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NATIONAL COOPERATIVE HIGHWAY RESEARCH
PROGRAM

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

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

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

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

The needs for highway research are many, and the National
Cooperative Highway Research Program can make significant
contributions to the solution of highway transportation problems of
mutual concern to many responsible groups. The program,
however, is intended to complement rather than to substitute for or
duplicate other highway research programs.

Note: The Transportation Research Board, the National Research Council,
the Federal Highway Administration, the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials, and the individual states participating in
the National Cooperative Highway Research Program do not endorse products
or manufacturers. Trade or manufacturers’ names appear herein solely
because they are considered essential to the object of this report.
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FOREWORD

By Staff
Transportation Research
Board

This report contains findings and recommendations for coordinating and integrat-
ing state transportation and tourism program decision making. The report includes eval-
uation of approaches for accommodating tourism travel, principles for integrating
transportation and tourism objectives, guidelines for achieving interagency coordina-
tion in transportation planning, measures of tourism travel output and linkages with
economic development, and approaches for improving traveler information. The report
should be useful to practitioners in state DOTs and state offices of tourism who are
interested in the effective coordination and integration of transportation system devel-
opment and operational activities with statewide efforts to support and accommodate
increased tourism.

Since the enactment of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991 (ISTEA), there has been an increasing formalization of coordinated statewide
tourism and transportation planning and policies. Primarily, this stems from the recog-
nition that the relationship between the quality and operation of the transportation sys-
tem and the growth of tourism travel must be understood and appreciated in order to
guide statewide planning and transportation and investment decisions. States take dif-
ferent approaches to the promotion and facilitation of tourism travel and to the mea-
surement of its effect on economic development. It is critical that an effective approach
to the demonstration and measurement of the economic benefits of tourism be devel-
oped and that the states be provided with information and guidelines on how invest-
ments in transportation infrastructure and traveler facilities can increase these eco-
nomic benefits. .

Under NCHRP Project 2-17(6), Tourism Travel Contributions to Economic Devel-
opment, Greenhorne & O’Mara, Inc., of Greenbelt, Maryland, provided the research
team to (1) develop measurement techniques and common approaches for evaluating
tourism-related highway transportation investment decisions, (2) synthesize and eval-
uate highway transportation strategies for promoting tourism, and (3) recommend
improvements to facilitate traveler use of the highway transportation system.

In addition to this report, the project produced an unpublished volume of support-
ing materials and references. Included in this volume are (1) the survey instrument
employed for data and information gathering, (2) a statistical summary of the survey
results, (3) excerpts of various policy documents collected during the research, and (4)
a worksheet developed by the Oregon Tourism Division for evaluating the economic
effects of transportation investments. This reference document can be found on the
NCHRP homepage (www2.nas.edu/trberp) as NCHRP Web Document 18.
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TOURISM TRAVEL AND TRANSPORTATION

SUMMARY

SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT

Because of a growing appreciation for the strong link between transportation invest-
ment and economic development, the NCHRP has sponsored research projects to
explore this relationship. This report focuses on one particular aspect of economic
development—tourism growth.

In order for state DOTs to make better informed decisions on transportation
improvements that support tourism, it is necessary to understand the current institu-
tional environment in which transportation and tourism activities occur. Under NCHRP
Project 2-17(6), extensive research on current practices was undertaken in the areas of
policies, planning procedures, planning analytics, and program elements to identify the
institutional framework where recommended improvements could be viable. This
framework was determined largely from the findings of a national survey of state DOTs
and state travel offices (STOs).

Survey results showed that written policies on interagency coordination facilitate the
effective planning and implementation of transportation projects that support tourism.
The survey results confirmed that DOTs are primarily involved in traditional roadway
issues related to tourism activities (e.g., signage, rest areas, scenic turnouts, and scenic
byways). The areas where DOTs and STOs are most likely to interface are highway
welcome centers and tourist information maps. The survey also identified areas where
because of differing processes, programs, and priorities DOT-STO coordination may
be incompatible. The potential for DOT and STO activitics to be complementary was
also identified. Examples are as follows:

* DOT planning is long range compared with the faster track STO approach for iden-
tifying projects and implementing them—this difference in approach may hinder
coordination.

» STOs tend to collect and use more types of data in planning than DOTs—it might
be beneficial for STOs and DOTs to share data and even share costs for data
collection.

* DOTs and STOs give different priority to projects for special user groups (e.g.,
tourists who are elderly, foreign, or have disabilities)—at a minimum, these inde-
pendent program objectives need to be recognized.



In light of such findings the research team developed five products addressing inter-
agency coordination practices, analytic issues (e.g., data sufficiency and economic mea-
surements), and traveler information service delivery. These products are as follows:

1. A methodology for states to characterize existing DOT-STO interactions in rela-
tion to an optimum institutional arrangement for interagency cooperation and
coordination.

2. An identification of 11 key principles that must be considered in the state trans-
portation planning process if states are to make more informed decisions on trans-
portation projects geared to tourism growth.

3. A set of 13 guidelines for establishing a DOT planning and project development
process that incorporates tourism concerns.

4. An approach to considering the economic benefits of a highway investment proj-
ect intended to enhance tourism development.

5. An approach to applying the most significant criteria for designing traveler infor-
mation services to various market segments and the identification of 10 areas that
should receive priority attention to advance the delivery of these services.

Each of these products is structured to support state DOTs in the selection, imple-
mentation (including design, construction, maintenance, and staffing), and funding of
transportation actions that promote tourism. Although additional research may be
needed to equip state DOTSs with more complete knowledge of the economic tools that
could be useful to them, improving coordination with STOs and other tourism-involved
agencies in order to foster joint planning and implementation is a strong, rational first
step for promoting tourism growth.



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

National transportation policy and related federal funding
programs affect the types of activities that state transportation
agencies undertake. The Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) shifts the emphasis from pri-
marily construction solutions to more comprehensive planning
strategies that promote better interagency coordination and
greater attention to economic development objectives.

The shortage of money available for transportation im-
provement projects encourages use of better planning meth-
ods. In fact, a central theme of ISTEA legislation is to promote
planning practices that (1) enable interagency and public input
to inform decision-making, (2) support cooperative public and
private ventures in implementation, and (3) focus on investing
in a broader range of transportation activities selected specifi-
cally to stimulate economic development. With tourism now
ranking among the top three industries in most states, this sin-
gle area of economic development was isolated in this research
to examine its relationship to transportation investment in the
context of state transportation planning.

The research conducted under NCHRP Project 2-17(6) was
done in two phases. The first phase can be characterized as an
extensive data collection effort, whereby several techniques
were used to survey the state of practice on policies, proce-
dures, analytic methods, and programs that connected state-
level transportation planning and investment with tourism
growth. The second phase of this study was to develop rec-
ommendations that incorporated the research findings into
guidelines to support a DOT decision-making process oriented
toward economic development objectives.

This report consists of two volumes. Volume I discusses
the findings and recommendations associated with this
research. Volume II contains supporting materials (including
survey results and select policy excerpts) that can serve as
supplementary guides.

Volume I briefly summarizes the Phase I research findings
to establish the foundation on which subsequent recommen-
dations were based. These findings largely represent the
results of a national survey of state DOTs and state travel
offices (STOs). More detailed documentation on these find-
ings is available in a set of interim reports; these additional
materials will be identified under the discussion of Phase I.

The bulk of Volume Iis devoted to a discussion of the Phase
Il recommendations. These recommendations were developed
to suggest “best” practices that could be implemented suc-
cessfully in the institutional environments identified in the

national survey. Although this research uncovered “most
common” practices that define many of the parameters for the
Phase I recommendations, it also revealed that state agencies
have unique organizational features, often influenced by geo-
graphic, demographic, and political conditions. For example,
geographic conditions affect a state’s tourism. States rich in
scenic or cultural resources are more likely than states with
moderate attractions to develop a comprehensive tourism pro-
gram focusing on preservation, enhancement, and economic
objectives. Often, the magnitude of these programs, coupled
with support from the Governor, generates recognition that
tourism depends on the functions of multiple state agencies,
including DOTs.

In addition, definitions of “tourism” and “economic devel-
opment” vary with the types of travel activities and objectives
adopted by each state. In some states, commuters are consid-
ered in the category of “tourists and travelers” if their trip
length is beyond 100 miles; in some states, truck drivers
are included in this category because their work schedule re-
quires food and fuel consumption as well as accommodations
typical of tourists.

The organizational structures of state tourism agencies
differ—some operate independently and are headed by
Cabinet-level secretaries while others are incorporated in
departments of commerce, economic development, or nat-
ural resources. These organizational differences will affect
any efforts to coordinate or integrate State DOT and STO
activities. Because of these differences, the audience for this
report is diverse. In order to establish a common understand-
ing of the terms used in this report, a glossary is provided at
the end of this document. One of these terms, “tourism,” rep-
resents the major component of this research. The defini-
tion that has been used to guide both the investigations and
recommendations associated with this study is

Tourism refers to travel to any place at least 100 miles
away from the home area. Implicitly, this definition
includes not only recreational travel but also business and
personal travel involving all modes of transportation, with
the exclusion of commuting to and from work.

