo 
evolutionary change as circumstances demand. 

4 .3 .4  LEVERAGING THE MPO 

In light of many factors, among them the importance of federal funding and the direction of federal 
legislation, the group addressed the growing significance of the Genesee Transportation Council, 
Greater Rochester’s MPO, to the activities of the TMC. In some respects, this consensus reflects 
practical realities, such as the fact that GTC is well equipped to host TMC meetings and to provide 
staff support. In other respects, explicitly acknowledging GTC as a major player illustrates the 
group’s commitment to effectively linking transportation planning and operations. 

Because the MPO’s job is to facilitate regional dialogue about transportation planning issues, the 
group also agreed that having GTC convene the Transportation Management Committee lends the 
TMC added credibility as a regional effort. This is especially relevant as the deployment of ITS and 
the implementation of interagency operations efforts expands beyond Monroe County.  

4 .3 .5  ROLES OF THE TMC 

In addition to discussing the structure, composition, and character of the TMC, the group also 
touched on some topics pertaining to what new or additional roles the TMC can play in the region. 

4.3.5.1 Education and Outreach 

The group shared the opinion that decision-makers, as well as peers beyond the individuals who 
participate directly in the activities of the TMC, need to be better educated about the concept of 
Transportation System Management and Operations (TSM&O), especially ITS, as a matter of 
mainstreaming the TSM&O mentality and improving the willingness of agencies to invest in ITS 
infrastructure and operations activities. As one participant noted, the need to do education and 
outreach could certainly benefit from GTC taking a central role in the TMC. 

4.3.5.2 Data Collection and Management 

One topic that is often mentioned, especially in the context of linking planning and operations, is 
data. Whether it is the collection or management of data, there was an expression of concern that 
data initiatives are done ad-hoc and not according to any guiding principle or larger vision. The 
sense of the group was that the development of such a vision or strategy should be led by the TMC. 

4.4 Recommendations for Action 
In many ways, the Transportation Management Committee has provided recognized value to its 
participating agencies. It has served as a forum for information sharing on emerging operational 
issues of multi-agency concern in the absence of an alternative venue.  The TMC has evolved in 
response to changing transportation needs, project deployments, policy objectives, and members’ 
collective interests.  The Committee’s value is widely recognized by those who participate in and 
sustain its existence. 
 
In general, the project team recommends an evolutionary, as opposed to revolutionary, adaptation 
of the TMC to meet emerging challenges and to fulfill opportunities raised by stakeholders during 
the course of the project. 
 
The preceding section presented the points of consensus that were reached by members of the 
Transportation Management Committee. To complement that outcome, this section includes the 
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project team’s recommendations for the TMC. In keeping with the project team’s approach to this 
study, this explicit differentiation reflects the Committee’s tradition of determining its own future 
based on a variety of inputs and factors. The advice that follows indicates the project team’s 
perspective on the ingredients of success witnessed in Rochester’s peer cities. 

4 .4 .1  CREATE A  MISSION STATEMENT 

It is our sense that the members of the TMC share a desire to see their organization achieve a 
higher level of effectiveness both in existing and new areas of activity. The idea of becoming a 
“formal” organization was often brought up during our meetings, but we were consistently reminded 
that the group’s casual dynamic is essential to its vitality.  

An alternate approach to this question, which leads to a more fundamental examination of the 
TMC’s purpose, is to consider what functions this multi-agency body needs to fulfill and what value 
each member agency expects from its involvement.  The lifecycle framework presented at the 
beginning of this chapter provides one mechanism for undertaking this examination.  With this 
approach, the TMC can ask itself what organizational structure is appropriate given the functions it 
want to pursue and the level of resources, institutional commitment, expertise, etc. that are 
available to the existing ad hoc committee. 

The team understands that there is a certain appeal to becoming a formal organization—for 
example, to have greater recognition within the region. This is not exclusive of remaining informal. 
Indeed, the creation of a mission statement will help the group articulate its reason to exist. In turn, 
a succinct definition of the group’s purpose makes it much easier to raise its visibility in the region. 

Items for Action: 

• Clearly articulate the existing and proposed future activities and responsibilities of the 
Transportation Management Committee through a candid, roundtable dialogue among 
participating agencies.  Address past successes and shortcomings as well as future 
challenges and opportunities.  Discuss the expectations of each participating agency, 
reasons for agency participation, and reasons for non-participation of less active 
participants. 

• Develop a TMC Mission Statement based upon this consensus vision of the goals, 
objectives, and functions of the TMC. 

• Self-assess the appropriateness of the current ad-hoc structure in light of the agreed 
Mission Statement and the corresponding roles and responsibilities of each participant. 

