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I. Introduction 

Building a new highway in a large urban area or even rebuild­
ing an old highway on an existing location has become so com­
plicated that many needed routes will be slow in developing. 
Recent federal requirements for route and design approval will 
greatly extend the time required and will increase the cost. 
Construction costs are also rising rapidly. New freeways will 
continue to be built, but at a slower pace than in the past and 
in some cases the design of the facility will be influenced by 
other than engineering disciplines to the extent that the road 
will not be as efficiently adapted to the need as might be de­
sired. 

New transportation modes will be appearing on the urban scene 
but will not begin to keep pace with the demand for automobile 
type mobility, which shows no signs of decreasing despite at­
tacks by ecologists, environmentalists, and others. The auto­
mobile will be called upon to provide this mobility using what­
ever roads and streets are available. Getting every practical 
ounce of use out of the Urban Freeway System and supporting 
arterial streets is vital. To do this it will be necessary that 
the operation of these facilities be Managed for the maximum 
benefit of all concerned. These streets and highways represent 
millions of dollars in public funds and must be maintained and 
operated efficiently. 



II. Objectives 

The objectives of the Task Force were to look into the tech­
nical aspects of urban freeway operation including surveil­
lance and control methods and also to look into the political, 
jurisdictional and legal problems having to do with freeway 
control and operation. Having studied these problems the 
Task Force was to make recommendations concerning both the 
long range goals of the Highway Department and immediate needs 
in the area of freeway operation. 
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III. Discussion 

The task force, established by memorandum dated May 14, 1970, 
(supporting document No. 1) met shortly thereafter and began 
assemblying and studying all available information on freeway 
operation and control. State laws covering this subject were 
also carefully studied. A second meeting was held on Decem­
ber 7, 1970, and the basis for this report was developed at 
that meeting. 

It soon became evident that a multitude of functions and opera­
tions associated with traffic movement are involved. The laws 
of the State of Texas and particularly part of House Bill 179 
(supporting document No. 3) clearly establish the responsibility 
of the Highway Commission in this area. Much of the authority 
specified here has been delegated to cities but in some cases 
no agency has assumed active responsibility and in no case has 
a single authority assumed overall responsibility for coordinat­
ing all of the activity involved. Individual functions can be 
a problem if not coordinated with other operations even though 
they may be handled efficiently. 

The problems to be dealt with here are diverse and can be put 
in categories from several viewpoints. One category is the 
non-recurring incident which might be a stalled vehicle, an acci­
dent, or merely eratic behavior on the part of a vehicle. Each 
of these can cause congestion and hazardous operation on the 
freeway and the magnitude of the problem is directly related to 
the amount of time the problem incident is allowed to remain on 
the freeway. For example, a stalled vehicle continues to accu­
mulate traffic and congestion behind it for each minute it re-
mains on the freeway. The congestion will remain long after 
the cause has been removed but rapid removal of the cause keeps 
the problem from getting any bigger than necessary. By having 
an Emergency Patrol (supporting document No. 5) to keep the 
freeway free of obstructions and also to aid the stranded motor­
ist the effect of these incidents could be greatly reduced. 

The other major category involved is recurring congestion, which 
as the name implies, means the peak period congestion which oc­
curs every day on most freeways. This type of congestion is due 
partly to a deficiency in capacity but in many cases can be re­
duced considerably through the application of ramp control and 
other measures which regulate flow and distribute movement over 
all of the facilities in the corridor. These measures do not 
usually increase capacity but do make it possible for traffic 
to make use of all of the capacity built into the facility. 
These measures also usually reduce accidents considerably by 
reducing the friction among vehicles. 

3 



In order to take advantage of all of the possible ways for 
improving freeway operation it will be desirable for (1) a 
single agency to assume the broad coordinating responsibil­
ity for the operation of the freeway system and (2) for that 
organization to have the responsibility, authority and capa­
bility of availing itself of all of the known means for im­
provement and to constantly search for new ways and means of 
improving freeway operation. 

The title Traffic Management has been suggested as appropri­
ate terminology for the function described here. Management 
in this sense means "the creation of an environment which 
allows effective and efficient use of the freeway system by 
minimizing delay, maximizing safety and providing the motorist 
with a general sense of well being." By providing for a Free­
way or Traffic Operations Engineer at the District level, the 
Highway Commission would be able to assume the responsibility 
for all of the various functions and operations described here 
and could coordinate all of these activities for the general 
benefit of all concerned. 