This study places a great deal of emphasis on the current
and future practices of two agencies in particular: the state
transportation agency, referred to in this report as the DOT,
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and the state travel office, or STO. Throughout this report,
these two agencies may be referred to as counterparts. The
research sponsor of this work, the NCHRP, appreciates that
all economic activity depends on transportation facilities and
services to support and promote productivity and growth. In
the particular area of tourism development, investments in
transportation are less effective if made in isolation. Rather,
decisions on state-level programs and projects should be
made with input from the tourism community, with the STO
serving as a major point of contact.

This report provides guidance to both DOTs and STOs,
keyed to their shared interests in the most effective allocation
of agency resources. The proposed recommendations were
developed with a sensitivity to the distinctions that make
each state’s tourism agenda valid, recognizing that each
agency involved in that agenda makes an important contri-
bution. At the same time, the recommendations provide
direction for achieving greater efficiencies through im-
proved interagency coordination and greater consideration
of economic development objectives.




CHAPTER 2
PHASE I: FINDINGS

The purpose of the Phase I study effort was to perform
a series of research tasks that would generate a profile of
those current DOT and STO practices that represent the
transportation-tourism interface, including agency roles for
advancing economic development objectives. The informa-
tion collected under this first phase was used to establish
parameters for developing recommendations that could be
adopted within a broad range of institutional environments.

The following tasks were undertaken to develop this profile
of current practices:

» An extensive literature search, conducted to gauge the
level of activity in relating transportation investments to
tourism development;

» A preliminary survey of select states, performed to iden-
tify decision-making tools and practices employed by
DOTs and STOs and to guide the subsequent design of
the national survey;

* A national survey of state transportation agencies and
STOs, conducted to examine specific practices in insti-
tutional coordination, planning analytics, and traveler
information services; and

» Two focus group sessions, held with representatives of
AASHTO and Educational Seminar of State Travel
Officials (ESSTO), to identify coordination issues and
analytic methods in an interactive setting.

An annotated bibliography of references pertinent to this
research has been prepared as a stand-alone document; how-
ever, the most useful findings came from the national survey,
the analysis of policies collected under the preliminary sur-
vey, and the focus group sessions. A summary of the high-
lights associated with each of these activities follows. Interim
reports providing some additional information on the Phase
I findings include “A Profile of Current DOT Planning Prac-
tices in Tourism,” prepared July 1995, and “Tourism Travel
Contributions to Economic Development: Phase I Report
Summary,” also prepared July 1995. Both of these reports are
available through the Transportation Research Board.

KEY RESULTS OF THE NATIONAL SURVEY

A comprehensive survey on current transportation-tourism
practices was administered nationally to document the broad

variations in these practices, which are influenced by regional
and state conditions, both geographic and political. The ques-
tionnaire was distributed to 53 AASHTO member transporta-
tion departments and 53 STOs. A total of 99 questionnaires
was returned, including responses from both agencies in a
total of 48 states and from 3 “singletons.” Appendix A lists
the participating agencies.

The survey, extensive in scope, covered three topics:

* Overall policy and institutional coordination,

* Consideration of tourism in statewide transportation
planning and programming, and

* Traveler information services.

Volume II includes a copy of the survey administered to
DOTs. A second version was prepared for STOs with minor
modifications that address agency differences. A detailed
analysis of the survey responses was provided in “Current
Practices in Addressing the Transportation Needs of Tourism,”
prepared in October 1994. A statistical summary of the
responses is in Volume II of this report. The most significant
survey results are as follows.

1. A state-level executive or legislative mandate or written
policy that defines tourism coordination responsibilities
facilitates agency interactions.

2. The existence of some formal policy or memorandum
of agreement between DOTs and STOs facilitates more
discussions between the agencies.

3. The number of DOTs developing explicit policies that
relate transportation investment to tourism is high,
suggesting the effect of ISTEA.

4. DOTs are most involved with tourism projects that
relate to the DOTs’ traditional role of developing roads.

5. DOTs and STOs interact most frequently on the two
types of projects that have been traditionally at the
interface—welcome centers and the development and
distribution of maps.

6. DOTs interact with those groups traditionally most in-
volved with construction project development, whereas
STOs interact with tourism-related groups.

7. By and large, DOTs provide the bulk of funding for
the types of tourism-oriented transportation projects
considered in the survey.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

DOTs are more likely to resolve conflicts about tourism-
related transportation activities at the policy level of the
executive branch (e.g., Cabinet Office, Commission,
and Governor) than are STOs.

. STOs use a wider range of tourism-related data in their

planning than do DOTs. DOTs seem to prefer those
strategies and data analyses that fit with their traditional
roles.

According to both DOTs and STOs, among the eight
types of data listed in the questionnaire, O/D (origin
and destination) data are among the most desirable
for incorporating tourism needs into statewide trans-
portation planning.

Some agencies indicate that they choose not to employ
the other seven types of tourist data in their transporta-
tion planning rather than suggest there is an obstacle to
obtaining it.

DOTs and STOs need to communicate better about
whether or not the economic benefits of tourism are
considered in transportation planning and what specific
methods are actually used.

In theory, these two agencies can supplement each
other in the types of analytical capabilities used for
measuring tourism benefits; however, actual sharing of
data does not seem to be occurring. STOs use statewide
economic models and outside consultants exclusively,
while DOTs use “default values, rules of thumb, etc.”
to assess the economic benefits of tourism in trans-
portation projects. Only in the case of hiring outside
consultants is there any overlap.

All but six agencies report that they are involved in
implementing, organizing, or regulating the provision
of road maps for tourists. Most agencies deal with
highway welcome centers in some capacity. For the
12 other types of visitor information services exam-
ined, there appears to be an informal division of labor
between DOTs and STOs.

DOTs dominate four operational activities—planning,
design, funding, and approval—in 7 of the 13 cate-
gories of traveler information services examined in
this survey. DOTs tend to dominate all four of these
activities in a service category if they dominate any at
all. STOs dominate activities in three categories—
tourist-oriented road signage, promotional brochures,
and interactive video kiosks—and tend to be most
active in their design and funding.

Tourist-oriented road maps, highway welcome cen-
ters, tourist-oriented road signage, and promotional/
informational brochures are the most commonly repor-
ted traveler information service activities among the
STOs and the DOTs, with more than 80 percent of
STOs and DOTs reporting involvement in these ser-
vices. DOTs dominate in their involvement with maps
and signage, while STOs take the lead in brochures.
In the area of welcome centers, DOTs and STOs had
similar levels of involvement.

17. STO activity is concentrated in the planning of the
tourism-related transportation activities examined,
with little participation in the approval stage and even
less participation in facility design and funding.
DOTs, on the other hand, participate actively in de-
sign and funding and to a somewhat lesser extent in
planning and approval.

18. DOTs and STOs provide special information services
for elderly travelers in about one-sixth of the states,
services for foreign visitors in about one-third, and
services for travelers with disabilities in nearly one-
half of the states. STOs dominate information services
to foreign visitors—the only category where one type
of agency clearly eclipses the other.

19. Overall, DOTs anticipate that services for elderly vis-
itors will be a priority in the future. STOs place
greater importance on future services for visitors with
disabilities and foreign visitors.

20. At the time of the survey, fewer than one-half of the
agencies reporting indicated that their states had used
ISTEA enhancement funds for tourism-related proj-
ects. However, another one-quarter of the agencies
indicated that initiatives to use ISTEA funds were “in
progress.”

SUMMARY OF FOCUS GROUP SESSIONS

Two focus group sessions were held with top officials
associated with DOTs and STOs to provide an interactive
forum for a deeper exploration of the research issues. These
meetings helped to illuminate institutional factors essential
to consider in the development of recommendations.

ESSTO Focus Group Meeting

This meeting was held on July 11, 1993, with six directors
of STOs in association with their attendance at the annual
ESSTO (Educational Seminar for State Travel Officials)
meeting. These directors represented the following agencies:

* Maryland Office of Tourism Development,

* Minnesota Office of Tourism,

* New Jersey Division of Travel and Tourism,

* North Carolina Travel and Tourism Division,

» Oklahoma Tourism and Recreation Department, and
* Tennessee Department of Tourist Development.

Two important points on the differences in DOT and
STO agency practices were identified. First, some STO rep-
resentatives mentioned that they are not familiar with the
DOT planning and programming process. Those who are
familiar with it find it geared to accommodate long-range
planning objectives rather than their own agency’s faster
process for identifying projects, approving funds, and con-
tracting work.



A second institutional difference is in the orientation for
evaluating transportation projects that support tourism. Under-
standably, DOTs employ an engineering approach, and STOs
adopt a marketing approach. A comment from one STO rep-
resentative captures this dichotomy succinctly: “I know (their)
basic philosophy is to expeditiously move people from one
point to the other point in a very fast and safe and efficient way.
My purpose is to slow them down.”

A key area of contention raised by STO representatives was
the production of highway maps. This activity is one that
involves the participation of both DOTs and STOs, and STOs
expressed some dissatisfaction about responsibility and equity
related to the production and financing of these maps.

As indicated statistically in the national survey results,
ESSTO participants confirmed that communication between
them and their counterpart was largely informal.

STOs stated that the role of the STO was usually secondary
for site-specific tourism projects. In such cases, industry rep-
resentatives tended to contact the DOT directly with requests
for transportation consideration, and the STO provided sup-
port if requested. This account agreed with statements offered
later by state transportation agency officials in their own
focus group.