4 .4 .2  STRENGTHEN THE INVOLVEMENT OF GTC 

The project team strongly favors a closer association between the TMC and the MPO, building 
upon its existing role as a convener of regional dialogues, for the following reasons: 

• Regional Focus: GTC is a regionally-focused organization that is inherently inter-
jurisdictional.  Its existing relationships with agencies at the local, regional, state, and 
federal levels can be leveraged to facilitate TSM&O coordination more naturally than other 
entities in the region whose focus is more specific in jurisdiction, mode, or function (e.g., 
traffic, public safety).  
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• TSM&O and Regional Planning Coordination: Involving GTC in Transportation Systems 
Operations and Management can help the region migrate from tactical operations and 
project coordination to strategic coordination based on a “lifecycle” approach (discussed in 
Section 4.1).  Examples include: integration of regional operations and regional 
transportation planning goals, plans and projects; increasing the availability of real-time 
operations data for transportation planning purposes; and developing TSM&O performance 
measures that rigorously demonstrate the linkage between operations investments and 
measurable benefits. 

• Project Funding: Because of GTC’s responsibilities related to the expenditure of Federal 
transportation funds in the region, greater involvement of the GTC will help to build 
awareness of the existence and effectiveness of operations activities and will allow these 
types of investments to compete “on par” with more conventional forms of transportation 
infrastructure investment.  Similarly, this relationship will foster greater integration of 
operations components (e.g., fiber optics, traffic signal upgrades, traffic cameras, transit 
ITS) into otherwise “conventional” construction projects.  The ability to effectively compare 
and integrate TSM&O and conventional investments is increasingly critical as ITS 
investment steps “out of the laboratory” and must compete for its share of mainstream 
funding sources rather than dedicated or earmarked funding streams.. 

• Evolving Federal Policy: Federal policy increasingly requires MPOs to think about 
TSM&O as a complement to its more traditional planning domain. Increasing the role of 
GTC in the TMC is a proactive and forward-thinking approach to addressing this emerging 
area of Federal policy emphasis while meeting other more tangible needs for regional 
operations and ITS coordination. 

By giving GTC a specific role in the committee, such as the chair and secretary responsibilities, the 
TMC is helping GTC progress along this path. Ultimately, this will mean an increase in the collective 
institutional knowledge regarding TSM&O and ITS in the region, which can only benefit the TMC 
and its mission. 

Items for Action: 

• Identify specific roles for active participation of GTC on the TMC, such as chair or secretary 
responsibilities. 

• Use GTC’s participation in the TMC as an opportunity to explore and define specific ways 
to strengthen the linkages between TSM&O and the regional transportation planning 
responsibilities of the MPO.  Evaluate the feasibility and desirability to link planning and 
operations through performance measures, integration of operations with regional 
transportation planning, and other elements of the “lifecycle” approach to TSM&O. 

• Identify specific mechanisms to projects to “mainstream” TSM&O considerations in the 
project programming cycle.  This may include, for example, an ITS/operations review of 
proposed projects by the TMC or a checklist/scoring approach to evaluate how well projects 
address pre-defined regional TSM&O objectives. 

4 .4 .3  UPDATE THE STRATEGIC PLAN 

Throughout this project, we have been impressed by the longstanding impact and general 
satisfaction with the IMAGE report more than ten years following its completion. Without 
questioning the lasting benefit of that plan, updating the plan offers certain benefits, as much 
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because of the process (interagency dialogue on “the big picture”) as the product (a renewed 
strategic vision). In light of the MPO’s increasing participation in the group, the development of a 
new strategic plan would provide an opportunity to cement a bond between the ITS strategic plan 
and the region’s long range transportation plan.  

As noted at the 11/30 workshop, there are certainly new technologies and new strategies that have 
developed during the intervening years since the IMAGE report, even if the underlying needs of the 
region have remained essentially unchanged. There are also years and years of collective national 
and regional experience with the systems that have been deployed and with the establishment of 
RTOC. The development of a new strategic plan would give stakeholders an opportunity to re-
examine what strategies have most benefited the region, what approaches have maximized those 
benefits, and also the attributes of implementation that have increased success. 

Finally, the act of looking forward beyond short-term considerations dovetails well with the creation 
of the TMC’s vision statement. The region appears ready for a new set of long-range objectives on 
the horizon, much as RTOC was when the IMAGE Report was originally developed. Furthermore, 
identifying long-term goals may help illuminate institutional needs that will prompt further evolution 
of the TMC, must as the IMAGE Report helped the Expressway Committee take its next step at that 
time. 