Enforcement of traffic laws on the State constructed freeway 
system, now the responsibility of local government, should 
necessarily be closely coordinated with Traffic Management. 
For this reason enforcement should probably become the respon­
sibility of the Department of Public Safety in order that a 
better coordinated more consistent pattern of enforcement prac­
tices could be established. This has been discus!;ed informally 
with the Department of Public Safety and with officials of the 
various cities. The Department of Public Safety is interested 
but would require additional manpower to undertake urban free­
way enforcement. The situation in cities varies from one city 
to another but the officials contacted saw a definite need for 
Traffic Management and will work with the Department in any 
way possible to bring about improved operations. Many of the 
functions now handled by law enforcement agencies could become 
the responsibility of the Emergency Patrol (supporting document 
No. 5) arm of Traffic Management. It would deal with stranded 
motorists, accident and incident detection and clean-up and 
abandoned vehicles, leaving enforcement personnel free to con­
centrate on enforcement of the law and accident reporting. 

The manner in which Traffic Management should be woven into 
the highway organization has been given careful consideration. 
The nature of the operation is such that it will ultimately re­
quire a rather large staff at the District level but this would 
develop gradually. A large staff should not be required at 
Headquarters level. Traffic Management should probably be set 
up as a separate division at the headquarters level to maintain 
the identity of the function throughout the organization. It 
could probably be appended to D-18 initially to ease the prob­
lems involved in setting up a new Division. 
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Operational Problems have already begun to appear in Districts 
12 and 18 to the extent that a considerable amount of free­
way control is in progress. Eight ramps on the inbound Gulf 
Freeway have now been controlled during peak periods for sev­
eral years with the result being a distinct improvement. The 
television system which provides full visual coverage of the 
six and a half miles of Gulf Freeway between I-610 and down­
town Houston has provided an excellent means for evaluating 
the effects of ramp control and has also provided the means 
for viewing the operation of this section of freeway in per­
spective. Viewed from this vantage point many of the activi­
ties which take place on the freeway appear ridiculous to 
the viewer. Many of these are official actions by the police 
department, Highway Department, other city personnel and other 
official and semi-official people such as ambulance drivers, 
wrecker drivers, etc. By having the authority to manage these 
activities as well as the activities of the motorist from a 
vantage point such as a control or Management center, a great 
deal of improvement could be realized. Full visual coverage 
of all areas at all times would not be necessary. A combina­
tion of portable visual surveillance and fixed electronic sur­
veillance would provide the Traffic Management organization 
with the capability needed. 

Results achieved from the Emergency Call Box system on I-45 in 
Houston have not been impressive as indicated in Supporting 
Document No. 2. It is possible however that the devices could 
be used to advantage in conjunction with the Emergency Patrol 
and coordinated with all of the other activities under Traffic 
Management. Control systems are also being designed for por­
tions of I-10, I-45 north and U.S. 59. The overall need for 
management of the freeway system in Houston however is obvious. 

In Dallas the situation has not developed to as critical a stage 
as in the Houston area. Possibly the problems exist but have 
not been identified as precisely. The freeway control project 
on the U.S. 75 corridor is just now becoming operational. The 
results of the control operation have been impressive in both 
safety and efficiency and further improvements can be expected 
as the system is refined. With limited visual surveillance and 
with a series of geometric problems on this portion of freeway 
the results here cannot be expected to be as impressive as on 
the Gulf Freeway, but will be cost effective. Overall coordina­
tion here is also badly needed. 

Austin, San Antonio, Fort Worth and El Paso are also at the 
stage where Traffic Management will prove beneficial. Problems 
are not as critical in these areas at the present time. 

In order that the funding of traffic management be as flexible 
as possible so that the new organization can shape itself and 
adapt to the needs as they develop, it is probably preferable 
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to use state financing for the administration of Traffic Man­
agement. Federal aid can be used for specific projects such 
as the control center and various control and informational 
phases of the work. 