Lastly, members of this focus group were not able to iden-
tify any useful measurement models nor were they aware of
any models used by DOTs to gauge the tourism outcomes of
transportation investments.

AASHTO Focus Group Meeting

The second focus group meeting was conducted on October
26, 1993, with six representatives of the AASHTO Stand-
ing Committee on Planning who were attending the annual
AASHTO meeting. These individuals represented the follow-
ing state organizations:

¢ Georgia Department of Transportation,

¢ Jowa Department of Transportation,

¢ Kansas Department of Transportation,

¢ Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, and
¢ Virginia Department of Transportation.

Many of the same issues previously identified by STOs
were raised in this session by DOT representatives. There was
agreement that communication between DOTs and STOs was
largely informal, with few established mechanisms for co-
ordination in place.

DOT representatives also agreed that for site-specific
transportation projects developed by industry, they generally
dealt with local industry or government rather than with STO
staff. Interaction with local interests most likely refers to
road improvements or access to recreational sites (e.g., Six
Flags or Opry-Land) and to access substate regions where
tourism is targeted for economic development.

DOT representatives also recognized that DOTs and STOs
had different perspectives on assessing the need for trans-
portation investment: DOTs considered capacity and safety
issues, and STOs evaluated market effects.

There was considerably more discussion among DOT rep-
resentatives than their STO counterparts about analytic
methods and economic models. Members of this group were
familiar with REMI, HIAP, and models used by the U.S.
Travel Data Center; however, it was determined that none of
these models isolates tourism benefits from other economic
development benefits. The lowa DOT representative referred
to that state’s economic-development-oriented investment
program, which is primarily concerned with access highways
for tourism projects as well as for general projects.

In the case of the two focus group sessions, there was con-
siderable agreement among the participants on the issues that
affect the transportation-tourism interface. Many of these
issues were confirmed on a broader basis by the results of the
national survey.

ANALYSIS OF SELECT POLICIES

In association with the preliminary survey conducted in
the early stage of this research, policy documents and strate-
gic plans were submitted by those agencies reporting written
policies that explicitly connected transportation planning and
tourism. These materials were reviewed to identify (1) pol-
icy features that foster coordination between DOT and an
STO within a state, and (2) institutional mechanisms that
support better planning and programming of tourism-related
transportation investment.

Materials were received from the following 11 states:
Alaska, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Minnesota, New York,
Oregon, South Dakota, Texas, Washington, and Wisconsin.
Some materials were more substantive than others in terms of
their value to this research. This review emphasizes those mate-
rials that can serve as informative references for other state
agencies. A list of these materials is provided in Volume II
together with excerpts from selected submissions.

The criteria used to review these documents are presented
below. A distinction is made concerning whether the document
originated in a DOT or an STO.

For state transportation policies, the following criteria
were used:

» Formal recognition that tourism should be considered in
transportation planning,

¢ Formal institutional arrangements fostering meaningful
consideration of tourism needs in state DOT planning,
programming, and investment, and

* Any other stated policies that might affect tourism-related
transportation investment.

For state tourism policies, the following criteria were used:

¢ Formal recognition of the role of transportation in
statewide tourism development and facilitation,



* Formal institutional arrangements fostering meaningful
cooperation between the STO and the state DOT, and

* Any stated policies that might affect tourism-related
transportation investment.

The following discussion summarizes the findings, by state,
proceeding from the most extensive policies and practices to
the least extensive.

Oregon

Oregon has the most extensive policy statements covering
tourism and transportation investment of any of the states sub-
mitting written documents as part of the preliminary survey.

State Transportation Policies

The “Oregon Transportation Plan” states,

It is the policy of the State of Oregon to develop a trans-
portation system that supports intrastate, interstate and inter-
national tourism and improves access to recreation destina-
tions. (Oregon Department of Transportation 1992, p. 61)

Specific actions supporting this policy are identified as well:

1. Promote intercity bus, rail and commuter air services to
link areas in the state with national and international
transportation systems (ibid., p. 58)

2. Facilitate development and operation of intermodal
transportation hubs (ibid., p. 60)

3. Identify and incorporate into state transportation plans,
facilities and services that serve tourism (ibid., p. 61)

4. Identify scenic tourism corridors and consider “scenic
values” in corridor planning, improvement and mainte-
nance (ibid., p. 61)

Presumably, tourism needs will be considered in the process
to update the statewide transportation improvement program
(STIP for 1995-2000, Oregon Department of Transportation,
1993a). Certain transportation enhancement projects defined in
the ISTEA are narrowly related to tourism, such as scenic or
historic highway programs and acquisition of scenic or historic
sites (Oregon Department of Transportation, 1993b, p. 2).

State Tourism Policies

The Oregon Tourism Division (OTD) published a
“Strategic Implementation Plan for Tourism Development,
1992-1996” on April 4, 1993 (Oregon Tourism Division,
1993) that names “iransportation development” among
eight specific implementation strategies. The tourism divi-
sion’s objective is, “Work with the Oregon Department of

Transportation to develop a tourism transportation plan to
identify facilities and minimal levels of service to serve
tourism. Incorporate plan into state and local transportation
plans.” Four related strategies are specified, requiring inter-
agency cooperation but assigning the lead role to ODOT
(ibid, pp. 6-7):

1. Complete development of the Oregon Scenic Byways
Program

2. Complete development of the Oregon Travel Signing
Project

3. Develop a system that combines these two in a “complete
driving tour system”

4. Organize an intermodal tourism transportation commit-
tee to seek ways and means to reduce visitor dependence
on the automobile in Oregon (p. 10)

In addition, OTD plans to work with ODOT to upgrade three
welcome center facilities over a 2-year period (ibid, p. 34).

Meaningful cooperation between OTD and ODOT has
been the rule since 1987, the earliest date that the OTD strate-
gic plan lists specific transportation projects that have been
funded by the state Regional Strategies Program (Oregon
Tourism Division 1992, p. 5). These projects include wel-
come center construction, tour and trail development, airport
expansion, signage, and a scenic overlook.

OTD has developed a simplified model for estimating
tourist expenditures resulting from Regional Strategies Pro-
gram projects, such as the above (Oregon Tourism Division,
no date). This model is deficient in both measurement stan-
dards and estimation techniques. A copy of the tourism
expenditure worksheet used is included in Volume II.

In summary, Oregon’s STO recognizes the importance of
tourism in planning and implementing certain transportation
projects and has established interagency task forces for each of
these projects. ODOT recognizes the importance of tourism in
its transportation plan, but aside from its process to involve all
interested parties in developing its new STIP, it does not go
beyond referencing ISTEA requirements that international
border crossings, access to tourism-related facilities, and
recreational travel and tourism be addressed.

Texas
State Transportation Policies

The Texas DOT strategic plan also emphasizes promotion
and visitor facilitation aspects of transportation without
explicit consideration of any other transportation activities.
The only tourism-related responsibility listed is “travel ser-
vices and publications in support of tourism” (Texas Depart-
ment of Transportation, 1992, p. 3). Its external/internal
assessment mentions only needs for travel and information
services in the tourism area, while its section on “Service
Population Trends—Tourism” notes that the Department



provides tourists with travel counseling, maps, literature and
free 1-800 service (ibid., pp. 3, 16).

Two of the nine formal Texas DOT objectives briefly refer
to tourism:

Goal 1, Objective 4: To increase public use of travel and
information services (ibid., p. 25)

Goal 2, Objective 3: To promote aviation safety, economic
development, and air transportation for Texas by conducting
aviation programs to satisfy aviation needs (ibid., p.30)

State Tourism Policies

Although Texas does not formally recognize the role of
transportation in statewide tourism development and facilita-
tion, the Governor recently established the Texas State
Agency Tourism Council, composed of nine state agencies
“involved in tourism promotion, marketing, and development
efforts” (Texas Office of the Governor, 1992, p. 1).

The Texas DOT is a member of this council. However,
only a single Texas DOT division is listed as having respon-
sibilities—the Division of Travel and Information, which
operates the state’s travel information centers, produces and
distributes tourism materials, and answers visitor inquiries
(ibid., p. 1). Texas DOT tourism transportation activities seem
limited to promotion and provision of information to tourists.
In addition to producing and distributing materials, Texas
DOT operates computerized travel information services and
visitor information centers (ibid., pp. 16-17, 39, 41-42).

The impression that Texas DOT’s role is so limited is con-
firmed in the performance standards for the Council, none of
which addresses transportation investment, planning, main-
tenance, or access (ibid., p. 27). )

In short, although Texas has established a formal institu-
tional arrangement for considering tourism needs in trans-
portation planning, these needs are limited to promotion and
tourism facilitation through information access.

South Dakota
State Transportation Policies

South Dakota’s DOT is unique among those submitting
policy statements for this project in emphasizing its commit-
ment to tourism directly in its mission statement:

The Department of Transportation’s mission is to plan,
finance, design, construct, and maintain a cost-effective
transportation system to support tourism. . .(South Dakota
Department of Transportation, no date, p. 1).

Among the current objectives in support of this mission is
Objective L (ibid., pp. 26-27):

Improve tourism and recreation access. To develop annu-
ally a plan to promote the development of highways leading
to tourism and recreation sites, facilities and services. . .

Strategy 1: Construct recreational road projects.
Strategy 2: Construct river access projects.
Strategy 3: Implement tourism related projects.

