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INTRODUCTION

In order to establish guidelines for successfully coordinated operations of freeways and arterials, a vital task is to establish the current state of the practice in this field.  To accomplish this goal, two separate but equally important efforts were undertaken.  First, a comprehensive literature review identified existing documentation of coordinated freeway and arterial operations with particular emphasis given to the study of actual field experience (an annotated bibliography is included in Appendix A of this document).  At the same time, the research team made contact with key staff members at agencies with significant experience in the area of coordinated operation of freeways and arterials.  These systems include:

· Hampton Roads, Virginia

· Houston, Texas (TRANSTAR)

· Long Island, New York (INFORM)

· Los Angeles, California

· Maryland (CHART)

· Milwaukee, Wisconsin (MONITOR)

· Minneapolis, Minnesota

· Northern Virginia

· Salt Lake City, Utah (COMMUTERLINK)

· San Antonio, Texas (TRANSGUIDE)

· Seattle, Washington

To ensure uniformity of information from each agency interview, a standardized interview form was developed to assist team members in the interview process.   A copy of the completed interview forms may be found in Appendix B.  

This document contains a summary of information gathered in both the literature review and agency interviews.  In combination, these efforts serve to establish the current nature and extent of coordinated operations throughout the country.  While the literature review is expected to discover a variety of success stories, it is hoped that the interviews performed for the agency interviews will also allow the research team to identify import lessons learned in the development of coordinated systems, i.e. what doesn’t work.  Especially important among these lessons learned are institutional issues which must be overcome to implement available technology.  With a list of both “successes” and “failures”, this effort will hopefully provide valuable insight that may be utilized in the development of the major technical document.

AGENCY INTERVIEWS

To supplement the literature review, an effort was undertaken to contact staff members at many well-known organizations with experience in the field of coordinated freeway and arterial operations.  The research team sought to add to its initial list of potential agency interviews through contacts at the summer meeting of the Freeway Operations Committee and Traffic Signal Systems Committee.  Various listservs, such as freeway operations, traffic signal systems, ITS Traffic Management Centers (TMC) Discussion Group, and the ITE Traffic Engineering Council, were also used to identify additional locations and contacts for follow-up. 
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Figure 1: In Houston, Texas, freeway traffic conditions are shared with commuters on surface streets through the use of dynamic message signs (DMS)

From this effort, a total of 11 agency interviews were successfully conducted.  These include:  (1) Hampton Roads, VA; (2) Houston, TX (TRANSTAR); (3) Long Island, NY (INFORM); (4) Los Angeles, CA; (5) Maryland (CHART); (6) Milwaukee, WI (MONITOR); (7) Minneapolis, MN; (8) Northern Virginia; (9) Salt Lake City, UT (COMMUTERLINK); (10) San Antonio, TX (TRANSGUIDE); and (11) Seattle, WA.  To gather the desired information at each location, key staff members were interviewed over the phone, using an interview form as a guide for the discussions.  The completed interview forms for each of the agencies may be found in Appendix B.

The information collected in the interview process may be divided into three distinct categories: Operational Issues, Institutional Issues, and Lessons Learned.  Operational issues includes information on coordination between agencies, information shared between agencies, existing strategies for multi-agency incident response, a description of the operational environment in each location (including hours of coordinated operation, location of traffic management centers, after-hours contact procedures, etc.), and future plans for the expansion or improvement of coordinated operations.  Institutional issues include the discussion of operating agreements, advisory boards and technical committees, and the perception of coordinated operations by staff members at all levels of the involved agencies.  The final section will seek to discuss the various lessons learned in the process of developing and maintaining coordinated operations.  These lessons learned will include both positive and negative experiences as identified by practicing professionals.

OPERATIONAL ISSUES: COORDINATION

The first issue explored in the agency interviews involved the various types of coordination activities and the participants.  Activities include day-to-day operations (including recurrent congestion), incident management, special event management, emergency management, short-duration maintenance activities, and major reconstruction or maintenance projects.  Possible participants in these activities include state, city, law enforcement, and transit officials.  Other participants included in the agency interviews are county officials, news media, fire departments, emergency management agencies, towing contractors, and large employers.  In Seattle, Washington State DOT often works with large employers such as Boeing and Microsoft if major reconstruction or maintenance will disrupt traffic in the vicinity.  A summary of responses from the agency interviews sites is found in Table 1.

Table 1: Summary of Coordination Activities  
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Major Reconstruction and 

Main

tenance

 

11
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8

 

7

 

5

 

 


Most of the surveyed systems coordinate operations when faced with an unusual event, as is the case with incident management, planned special events, emergency management, and major reconstruction.  Only short duration maintenance activities are routinely handled without communication between agencies.  However, most state agencies indicated that other partners, especially transit operators, would be contacted if these routine maintenance operations involved lane closures or would otherwise result in traffic disruption.
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		10

		Day-to-Day Coordination of Travel and Control of Traffic (recurrent congestion)

		10

		7

		7

		5
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		10

		Traffic Incident Management Coordination

		10

		9

		10

		8

		7



		11

		Planned Special Event Management Coordination 

		11

		10

		10

		10

		6



		11

		Emergency Management Coordination (e.g., a large fire that restricts major arterials) 

		10

		11

		10

		8

		9
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		Short duration maintenance activities

		7

		3

		5
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		11

		Major Reconstruction and Maintenance

		11

		10

		8

		7

		5