Cost Estimates for Traffic Management have been submitted by 
~Districts. Cost data is in reasonable ·agreement among the 
Districts. Figures for Houston are higher than the other Dis­
tricts, possibly reflecting more experience in Houston and a 
greater mileage of very high volume freeways. 

Since no fully operating Traffic Management organization is 
now in existence in Texas or in any other state, it has not 
been possible to determine a benefit cost ratio for an entire 
operating system. Benefit Cost Data have however been accu­
mulated on the ramp control work on the Gulf Freeway. This 
work proved to be highly cost effective as stated in Research 
Reports 22 and 24 of Research Project 2-8-61-24. 
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PART IV 

COST DATA 

The following sheets contain tabulated cost data on traffic 
management submitted by the involved District. The figures 
are erratic because many of the activities covered here are 
new to the Highway Department, ·and the lack of experience 
makes accurate estimating difficult. Per mile costs in Hous­
ton are higher partly because of the greater mileage of very 
high volume freeways. Some variation is also the result of 
different approaches to the situation by the different Dis­
tricts. 

Costs are high but when compared with the cost of new freeway 
mileage and/or the cost per vehicle mile of travel, the fig­
ures do not appear to be excessive. The alternative to en­
lightened traffic management on our urban freeway and street 
system is ever increasing chaos which has already generated 
much anti-highway sentiment and will continue to do so if not 
checked. 

The "value received" which can be expected from the dollars 
spent on traffic management activities will be in four major 
categories. (1) will be an improved level of service on both 
freeway and streets brought about by a more efficient distri­
bution of traffic to available capacity both timewise and 
spacewise and a more evenly regulated flow of traffic on all 
facilities. Ramp control alone can be sufficiently cost ef­
fective to cover the entire cost of Traffic Management on some 
freeways. (2) will be the reduction in delay to freeway and 
street users where this delay is caused by accidents, incidents 
and disabled vehicles. Rapid detection and removal of all evi­
dence of these happenings can reduce delay to a fraction of its 
present level. (3) the number of accidents, incidents and 
stalled vehicles will be reduced due to the less turbulent move­
ment of traffic and (4) public confidence in the overall system 
will be enhanced both because the individual driver will feel 
more confident and better able to deal with the less hectic 
atmosphere surrounding the freeway and street system and also 
because the individual driver will know that in the event of an 
accident or other problem he can expect prompt and efficient 
assistance from the operating agency. 
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1975-1980 

co 

TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT COST ESTIMATES 

TOTAL YEARLY COSTS INCllJDING 

CAPITAL EXPENSES AND OPERATING COSTS 

l 

Austin 

I 
Dallas Fort Worth Houston 

$1,261,875 $3, 5CJ7 ,245 $1,686,000 $ 12, o6o, 520 · 

2,716,000 4,444,800 3,755,280 12,575,900 

San Antonio Totals 

$2,999 ,JOO $21,514,940 

3,628,400 27,120,380 
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TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT COST ESTIMATES 

C.APITAL EXPENSE AND OPERATING COSTS 

Austin 03.llas Fort Worth 

A.verae;e Yearly Capital E.xnense* 

Before 1975 $121,875 $654,000 $277,500 

1975-1980 134,ooo 1,747,800 449,280 

~early Operating Cost 

Before 1975 $1,140,000 $2,853,245 $1,li-08,500 

1975-1g80 2,582,000 3,697,000 3,306,000 

*Can Probably be Financed by Federal Aid 

Houston San Antonio 

$3,585,250 $474,500 

2,487' 560 455,500 

$8,475,270 $2,524 ,Boo 

10,li-88,400 3,172,900 



TRAFFI~ MANAGEMENT COST 2srrIMA11
::,; 

~' 

Austin Dallas Fort Worth Houston San f-;n tonio Totals 

Total Yearly Costs 

Before 1975 .:1,261,875 $3,507,245 $1,686,000 $12, o6o, 520 $2,999,300 $21,514,940 