These strategies are accompanied by specific actions to
implement these policies.

Other tourism-related goals include developing new avia-
tion facilities (ibid., p. 23), evaluating air service (ibid., p. 60),
promoting scenic byways in conjunction with the Department
of Tourism (ibid, p. 69), conducting feasibility studies for
intercity expressways (ibid., p. 74), and producing maps
(ibid, p. 130).

There is no indication of a formal institutional arrange-
ment ensuring consideration of tourism needs in state DOT
planning, programming, and investment. Tourism industry
needs are apparently considered in the statewide meetings
designed to gather public input for project selection, held in
July of each year (ibid., p. 15).

State Tourism Policies

No information was provided.

In general, South Dakota’s DOT is committed to serving
the needs of tourists in the state and has developed specific
programs to do so, as stated in its current strategic plan. What
is unclear is how this came to be, and what the Department
of Tourism’s role is in the transportation planning process.

Based on the materials received and reviewed, there is no
indication that any of the states has demonstrated a recognition
of tourism interests in transportation planning with a formal
arrangement for ensuring that such interests are incorporated
in transportation investment decision-making.

Oregon has strong policy statements regarding tourism’s
needs for transportation and tourism interests in transportation
planning and investment and these statements are supported by
the designation of specific individual projects, albeit rather
limited in scope. The South Dakota DOT formally incorpo-
rates tourism considerations in statewide transportation plan-
ning, but the STO’s recognition of transportation cannot be
evaluated.

Texas demonstrates the best institutional mechanism to
support better planning and programming of tourism-related
transportation investment, but limits this investment to
promotion and visitor information services.

Overall, Oregon provides the best model of formal recog-
nition of tourism development’s interests in transportation
investment and a state DOT’s recognition of tourism in its
planning and implementation. The approach in the Texas
model may be the most effective in practice (assuming
such coordination eventually acknowledges transportation’s
broader role in assisting tourism development in a state).

REPORT ON “BEST PRACTICE” STATES

Although the analysis of the survey results proved valu-
able in providing an overview of the full range of practices
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nationwide, the study team conducted a narrower assessment
of the results by identifying the six states that indicated
exemplary performance in the areas examined. The method-
ology that was used to identify the “best practice” states is
described here.

Methodology

Drawing from the national survey, there are four distinct
areas that, together, constitute best practice for states consid-
ering the transportation needs of tourists. These four areas are
(1) a high degree of institutional coordination; (2) regular,
explicit consideration of tourism needs in statewide trans-
portation planning; (3) a tourism transportation planning
process that uses specific, objective data and analytical meth-
odologies; and (4) a strong program of traveler information
services.

The research team then identified 19 criteria that corre-
spond to specific survey questions and established a standard
for a “best” response for each. Listed below are the practices,
corresponding questions, and standards.

» High degree of institutional coordination

— Existence of a written policy (Question 1)

— Existence of statutes or administrative laws (Ques-
tion 2)

— Existence of interagency memoranda of agreement
or policy (Question 9)

— Frequent involvement with a variety of groups (five or
more) to plan transportation projects related to tourism
(Question 10)

— Policy and program conflict resolution at the lowest
(operating department) level for more than 50 percent
of the transportation activities listed (Question 12)

+ Regular, explicit consideration of tourism needs in state-
wide transportation planning

— Existence of written policy on the importance of
tourism in guiding transportation investment (Ques-
tion 13)

— Indication of explicit consideration of tourism-related
investment in the transportation planning process
(Question 14)

— Primary responsibility for planning tourism-related
facilities and services for two or more of the activi-
ties listed (Question 5)

— Frequent discussions with counterpart (Question 6)

— Discussions with counterpart on at least four of the
activities listed (Question 7)

» Use of specific, objective data and analytic methodologies

— Explicit consideration of economic benefits in estab-
lishing transportation project priorities (Question 18)

— Use of one of the quantitative methods cited (estimated
tourism economic impact or benefit/cost for tourism
projects) to assess tourism benefits (Question 19)

— Use of at least four types of tourist-related data
(Question 16)

— Indication of preferred ranking of data (at least one
item ranked) required to better incorporate tourism
travel needs into transportation planning (Question 17)

+ Strong program of traveler information services

— Frequent provision of a variety of traveler informa-
tion services (six or more “often” responses) (Ques-
tion 22)

— Appraisal of adequacy of tourist information services
(Question 31)

— Use of innovative approach to joint efforts (Ques-
tion 24)

— Indication of at least one special effort to serve
tourists who are elderly, or foreign or have disabili-
ties (Question 26)

— Indication of one or more effective tourist informa-
tion services (Question 29)

To identify the best practice states, the pair of question-
naires (both DOT and STO) from each state was reviewed to
determine its conformance with the 19 criteria previously
described. All responses were accepted at face value. Obvi-
ously, states or agencies that did not return a completed ques-
tionnaire were eliminated from this review process. States
received a point for each of the criteria measures where both
the DOT and STO met the requirement. The points then were
totaled, producing a preliminary list of best practices states.
This list was subsequently modified by deleting any states that
did not meet at least some of the requirements in each of the
four areas examined—institutional coordination, explicit con-
sideration of tourism in planning, methodological tools, and
traveler information services.

The six states that were identified as “best practice” were

* Minnesota,

* West Virginia,
* Michigan,

* South Dakota,
¢ Arizona, and
¢ Idaho.

Subsequently, interviews were conducted with individuals
from the DOTs and STOs representing these states in order to
identify any additional factors that enabled these states to dis-
tinguish themselves as strong coordinators. The comments
offered vary in detail and length. Highlights are presented here.

RESULTS

Minnesota

Although the facilitation of “recreational travel and
tourism” is one of the 14 state goals in the Minnesota Depart-
ment of Transportation’s statewide planning process, the



high degree of coordination between the DOT and STO pre-
dates this statute. Recognition of the benefits to be gained by
explicit consideration of tourism development needs in
statewide transportation planning has been in effect for at
least 12 years. The fact that major officials in both agencies
enjoy long tenures has further encouraged this cooperation
and this state’s output. Governmentwide quality manage-
ment programs have been implemented, and this practice has
facilitated cooperation by breaking down “turf” barriers
among agencies.

There has been a strong interest on the part of Minnesota
DOT to use transportation to help market the state, including
its tourism resources. Providing continuous and relevant infor-
mation to tourists is viewed as a way to increase visitor satis-
faction and visitor expenditures in the state. Cooperation takes
the form of continual communication between Minnesota
DOT and Minnesota Office of Tourism (MNOT) staff, and the
inclusion of MNOT staff on Minnesota DOT committees,
such as on business signage, rest area welcome signs, and
scenic byways. The agencies share data when necessary.

West Virginia

The West Virginia case study provides an interesting exam-
ple of developing cooperation between the state transportation
agency and the STO. By and large, the specific interaction has
been on a project-by-project basis. The DOT takes lead
responsibility for those projects most related to the roadside
(e.g., rest areas, welcome centers, and signage), for which they
provide almost all of the funding. Traditionally, the greatest
interaction between the two agencies has been on tourist infor-
mation maps. Both agencies reported that the relationship with
their counterparts was very productive, and the STO thought
that the relationship was being strengthened because of
ISTEA.

The state collects data on tourists’ visiting specific locations
in the state (e.g., state parks) and estimates tourist dollars spent
as part of tourist trips. Like Minnesota, West Virginia views
all transportation projects as helping tourists in the state. They
report that they do not isolate tourist trips when planning
specific projects.

The evolution of incorporating tourism into transportation
investment decisions began in the Governor’s Office, which
promoted the encouragement of tourism through a general
mandate of state agency responsibilities. Although the state
DOT added tourism as one of its general emphasis areas,
there were no specific regulations or administrative man-
dates that outlined how tourism would be considered. The
strength of their approach to incorporating tourism into
investment decision-making is that the process depends on
the level of investment being considered and the degree to
which interagency coordination is necessary. For example,
welcome centers often require a memorandum of agreement
because there are negotiations associated with staffing and
maintenance responsibilities. However, for other types of

11

projects (e.g., rest areas or tourist signage), the interaction
tends to be on an ad hoc basis. The major obstacles identi-
fied seem to be related to funding—in terms of the levels and
willingness of the state DOT to allocate funds specifically
for tourism activities.

The STO uses West Virginia University for its modeling
capabilities in tourism; however, these models tend to be at
a statewide level and not oriented toward project-specific
issues.

Michigan

The Michigan DOT considers tourism in the state mostly
as it relates to transportation investment. There does not
seem to be any formal or semi-formal relationship with the
state travel office. Most of the interaction has been on an ad
hoc basis and primarily in relation to projects such as tourist
maps and signage.

The DOT interacts with a variety of other agencies and
groups, such as tourist service providers and local road agen-
cies, when tourist-related projects are going to be built in their
jurisdiction.

South Dakota

The South Dakota DOT and the Department of Tourism
report working very closely together. Past governors, partic-
ularly Governor George Mickelson, encouraged cooperation,
and there are official mandates to address this issue. However,
itis also very significant that the Secretaries of the two depart-
ments have worked together since 1987 when the Department
of Tourism was raised to cabinet status.