Items for Action: 

• Develop an updated regional strategic plan for Transportation Systems Management and 
Operations that: articulates a regional vision and concept of operations; identifies needs, 
deficiencies and opportunities; and presents a project-based deployment strategy that can 
be readily incorporated into the regional TIP as funding and coordination opportunities are 
identified. 

4 .4 .4  CREATE A  REGIONAL CONCEPT OF TRANSPORTATION OPERATIONS (RCTO)  

An RCTO is a management tool for developing a vision for a specific operational area and a 
roadmap of the investments and relationships needed to achieve that vision. According to the 
Federal Highway Administration’s Office of Operations, the RCTO is “derived through sustained 
collaboration among stakeholders. It contains the shared regional objective for transportation 
operations and what is needed to achieve that objective – specifically physical improvements, 
relationships and procedures, and resource arrangements. An RCTO is created out of ongoing 
collaboration primarily between managers responsible for operating the transportation system on a 
day-to-day basis.” 
 
There are several aspects of transportation operations in Greater Rochester that could benefit from 
the creation of a Regional Concept of Transportation Operations, including traveler information, 
integrated corridor management, freeway incident management, and data collection for example. 

Because of the relative importance of arterial management in Greater Rochester, as well as the 
significant institutional issues related to implementing an integrated corridor management strategy, 
arterial management is an excellent candidate topic for a Regional Concept of Transportation 
Operations.  An RCTO for arterial management could address questions such as: how will the 
region coordinate traffic management in corridors that cross jurisdictional boundaries?  Should 
control systems (e.g., signals) be coordinated across jurisdictional boundaries? How can the arterial 
and freeway networks be managed seamlessly to improve overall traffic operations? Are there 
technological standards that need to be adopted and implemented? What agreements and 
resources must be in place in order to execute this vision? 
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 Alternatively, during the November 30, 2005 roundtable discussion, stakeholders expressed 
interest in creating a vision for data collection and management. Clearly, this is an area in which 
efforts are often made on a project-by-project basis and often in an ad-hoc manner, in Rochester 
and throughout the country. Rochester, as well as most other regions, would benefit greatly from 
articulating a vision of the data situation in advance of individual initiatives. Questions of interest 
include: What data are needed or desired by stakeholders? Given that, what can be collected and 
what steps are needed to transfer or communicate it from one agency to the other? Is there any 
pre-processing that is needed before it should be shared? Are there important data needs that are 
not supported by existing or planned deployments and, if so, do the systems that could generate 
that data have independent appeal?   

These are the types of questions that a Regional Concept of Transportation Operations is intended 
to address.  Undertaking such an initiative could be a very exciting direction for the TMC to explore 
as it positions itself to undertake greater strategic planning functions. As interagency coordination 
in Rochester and other regions has benefited in the past from a common focal point, development 
of the RCTO may be a fitting catalyst for launching the transformation of the TMC. 

Item for Action: 

• Develop one or more RCTOs for critical areas of regional operations coordination.  This 
effort could be coordinated with the development of an updated strategic plan as a tool for 
identifying agency responsibilities, system deficiencies, and prioritized investment 
requirements. 
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Study Region Interviewees 
 
* denotes Steering Committee Member 
 
Richard Perrin, AICP* 
Executive Director 
Genesee Transportation Council 
50 W. Main Street, Suite 8112, Rochester, NY 14614 
Tel: (585) 232-6240 
Fax: (585) 262-3106 
rperrin@gtcmpo.org 
 

Capt. Stephen J. Koster 
Criminal Investigation Section 
Monroe County Office of the Sheriff 
130 South Plymouth Ave. 
Rochester NY 14614 
Tel: (585) 428-5310 
Fax: (508) 428-2721 
skoster@monroecounty.gov 

Erik Frisch* 
Program Manager 
Genesee Transportation Council 
50 W. Main Street, Suite 8112, Rochester, NY 14614 
Tel: (585) 232-6243, ext. 17 
Fax: (585) 262-3106 
efrisch@gtcmpo.org 
 

CJ Johnson 
Deputy Director 
Emergency Communications Department 
Monroe County 
321 West Main Street 
Rochester NY 1408 
Tel: (585) 528-2200 
CJohnso@mc.rochester.lib.ny.us 

Joan Dupont* 
Regional Planning Program Manager 
New York State Department of Transportation – 
Region 4 
1530 Jefferson Road, Rochester, NY 14623 
Tel: (585) 272-3318 
Fax: (585) 427-8376 
jdupont@dot.state.ny.us 
 