1975-1980 2,716,000 4,444,800 3,755,280 12,575,900 3,628,400 27,120,380 

Freeway Miles 

1975 14.8 143,3 76.0 119.1 109.8 463.0 

1980 29.8 143.3 76.0 135.1 109.8 494.o 

Total i'I.DT 

1975 er, soo 1,602,480 523,100 1,801,804 134,593 4,149,477 

1980 169,900 ; 1,922,850 627,2_c:;o 2,592,922 I 161,512 5,474,434 

I 

Total Vehicle-Miles 'Day I 
I 

1975 1,295,000 8,961,950 3,910,050 11,862,560 l 3,100,700 29,130,260 

19Bo 2,527 ,ooo 10,744,550 4,686,650 16,148,380 3,733,500 37 ,84o,o8o 

_. 
0 



V. 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

SPECIAL TASK FORCE ON FREEWAY SURVEILLANCE 
AND CONTROL SYSTEMS 

The following Recommendations are the result of a study by 
this group following its formation on May 14, 1970, the pro­
ceedings of the meeting on December 7, 1970, and subsequent 
meetings and correspondence. 

1. In order to be responsive to a pressing need to 
fully discharge the responsibility of the Depart­
ment as established by House Bill 179 and other 
legislation, the Department should establish the 
activity of Traffic Management as a major segment 
of work. 

2. Traffic Management should ultimately be responsi­
ble for all activity on freeways and should be 
broadly charged with the responsibility for getting 
the greatest benefit, in terms of efficient trans­
portation from the tax dollar. 

3. To accomplish this a "real-time" Management Center 
(eligible for TOPICS funds) for surveillance and 
control of the freeway system should be established 
as needed in each of the designated Districts. Ac­
tivity under the jurisdiction of Traffic Management 
should include the development and operation of a 
"real-time" system which would permit the Traffic 
Manager to optimize traffic movement over the entire 
system. 

4. At the Austin office level Traffic Management should 
ultimately be a new Division. It should be the re­
sponsibility of D-18 Maintenance Operations during 
the formative stage. 

5. At the District level Traffic Management should have 
status equal to design, maintenance, etc., and should 
be headed by an Engineer V. (Organizations should be 
set up in Districts 2, 12, 14, 15 and 18 initially 
and in other Districts as the need develops). 

6. The operation. of the Traffic Management Section should 
be financed directly with state funds. Federal parti­
citpation is available and should be sought for vari­
ous specific construction projects and equipment. 

1 1 



7. The On-Freeway responsibilities of Traffic Manage­
ment should include the regulation of traffic flow 
by ramp control and whatever other measures are 
necessary; driver communication; and the establish­
ment of an emergency patrol which would assist in 
keeping the freeway clear of obstructions and dis­
tractions, by assisting stranded motorists, and 
assisting in the removal of accident aftermath and 
other debris. Traffic Management should also estab­
lish a surveillance system, either electronic or 
visual by way of which the management center can 
detect and react to conditions on the freeway. 

8. Direct responsibility for traffic law enforcement 
on freeways in large urban areas should, in the 
opinion of the Task Force, ultimately be assumed 
by the Department of Public Safety working in close 
cooperation with the Traffic Management Engineer. 
Due to jurisdictional problems and the fact that 
the present enforcement arrangement is fulfilling 
the need in a satisfactory manner in some areas, 
no immediate change is recommended here but as 
problem situations arise the recommended ultimate 
arrangement should be kept in mind. 

9. An immediate need exists in Districts 12 and 18. 
In District 12 freeway control systems are in the 
design stage for three freeways in addition to the 
Gulf Freeway system which is now operational. The 
need is further emphasized by current difficulties 
with the emergency call box system. In District 18 
current work includes the U.S. Highway 75 corridor 
study. Hardware installation was by the Texas High­
way Department. The research, which includes the 
computer which operates the system, was conducted 
by the Texas Transportation Institute and the system 
will be operated by the city of Dallas. Coordinated 
planning in this area is vital if this system is to 
provide the continuing benefits for which it was 
designed. 

10. Cost estimates and a brief time schedule for needs 
have been prepared by the five concerned Districts. 
Traffic management will be a costly operation but 
will be cost effective in terms of useful benefits 
to the traveling public and the tax payers. Imple­
mentation, depending upon the Districts individual 
need should be initiated as soon as possible. 