The explanation given for this culture of cooperation is that
a small, rural state with limited resources needs to have agen-
cies cooperate in order to maximize their effectiveness. There
are few formal committees, although the DOT has formed one
on ISTEA, and the STO is active on it. In lieu of committees,
the staffs meet to discuss new highways (e.g., an extension of
the highway from Denver to Rapid City and an expanded I-90
to Pierre), rest areas, and signage, as needs arise.

The two agencies share information on an ad hoc basis.
Neither has a method for estimating the benefits of tourism-
related investment in transportation, and neither anticipates
such studies in the future. The STO does measure the effect
of all visitors annually at the county level.

Arizona

Arizona is characterized as a state with heavy federal
involvement in its transportation activities. The Office of
Tourism produced a memorandum of understanding called
ACERT (Arizona Council for Enhancing Recreation and
Tourism), which establishes rules of coordination between the
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many state resource agencies and the many federal agencies
involved. Four agencies have provided funding to ACERT.

Budgets for the agencies involved in tourism are separate
but coordinated. The state parks agency has located parks
throughout the state to disperse demand and travel activity,
often placing facilities at midpoints of long trips. Arizona
DOT has had annual appropriations of about $5 million
since around 1986 to provide access to and service within
these state parks. The state park board sets priorities, and the
transportation board programs the activities in its 5-year
construction program.

Both the DOT and STO touted the effectiveness of the
nationally recognized state magazine, Arizona Highways,
for establishing a positive relationship between the two
agencies. This magazine, produced by the DOT, advertises
the state’s scenic wonders and is considered an effective
marketing technique.

It was the view of the DOT representative that coordina-
tion was facilitated because the STO is small and designed to
be an independent office close to the Governor rather than
included as part of a larger organization such as a commerce
agency. The Office of Tourism has a small fund to provide
grants to local communities for tourism, and, in many cases
where these monies are used for transportation projects, the
DOT gets involved (e.g., to provide assistance for signage).

Other illustrations of coordination include the use of Ari-
zona DOT staff to handle “800 number” calls to the state for
tourism information. The two agencies work together on
responding to requests for maps, travel information, and so
forth. In addition, the scenic highway program run by Ari-
zona DOT has an advisory board on which the Office of
Tourism sits. :

The STO noted the distinction between welcome centers,
located at the state border and information centers, which are
operated by local governments while meeting STO-specified
criteria. The STO recently completed its first welcome cen-
ter, and they are collecting the data for extensive benefit/cost
analyses, including visitation generation and dollar effects.
Arizona DOT performs traffic counts at rest stops and con-
ducts surveys to determine the acceptance of tourism mate-
rials distributed at these rest stops. Detailed benefit analyses
of tourism have not been done because of the lack of data.
The Office of Tourism often estimates the sales tax effects of
a project but secures the services of estimators to establish
prospective effects.

Idaho

The value of a first successful cooperative effort between the
Idaho DOT and STO was cited as a factor in establishing a
good working relationship. An early activity that was success-
ful was the development of the centennial state map for 1990.

Technical elements of the map were produced by the DOT,
and the development of other map materials and then dissem-
ination were handled by the STO. This activity paved the way
for further cooperative efforts. A later experience that also
fostered cooperation occurred during a series of forest fires
when the DOT expeditiously provided information to visitors.

Several years before this 1990 collaboration, a conference
with 400 key players had been held to foster a cooperative
program between outdoor recreation, tourism, and trans-
portation. Included in this group were parks and recreation
representatives and fish and wildlife representatives. In terms
of advancing coordination, it also may be significant that
federal agencies own about 70 percent of the state’s land.

The key point cited by both Idaho agencies is that the
state’s tourism is highly automobile-oriented: 87 percent of
the tourists arrive in private vehicles. Consequently, it is
commonly viewed that because tourism’s benefits are well
distributed throughout the state, support for tourism boosts
the overall economy.

As in the case of South Dakota, it was noted that the small
size of government in Idaho engenders a cooperative spirit
between agencies and a sense of the necessity to combine
skills and resources when developing a program.

The ease in coordination was attributed, in part, to the fact
that people held their positions for several years.

Although each of the six “best practice” states exhibits
distinct enabling qualities to advance coordination of
tourism needs in the state transportation planning process,
several themes are suggested in the information collected
from interviews with these state representatives.

Several states indicated a longstanding working relation-
ship between DOT and STO officials that pre-dated ISTEA
requirements. The success of these relationships seems to be
attributed to one of several conditions: (1) long tenures for top
officials and sometimes staff as well, (2} shared appreciation
for the statewide economic benefits of transportation invest-
ment in tourism; and (3) Governor support for interagency
coordination.

Three of the states interviewed cited the “smallness” of
their government or agency as a facilitating factor for inter-
agency coordination. Individuals interviewed suggested that
the size of government or agency served as a catalyst for
pooling resources to implement program objectives. In the
case of Arizona, the small and independent structure of the
STO enhanced that agency’s ability to be flexible, thereby
facilitating opportunities for coordination.

The interviews with South Dakota and Idaho representa-
tives suggest that federal involvement in advancing tourism
for federally owned roads may foster state DOT and STO
relations.

Although these six states all passed the test for having ana-
lytical capabilities, there is no evidence of data used with
advanced decision-making tools.
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PHASE ll: RECOMMENDATIONS AND GUIDELINES

The research conducted under Phase I produced a profile of
current and best practices used by DOTs and STOs in provi-
ding transportation facilities and services that support tourism.
This profile identified the organizational parameters that
needed to be considered to improve the state transportation
planning process and its effective addressing of tourism needs.

This focused examination of DOT and STO roles and func-
tions, and the subsequent evaluation of the extent to which
their responsibilities can be complementary, supplementary,
or independent helped target those arenas where changes
in policy and procedures would be most feasible and most
effective in addressing the transportation needs of tourism.

As a product of this effort, a set of five recommendations
was developed. These recommendations were reviewed by
the NCHRP Project 2-17(6) panel members and the study’s
Technical Council of DOT and STO officials to “test” their
viability in these two institutional environments.

A summary of each recommendation is provided here,
followed by an in-depth discussion of each.

1. A methodology for states to characterize, in detail, their
DOT-STO interactions in relation to an optimum insti-
tutional arrangement for interagency cooperation and
coordination.

2. Identification of 11 key principles to be considered in
the state transportation planning process in order to
facilitate more informed decisions on transportation
projects geared to tourism growth.

3. A guide to establishing a DOT planning and project
development process that incorporates tourism.

4. An approach to considering the economic benefits of a
highway investment project intended to enhance
tourism development.

5. An approach to applying the most significant criteria of
traveler information services to various market seg-
ments, and the identification of nine areas that should
receive priority attention in advancing the delivery of
these services.

METHODOLOGY FOR EVALUATING
INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS TO
ACCOMMODATE TOURISM TRAVEL ISSUES

One of the objectives of the 1991 ISTEA legislation was
to identify how state DOTs could, through better coordina-

tion with their stakeholders, optimize the effectiveness of
their planning. More complete knowledge of tourism supply,
performance, and effects will enable DOTSs to better priori-
tize and allocate their resources, thereby allowing greater
consideration of the effects of transportation investment on
economic development.

In order to appreciate the implications of the different
institutional arrangements that prevail, it is important to
examine an assortment of coordination practices in the con-
text of the issues and functions associated with both trans-
portation and tourism. This context is defined by the com-
munity of agencies involved in addressing the transportation
needs of tourism, a situation that can vary from state to state.

All states operate transportation agencies—many dealing
with several modes. All but one state operates a state tourism
office. In addition, states maintain natural resource agencies,
economic development or commerce agencies, and highway
enforcement agencies, and/or subordinate units with nar-
rower focuses on areas such as parks, fisheries, historical
sites, cultural resources, and so forth.

For the purposes of this section of the report, the transpor-
tation entity refers to state transportation agencies (DOTs)
and embraces the traditional capital improvement and operat-
ing functions for highways, transit, aviation, rail, and harbors
as well as the enforcement function performed by the state
police (patrol). The tourism entity includes state travel
offices (STOs) and other government agencies involved
in activities relevant to natural and cultural resource manage-
ment and the promotion of state tourism/travel and recreation.

The following discussion provides an examination of five
types of institutional arrangements. They are presented as a
tiered representation of various degrees of institutional coor-
dination, with each tier characterizing a relationship type
identified by DOTs and STOs in the national survey con-
ducted as part of this research. A further exploration of these
relationships is conducted by imposing an institutional envi-
ronment on them—namely, nine issues relevant to success-
fully accommodating and enhancing tourism and six func-
tional areas where accommodation and integration can occur.
This institutional environment can be envisioned as the inter-
section of the five types of institutional relationships, nine rel-
evant issues, and six functions, creating a three-dimensional
matrix that contains 270 cells. This concept is depicted in
Figure 1, which serves as a reference for examining multiple
facets of institutional arrangements.
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Figure 1 presents the five types of institutional arrange-
ment on the left face of the three-dimensional matrix and dis-
plays the nine relevant issues on the back face of the matrix.
In more simple terms, the left face of the matrix represents
the “who” and “when” (how often) aspects of interagency
coordination; the back represents the “what” and “why” that
cooperating agencies should jointly consider; and finally, the
floor of the matrix represents the “how” or functional re-
sponsibilities involved in establishing and coordinating an
optimum transportation-tourism interface.