Richard W. Kirby 
CAD Systems Information Specialist 
Emergency Communications Dept. 
Monroe County 
321 West Main Street 
Rochester NY 1408 
Tel: (585) 528-2200 
Fax: (585) 528-2265 
rkirby@monroecounty.gov 

James Willer* 
Manger, RTOC Region 4 
New York State Department of Transportation 
1155 Scottsville Road, Suite 200, Rochester, NY 
14624 
Tel: (585) 760-7779 
Fax: (585) 340-2406 
jwiller@dot.state.ny.us 
 

James Pond* 
Associate Traffic Engineer 
Monroe County Department of Transportation 
50 West Main Street, Rochester, NY 14614 
Tel: (585) 760-7755 
Fax: (585) 324-4393 
jpond@monroecounty.gov 
 

David Cook* 
VP Purchasing and Grants Administration 
Rochester-Genesee Regional Transportation Authority 
(RGRTA) 
1372 East Main Street, Rochester, NY 14609 
Tel: (585) 654-0222 
Fax: (585) 654-0224 
dcook@rgrta.com 
 

Terrence Rice* 
Director 
Monroe County Department of Transportation 
50 W. Main Street, Suite 6100, Rochester, NY 14614 
Tel: (585) 760-7720 
Fax: (585) 324-1365 
trice@monroecounty.gov 
 

 
continued
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Chip Walker* 
Project Manager 
Rochester-Genesee Regional Transportation Authority 
(RGRTA) 
1372 East Main Street, Rochester, NY 14609 
Tel: (585) 654-0247 
Fax: (585) 654-0289 
cwalker@rgrta.com 

George White* 
Traffic Supervisor 
New York State Thruway Authority 
455 Cayuga Road, Suite 800, Cheektowaga, NY 
14225 
Tel: (716) 631-9017 
Fax: (716) 626-1328 
george_white@thruway.state.ny.us 
 

John Thomas* 
Transportation Specialist 
City of Rochester 
30 Church Street, Room 300B, Rochester, NY 14614 
Tel: (585) 428-6942 
Fax: (585) 428-6010 
John.Thomas@cityofrochester.gov 
 

Capt. Michael Cerretto 
New York State Police 
1155 Scottsville Rd 
Suite 400 
Rochester, NY 14624 
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Peer Region Interviewees 
 
SYRACUSE, NY 
 
Mary Rowlands 
Director 
Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council 
100 Clinton Square 
126 N. Salina Street, Suite 100 
Syracuse, NY 13202 
Telephone: (315) 422-5716 
Fax: (315) 952-2750 
mrowlands@smtcmpo.org 
 

HARTFORD, CT 
 
Karen Olsen 
Transportation Planner 
Capital Region Council of Governments 
241 Main Street 
Hartford, CT 06106-5310 
Telephone: (860) 522-2217 
Fax: (860) 724-1274 
kolson@crcog.org 
 
Hal Decker 
Director, Highway Operations 
Connecticut Department of Transportation 
P.O. Box 317546 
2500 Berlin Turnpike 
Newington CT 06131-7546 
Tel: (860) 594-2636 
Fax: (860) 594-2655 
harold.decker@po.state.ct.us 
 

BUFFALO, NY 
 
Hal Morse 
Director 
Greater Buffalo-Niagara Regional Transportation Council 
438 Main Street 
Suite 503 
Buffalo, NY 14202 
Telephone: (716) 856 – 2026 
Fax: (716) 856-3203 
hmorse@gbnrtc.org 
 
 

ALLENTOWN, PA 
 
Joseph Gurinko 
Lehigh Valley Planning Commission 
961 Marcon Boulevard, Suite 310 
Allentown, Pennsylvania 18109 
Phone: (610) 264-4544 
FAX: (610) 264-2616 
jlg@lvpc.org 
 
Dennis Toomey 
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, District 5 
1713 Lehigh Street 
Allentown, PA 18103 
Telephone: (610) 798-4100 
Fax: (610) 798-4116 
dtoomey@state.pa.us 

MILWAUKEE, WI 
 
David Jolicoeur 
Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission 
PO Box 1607 
Waukesha, WI 53187 
Telephone: (262) 547-6721 
Fax: (262) 547-1103 
djolicoeur@sewrpc.org 
 
 

COLUMBUS, OH 
 
Erika Witzke 
Principal Engineer 
Chief of Management and Operations 
Mid-Ohio Regional Planning Commission 
285 East Main Street 
Columbus, OH 43215 
Telephone: (614)  233-4149 
Fax: (614) 621-2401 
ewitzke@mail2.morpc.org 

  