Five Types of Institutional Arrangements

The national survey results illuminated differences in the
way states have arranged their relationships between trans-
portation and tourism institutions. In general, the quality of
transportation products and services that directly enhance
tourism is greatly dependent on the degree of coordination and
cooperation between institutions. Thus, the types of institu-
tional arrangements described here reflect the relative degree
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Figure 1.

or level of coordination and cooperation. Type I is the lowest
level, already surpassed by most states; Type V is the highest
level, attained in only a few particulars in some of the states.

A short description of each type, including a discussion of
its advantages and disadvantages, follows:

* Typel
This type is characterized by infrequent coordination
between transportation and tourism agencies on tourism-
related goals or programs. Based on the national survey
results collected under this research effort, about 10 per-
cent of the states fall into this category. Under this
arrangement, most coordination for transportation proj-
ects with tourism effects is likely to be between local
governments or individuals affected, development or
commercial interests, and the transportation agency.

e Type Il
This type is characterized by interagency cooperation on
a few discrete projects (e.g., scenic routes, welcome cen-
ters, or site-specific maintenance of important tourist
routes). These arrangements are largely ad hoc and are
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not defined by an established relationship process. The
responses of approximately 30 percent of states placed
them in this category.

Type III

This type appears to be the most prevalent relationship
level, with 34 percent of the states reporting the kinds
of activity characterizing this arrangement. A Type III
arrangement involves ongoing process-driven activities
(e.g., highway, bicycle, and aeronautical maps; rest areas;
and public information programs). Under this type, trans-
portation and tourism agencies act voluntarily under
actual or implicit agency-to-agency memoranda of under-
standing and participate in joint activities that are repeated
annually or biennially usually consistent with the state’s
budget cycle.

Type IV

This type of arrangement, represented by about 26 per-
cent of the states, is driven by the existence of written
policy mandates emanating from the Governor through
Executive Order or through legislative statutory action.
In either case, the establishment of administrative rules
directing interagency protocols may or may not be spec-
ified. Comparing the survey responses of Type IV states
in conjunction with other responses revealed that this
type of arrangement is consistent with much sounder
tourism recognition in transportation plans and actions
and a greater likelihood of continuity in the relationship.
The level of interagency coordination resulting from
these mandates is reported to be substantially higher than
for states relying on more voluntary measures, particu-
larly when considering the program accomplishments of
states that employ such mandates.

Type V

This type is shown as a “boundary” level, representing
constant day-to-day coordination in planning, opera-
tions, funding, programming, and so forth. It represents
the continuous integration that could occur best if the
transportation and tourism agencies were combined
in the same high level unit, probably a cabinet-level
transportation department. Currently, no states use this
type of institutional arrangement completely, although
Texas comes close. Much of this integration could be
achieved under Type IV, if sufficient incentives (not
solely mandates) were employed (e.g., ISTEA enhance-
ment opportunities).

Advantages/Disadvantages

» Type I Infrequent Coordination

Advantage: Simplest arrangement, involving DOT
in biggest projects, STO in public rela-
tions. DOT dominates, particularly in
the planning process. In a few states,
effective projects can result.
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Disadvantage: Coordinated results are more acciden-
tal than planned, and data sharing has
no influence on resuits.

Type II Ad hoc-Project Level

Advantage: Concentrates efforts in activity areas
with some past history of interagency
coordination. Simpler than higher types
and can be effective if DOT is respon-
sive to the needs of STOs and others.

Disadvantage: ~Limited issues are investigated, not part
of an overall strategy, still substantial

domination by DOT.
» Type III Ongoing Process Focus
Advantage: Places related agencies together for

recurrent activities on a regular basis.
Several Type II agencies are now
advancing to Type III (or IV) in recog-
nition of the increased coordination
benefits.

Disadvantage: The additional money, time, and staff
resources needed may be problema-
tic. Optimum coordination usually is
not reached on capital improvement

programs.
* Type IV Formal Policy Driven
Advantage: Affirmative authorizing environment

provided to engage all the appropriate
agencies that can be used in strategy
and implementation. Establishes effort
as a state priority matter with specific
accountability defined.

Disadvantage: Few. Still likely short of fully inte-
grated coordination implicit in Type V.
More planning time and resources may
be required compared with lower types.

* Type V Fully Integrated (single agency)

Advantage: Tourism interests can be explicitly con-
sidered throughout all planning, bud-
geting, maintenance, public relations,
environmental functions, and so forth.

Disadvantage: Substantial government reorganiza-
tion (“re-engineering”) required. Could
cause downplay of tourism if dominant
agency component were the transporta-
tion representatives.

There are additional issues associated with the Type IV
and the more hypothetical Type V arrangement. For one,
“equity” between agencies is difficult to resolve because the
transportation agency prominently plans capital improve-
ment projects in the $100s of million range while the tourism
agency usually plans projects in the single digit or $10s
of millions range, primarily for public relations activities.
Moreover, as revealed in focus groups, the usual lengthy and
complex transportation program and project planning cycle
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is foreign to the shorter-range (annual) focus of the state
travel office.

Recommendation

The research team recommendation is Type IV, a policy-
driven institutional arrangement in which a clear authorizing
environment exists and is recognized by both transportation
and tourism interests as an essential strategy for economic
development and health, fully supported by both the governor
and the legislature. Some effort must be expended in this rela-
tionship to address the different authority levels of the agen-
cies involved. Specifically, the cabinet-level status of the
DOT or the DNR personnel and the often subcabinet level
placement of the STO personnel (e.g., under Department of
Development or Commerce) may create inequities that inhibit
creativity, priority setting, or conflict resolution. In only a
very few cases is the tourism function performed directly out
of the Governor’s Office. Therefore, it is very important that
the Governor’s Office be involved to influence this potential
difficulty, particularly at executive budget-making time.

Type I is not endorsed because it is likely to produce a
DOT-dominant arrangement, one that will probably create a
“less than informed” planning process, yielding less perti-
nent data useful for decision-making. Type II is better but
falls short of the continuous arrangements necessary to keep
a wide variety of tourism issues in front of transportation
planners. Type III, in some cases, has reached the potential
for the Type IV arrangement, but it lacks full continuity,
especially if the chief operating officers of relevant agencies
change frequently, as is often the case. Significantly, the sur-
vey indicates that perhaps one third of the Type III states are
developing legislative or executive mandates to elevate their
agency relationships to a Type IV level.

Although Type V, by definition, would provide optimum
coordination, it would be difficult to achieve unless state
governments were “re-engineered” across the board to create
single cabinet-level agencies with responsibility for both
transportation and tourism. However, Type IV is a realistic
possibility for all states. Based on the survey, the simple exis-
tence of a gubernatorial or legislative mandate is a necessary
but not sufficient condition for optimum results. Of course, a
state with low-level tourism activity might operate adequately
with Type I or IT; but the fact should not be minimized that no
state surveyed indicated a disinterest in tourism, and com-
merce reports confirm that tourism is a major industry in most
states, often among the top two or three.

Assuming the goal of a Type IV arrangement, it is neces-
sary to ensure both state transportation and tourism agency
participation in a formally coordinated effort. Because trans-
portation agencies have demonstrated substantial profi-
ciency in complex planning processes and because they are
the key actor for the functional areas shown in Figure 1, it is
recommended that this agency take the lead in inviting its
state travel office to participate in a process that explicitly

considers tourism interests in association with the economic
benefits of transportation plans and programs.

Relevant Issues

These institutional arrangements exist in an organizational
environment largely defined by the issues that must be
addressed and the functional responsibilities that must be
performed. The following two sections, relevant issues and
functional responsibilities, lay out this framework in order to
establish the arena where cooperative relationships are to be
considered.

Although the nine relevant issues described here may not
constitute an exhaustive list, the research team believes that
consideration of these factors will address comprehensively
the needs of cooperative interagency planning and operations
that support tourism economic benefits. The inherent imbal-
ance in money, personnel, and time requirements between
transportation and tourism agencies is often evident in the
issues discussed.

Supply

The first set of relevant issues are grouped as “Supply
Issues™: Is there enough of a commodity, service, quality, or
standard? Is it distributed throughout the state? Do the rules
(e.g., speed limits) allow its maximum use and does it con-
nect with, draw from, or generate additional activity with
other transportation modes (e.g., rail, air, ferry, and transit)?
These types of questions can be applied to the following
supply categories:

* Infrastructure Coverage
* System Capacities

* Regulatory Structure

* Intermodal Connectivity

At this stage in the development of our national and local
highway networks, there are few tourism destinations or
potential destinations that are inaccessible to vehicular traf-
fic. The infrastructure coverage issue relates more to the
required level of operation, maintenance, and rehabilitation
consistent with the primary use of facilities. Whether tourism
is enhanced by a six-lane interstate or a narrow scenic byway,
it should be considered within the context of state highway
system planning.

Virtually all of the operational characteristics of highways
are determinants to the success of tourism. For instance, sum-
mer season construction and maintenance often substantially
reduce capacity. Innovative work zone plans, well-planned
detours, and timely information systems can ameliorate tem-
porary capacity problems. Emerging ITS (smart car, smart
highway) technology can help to better use existing capacity.
Nonetheless, there are choke points along tourism routes that
require underlying capacity increases.



The regulatory structure affecting tourism largely relates
to traffic enforcement. These regulations, established for the
general public, are designed to enhance safety. However,
there is often a conflict between enforcement agencies and
tourism businesses regarding the application of these regula-
tions to tourists. Often the use of “prosecutorial discretion”
is not consistent across different jurisdictions of police and
judicial agencies, with a predisposition to regard tourists sus-
piciously. Extremes, such as strip-searching out-of-state
drivers arrested for inoperable taillights, are rare, but the
publicity is damaging.

One of the areas of tourism with the most potential for
improvement is the manner in which various travel modes
connect with each other to form a “seamless” passenger trip.
As more and more travelers fall into the elderly and foreign
category, their transfer from long distance modes (e.g., air,
bus, train, and ferry) to shorter range highway modes (e.g.,
auto, taxi, bus, transit, and bicycle) becomes much more
important. This issue is assuming more prominence in state
and federal surface transportation legislation and is likely to
gain increasing attention in the future.

Performance

In addition to the tourism aspects of these four supply cat-
egories, related Performance Issues are as follows:

¢ Access and mobility,
* Cost and benefits, and
* Information systems.

The “attractiveness” of a highway system, measured in
terms of accessibility to a tourism destination, has a profound
effect on the economic outcomes of the subject facility. Con-
gestion, construction delays, maintenance problems, and bar-
riers for people with disabilities all diminish the attractiveness
of a tourism site. Significantly, congestion is not uniquely an
urban problem. It occurs during ski season at the Eisenhower
Tunnel in Colorado, infrequently at an auto racing facility in
the Poconos in rural Pennsylvania, annually at a huge exper-
imental aircraft convention at Oshkosh, Wisconsin, and at
thousands of other events throughout the nation on a year-
round basis. Often, these event- or seasonal-related access and
mobility problems are not given enough consideration in the
design phase of a capital project, when the main concern is the
determination of design capacity under free-flow traffic con-
ditions. Not surprisingly, the national survey revealed that the
more a state’s institutional arrangements are characterized by
mandated or at least regular coordination (i.e., Types III and
up), the more it is likely that recurring traffic problems will be
considered in evaluations of system performance.

The “cost” of providing easy access and comfortable
mobility is often the controlling factor for whether a tourism-
targeted transportation investment can be justified. Actual
benefit/cost calculations are difficult to perform to determine
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tourism economic gains external to the highway, and repeated
calculations are almost certain to “double-count” benefits
already received by users of the basic capital improvement.
Certainly, extra lanes on access highways may enhance
mobility for the tourist attraction, but they are often difficult
to justify. For example, another parallel tube for the Eisen-
hower Tunnel would be a prohibitive solution to the day-skier
congestion problem.

Therefore, the “cost” of accommodating tourism is fre-
quently borne by the non-tourist traveler in various conges-
tion and incident management operational techniques. For
instance, citing again the Eisenhower Tunnel, during certain
weekend hours day-trip skiers returning to the Denver area
are allotted three of the four lanes of the tunnel, while oppos-
ing traffic is allocated one lane—or the option of turning a
torturous parallel route through a mountain pass.

To complement traffic control mechanisms employed for
easy access and mobility, information systems need to be in
place to inform the traveling public about what to expect en
route to and at their tourism destinations. Billboards, radio/
TV broadcasts, travel information at welcome centers and
rest areas, kiosks at public locations (e.g., fairs, libraries, and
government buildings), lighted information signs (e.g., for
the occasional requirement for carrying tire chains as one
approaches a high mountain pass in California), and a host of
public and private published brochures, maps and advisories
are, can be, and/or should be employed to reduce the real or
perceived cost of delay for the tourist. Joint consideration of
these operational performance issues by transportation and
tourism agencies is more likely to occur in those states with a
Type IV institutional arrangement, although Type III states
with a history of interaction on some performance issues are
shown to consider, at a minimum, the information services
aspects of performance issues.

A strong institutional arrangement between transportation
and tourism agencies is particularly important for developing
a traveler information strategy for elderly and foreign
tourists. Because of the special information needs of both,
sustained throughout the duration of a trip, transportation and
tourism agencies must work together to construct an effec-
tive means of conveying information. It seems likely that
such cooperation would be most forthcoming in a Type IV
(or V) institutional arrangement.

Impact Issues

The Impact Issues, both of prominent interest within the
political arena, are as follows:

¢ Distribution of economic development benefits and
* Environmental impacts.

The first issue concerns questions of equity, economic effi-
ciency, and the effectiveness of distribution of economic ben-
efits. This issue will continue to be paramount in the budget
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allocation processes as states continue the transition from
rural dominance to a more urban and suburban focus. Cur-
rently, there is substantial competition within states between
rural and urban tourism interests with regard to spending pub-
lic (largely transportation) funds to support tourism services
and facilities.

The second impact issue—one that is perhaps most promi-
nent of all—is the environmental impact of actions taken in
support of tourism. In performing necessary environmental
assessments, very complex relationships may ensue between
state transportation agencies, natural resource agencies,
attorneys general, and other state or local entities, as well as
federal regulatory agencies such as the EPA or the Corps of
Engineers.

The consequences of federal mandates, (e.g., ISTEA, the
Clean Air Act, and the Clean Water Act), have imposed sub-
stantial restrictions on states in several areas. However, as a
result of these same mandates, many of the state and federal
oversight institutions have encouraged the practice of multi-
agency decision integration—all the way from realistic project
need estimation, through planning and design, to mitigation
and performance characteristics. With regard to the tourism
community, their interests should be more energetically
integrated into this complex process.

The complexity described above pertains mostly to con-
struction of additional capacity. There are also many aspects
of environmental quality that are operational: traveler ameni-
ties, incident management that reduces extreme congestion,
facility beautification, rest area cleanliness, and other “soft-
side” elements that enhance traveler appreciation.

Functional Responsibilities

In every organization there are basic intra- and inter-agency
coordination activities that occur. For the institutional types
previously described, these activities involve the additional
application of six organizational functions to each of the nine
relevant issues. These six functions are

A. Formal Reporting and Review: keeping track of plans,
projects, data, achievements, and so forth;

B. Planning: evaluating what was done and what will be
done about an issue;

C. Design: developing the specifications for real and
executable projects that support the planning expec-
tations;

D. Management Systems: maintaining ongoing control of
inputs and outputs (data, money, personnel, equipment);

E. Policy Development: developing specifications for
each issue of the “who,” “when,” “why,” and “how” as
a guide to a successor set of players; a repeatable
process; and

F. Impact Analysis: determining in magnitude how
changes within Supply, Performance, and Impact ele-
ments enhance economic benefits associated with
tourism.
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The following section details an approach to evaluating
the interrelationship of the matrix elements, both in terms of
existing institutional arrangements and desired ones. Refer-
ring again to Figure 1, the reader will note that the three
dimensions of the matrix are I to V types, 1 to 9 issues, and
A to F functions. There is, as a result, the potential for 270
cells within this matrix. In the first analysis, the focus is
restricted to a single level, Type III. This approach reduces
our focus to 54 cells—the Issues versus Functions set for
evaluating an arrangement presumed to be Type IIL

A Step-by-Step Process for Analyzing
Interagency Relationships

It is recommended that the analysis of an existing institu-
tional arrangement involve rating the effectiveness extant
for each cell, say on a scale of 1 to 5 (5 being the highest
grade). These “grades” would most likely result from qualita-
tive observations, largely perceptions of excellence (or lack
thereof), but measured inputs should be encouraged and devel-
oped where possible. Although not universal, the national sur-
vey suggests that these 1 to 5 grades typically will correspond
to the “type” category for institutional arrangements. That is,
interagency relationships demonstrating little or no coordina-
tion will characterize Type I, and substantial mandated coop-
eration would be Type IV. It would follow then that, in a cell
of the Type IV level, the grade of “1” would indicate that—in
terms of that cell—the two agencies are operating at a Type [
(i.e., lower) level.

A more detailed description of this process is provided
below.

« Step 1(a): Form Teams

Form a team of transportation and related agencies
and teams of tourism/travel and related agencies on a
combined team
Step 1(b): Decide Type of Institutional Arrangement
in Existence

For purposes of illustration, let us assume that teams
of representatives of transportation agencies and tourism
agencies are meeting to analyze and improve the coordi-
nation of transportation/tourism affairs (e.g., policies,
procedures, projects, and programs). Suppose then that
the group (or each team independently) decides that the
type of institutional arrangement they appear to be oper-
ating under is Type I1I, based on the perception that coor-
dination is the result of an informal (perhaps verbal)
memorandum of understanding or a tradition under
which relatively frequent meetings occur to discuss spe-
cific activities or issues.
o Step 2: Establish Issue versus Function Questions

and “Grade” Cells

For the 54 matrix cells collectively, a grade “topogra-
phy” can be produced, representing a self-evaluation of
an agency’s performance relative to the 54 variables in



this matrix. There is substantial value in considering the
grades supplied by both agencies; however, there may
often be a discrepancy in these two agencies’ perceptions
of transportation-tourism activities. Therefore, it is rec-
ommended that, in the first round of this exercise, each
of the two teams performs its consensus grading inde-
pendently to illuminate more precisely where perceived
disparities are most severe.

As the exercise continues, each team should be
required to develop a pertinent question for each cell,
addressing the interaction of issue and function until all
54 cells are graded. As an example, a series of such
questions is provided in Appendix B.

The analysis exercise should be performed as fol-
lows: For each cell, the question is posed that examines
the Issue versus Function interaction and then a grade of
“how well” (1 to 5) is agreed upon, using known exam-
ples as reference points. For instance, consider cell
III-2-A: III is the assumed level (and likely degree of
effectiveness); 2 describes systems capacities; A is the
area of formal reporting and review.

Sample Question: (I1I-2-A)

Is the impact on tourism explicitly considered when

determining highway capacity, and is that consideration

enabled or enhanced by the existence of reviewable and

reliable data in an accessible written report or database?
Transportation Team consensus— grade = 4
Tourism Team consensus — grade = 2

Sample Question: (III-8-B)
How well does the capital program transportation plan-
ning process account for the distribution of economic
benefits to various tourism facilities and the geographic
areas surrounding them?
Transportation Team consensus— grade = 3
Tourism Team consensus — grade = 1

The disparity of grades between these two hypothet-
ical teams is very consistent with the results that were
generated in the national survey. In part, it can be
explained by a general lack of knowledge by tourism
agency personnel about the transportation capital proj-
ect planning process.

Step 3: Conduct Joint Meeting with Teams to Achieve
Consensus

After each of the two teams completes its analysis
according to the procedure suggested, the teams need to
meet together to arrive at consensus grades. This exercise
is designed as an opportunity to discover the reasons for
disparate grades for a particular cell. In many cases, these
disparities may be attributed to the fact that each team has
posed a different question. It is intended that any mis-
understanding of roles, processes, data needs, and other
coordination elements will be unearthed in this process.
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Following these discussions, the group as a whole
(i.e., both teams) needs to determine the consensus
grade for each cell. They then will need to compare
these results with those expected for a Type III (or
better) institutional arrangement.

* Step 4: Report Results and Compare with Expectations

The results of a hypothetical case analysis are shown
in Figure 2, in which the grade for each cell (Issue ver-
sus Function) is represented as the height of a three-
dimensional bar. These heights are displayed in com-
parison with a grade of 3 (equivalent to Type III),
providing a visual method for comparing actual inter-
agency practices in relation to a grade 3 benchmark.
Opportunities for improvement can be identified in this
graphic, and areas or relative strength are shown by the
white portions of the bar heights at “III” or above.

To support Figure 2, sample questions and grades for
each of the 54 Issue versus Function cells are provided
in Appendix B. In actual practice, it is preferable that the
questions be created by the two teams individually.
Where significantly different questions are framed by
each team, it further illuminates the need for better
understanding of relevant processes affecting these two
agencies.

Performing this analysis will guide the selection of ele-
ments for an Action Plan that can enhance and improve
coordination between transportation and tourism agen-
cies and ensure maximum beneficial economic outcomes.
The Action Plan should be very specific on funding
requirements, data needs, personnel assignments, time
schedules, reporting lines, and administrative guidelines
for obtaining and maintaining an authorizing environ-
ment. The research has shown that such an environment
will be strongest if a top-level mandate is driving it.
Therefore, it is recommended that the Action Plan outline
the strategy for obtaining said mandate from the Gover-
nor or legislature or at the very least from a cabinet-level
memorandum of understanding.

Achieving the Optimum Level

The analysis exercise described above, used to compare a
state’s current coordination practices with those of a standard
type of institutional arrangement, relies on the existence of
evaluation mechanisms.

The institutional arrangement selected to most effectively
carry out coordination of agency responsibilities will depend
on the answers to the following questions:

* Were all relevant issues identified, adequately described,

and understood in the same way by both agencies?

* Were consensus priorities achieved among the agencies?
* Were adequate resources provided in terms of time, peo-

ple, administrative support, and executive guidance for
the coordination process itself?
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Figure 2. Attributes compared with Type 11l expectation.

* Were solutions found, implemented, and then evaluated
for use in the next cycle?

The information received from this project’s extensive sur-
veys, and particularly the impressions gained during discus-
sions with two focus groups representing state transportation
agencies and state travel officers, point toward Type IV (or at
least Type III) as the institutional arrangement necessary for
effectively addressing these four evaluation criteria.

Final Comments

On the basis of the survey results and related elements of
this study, the most critical coordination cells concern the
issues/functions of (1) planning infrastructure coverage that
addresses tourist requirements; (2) considering intermodal
connectivity for tourists during the policy development phase;
(3) performing cost/benefit assessments that include the plan-
ning and design of transportation services and facilities for
tourists; (4) incorporating traveler information services into
planning, design, and policy development; (5) explicitly con-
sidering the distribution of economic benefits versus a state-
level, engineering-oriented investment in transportation proj-
ects during the planning and analysis phases; and finally
(6) enhancing and mitigating environmental effects on tourists
through policy-driven planning.

The 12 cells of the attribute matrix (Figure 1) that appear
to bear most directly on these issue/function elements
are: 1-B, 4-E, 6-B, 6-C, 6-F, 7-B, 7-C, 7-E, 8-B, 8-F, 9-B,
and 9-E.

As explained earlier, the questions in Appendix B provide
examples of defining each cell. Concentrating on only 12
cells is a less daunting exercise than the full 54 cells and
should yield a manageable action plan. The remainder of this
report provides principles, guidelines, methods, and recom-
mendations that further illuminate the 12 function/issue cells
shown above.

PRINCIPLES FOR INTEGRATING
TRANSPORTATION AND TOURISM
OBJECTIVES

The previous section detailed an approach for state gov-
ernments to assess their coordination practices as a basis for
improvement. This section discusses the essential principles
that shape transportation-tourism relationships, with greater
emphasis on economic development objectives. This discus-
sion is intended to guide transportation officials on steps
to take to better relate transportation investment decision-
making to tourism concerns.

Transportation investment is becoming increasingly tied to
economic development goals and to the corresponding activ-



ities that result in enhanced state and local economic growth.
Tourism, a critically important industry in most states, is such
an activity and offers the opportunity to produce economic
paybacks through transportation investment. Tourism gener-
ates significant revenues and jobs. In some states, many local
economies are closely tied to tourism (often seasonal).

The ability of international and domestic tourists to travel
to recreational and tourist sites is an important element of a
state’s strategy to attract tourism revenues. The types of
actions available to the state DOTs for enhancing tourism can
vary from urban to rural areas, from recreational to historic
sites, from a focus on international visitors to domestic tour-
ists, and from access via automobile to access via other means
of transportation. Thus, a coordinated approach for linking
transportation investment with investment strategies designed
to enhance tourism should occur within an overall coordi-
nated policy and planning framework. One such framework,
of course, is the statewide transportation planning process that
has received emphasis under the aegis of ISTEA.

The study team’s preliminary research revealed that, even
though there is widespread state recognition of the impor-
tance of the transportation-tourism relationship, there are few
examples of where such a comprehensive and affirmative
strategy or policy has been developed. Given the importance
of tourism to national, state, and local economies, there is a
role for state DOTSs, in addition to STOs, in advancing the
objectives of tourism.

The three major areas where transportation planning and
tourism concerns can be linked are the policy level (where
overall organizational coordination for a state’s strategy can
be outlined), during the transportation planning process
(when investment strategies are being identified and priori-
tized), and at the project-development level (when individ-
ual projects are being implemented and greater sensitivity to
tourism concerns can be incorporated into project design). In
this last case, these projects are typically grouped (after analy-
sis) into multi-year (5-, 6-, 10- and 12-year) programs for
program budgeting purposes.

The following sections of this report provide specific rec-
ommendations on how tourism and transportation decision-
making can be linked to each of these three areas.

Policy-Level Coordination

As observed in connection with institutional relationship
types, effective coordination between tourism concerns and
transportation decision-makers is greatly enhanced if some
formal policy or strategy statement is created that outlines the
mandate and the goals to be achieved. In association with this
project, the research team reviewed a series of such policy
documents submitted by agencies participating in the prelim-
inary survey of agency practices. As was found in the State of
Oregon, for example, both the state transportation agency and
the state travel office include mutually supporting policies in
their respective plans. The state-level strategies that were pro-
duced by this joint effort include actions related to scenic
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byways; travel signing; welcome centers; rail, transit, and air
connections to tourism sites; and the designation of scenic
tourism corridors. By providing for the coordinated develop-
ment of these strategies in their respective state agency plans,
these two agencies enabled the most cost-effective allocation
of transportation and tourism funds to occur.

Below is a discussion of four basic principles that provide
an important point of departure for linking tourism with
transportation decision-making at the policy level.

Principle 1. The private sector plays a decisive and crit-
ical role in tourism planning.

Private firms and groups provide many of the attractions
and marketing activities that define a state’s tourism industry.
Although public investment and coordinated public agency
activities can provide increased visibility and supporting ser-
vices to this industry, the central direction comes from the pri-
vate sector. Thus, a coordinated approach to tourism involves
creating new interactions among the different groups involved
and developing new joint efforts between the public and pri-
vate sectors. There is an important role that state agencies can
play at this level, namely providing support through govern-
ment policy and through investment in those services and
infrastructure that best complement actions taken by the
private sector.

Principle 2. Institutional mechanisms facilitate coordina-
tion between the state transportation agency
and tourism organizations and groups.

For tourism concerns to be in