11. It is the fee)ing of the Task Force that the long 
range goals of the Department should be directed 
toward the provision of a safe and efficient trans­
portation system. This report suggests several 
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steps which could be taken by the Department and 
which would be directed toward this general goal. 
It is the recommendation of the Task Force that 
Administrative guidance be provided as to what 
course of action should be followed. 
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Texaa Hlghwny Department 
F'orm 433-h 

47407-1259-SOm 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 

Messrs. W. E. Carmichael, R. W. Crook, John G. Keller, 
R. 0. Lytton, Thomas K. Wood, Archie J. Sherrod, 
H. A. Henry, Marcus L. Yancey and R. L. Lewis 

J. C. Dingwal~ 

Special Task Vorce on Freeway Surveillance 
and Control Systems 

Date May 14, 1970 

Responsible 

Desk ·---------- JCD _______________ _ 

As you all know for the past 8 or 10 years the Department, in 
cooperation with the Texas Transportation Institute, has been 
researching and studying freeway surveillance and freeway control 
systems. Through several years of testing, the theory of freeway 
control has been proven. With traffic congestion increasing, it 
is now time to implement or apply this technology to the design 
and operation of freeways. This, of course, does not mean that 
there are not many unanswered questions regarding the extent to 
which freeway control can be effectively applied. Before we can 
go too far, I know that there are several questions aside from the 
technical problems that should be answered, such as, responsibility 
and jurisdictional problems, legal and enforcement considerations, 
projected needs and cost estimates and manpower or organizational 
requirements. 

I am sure that there are no quick answers to the above questions; 
however, I am asking that each one of you serve as a member of a 
Special Committee to look into these problems. I am further designating 
Mr. R. L. Lewis to act as Chairman. Also, through our cooperative 
research program with T.T.I., help and assistance should be solicited 
from them as needed. In broad and general tenns I am asking this 
committee to make recommendations concerning our long-range objectives 
in this area as well as our immediate needs for the next two or three 
years. 

Your cooperation in this effort will be appreciated. 

SUPPORTING DOCUMENT NO. l 



COMMISSION -·-DEWITT C. GREER, CHAIRMAN 
HERBERT C. PETRY, JR. 
GARRETT MORRIS 

Mr. A. c. Kyaer 
Engineer-Manager 
Houston Urban Project 
Houston, Texaa 77001 

Dear Mr. Kyaer: 

Your letter of September 17, 1970, coacernina the Call Box COIIIIIIIDica• 
!,iop ,.SZ•tem p I11teratate Highway 45 Htveen Scott Street ;.J tlttle ' 
York ha• been received in thia office and carefully reviewed. 

Baaed oa :,our report and other infonutioa I hawe received froa other 
locatiou, it 1• niclent that additional atudy and experience will be 
required to eolve the freeway CGIIIIIUDicatiOD problem. 

By copy of thia letter I aa referring your letter and attachment• to 
Mr. a. L. Lewi•, Cbainaan, Special Tut Poree on Freeway Suneillance 
aacl Control Syat-, with the requeat the Taak Force carefully atudy 
thia problem and aake recG11111eDdationa for a aatiafactory aolution. 

I agree that careful coaaideration ahould be given to providing a 
conduit longitudinally aloug the center of new urban freewa:,a, 
eapecially on long elevated aectiona. 

Sincerely :,our• 

J. C. Dingwall 
State Highway Engineer 

By: ~,tf 
B. L. DeBerry 

BLD:fba Aa•t. State Highway Engineer 

Mr. Lewie v/a - Blind Note to Mr. Lewis: Please include this 
matter as an 

Task Force on Freeway Surveillance 

I 
item to be considered by the Special ) 
and Control System~ J,f?):J-, // 

------,,....__... .. ---- ---------~ 
SUPPORTING DOCUMENT NO. 2 



ID. 1\IODI~J:NTZATIO:'\ OF JflCIIWAY FACITXI'JES; CON­
TROLLED ACCJ<:ss JHGII\YA YS 

Saved from Hepral 

Aris 1.%7, Goth J,c,17., p. 7il0, ch. snr,, 1chich r111ic11dr:rl m·ti­
clcs J.;.7c a;1d J_j.l/,{I in sections 1 und 2 of the crct, 71ro1·irlcd i;1 

scrt:011 .] thereof that the c(ct duGJ 110!. amend, '/'C}Jcal or al!cr 
Chapl,'r JOO, Acts of the !i[i{h Lcuislntnrr, ltr17uTar Scssio,1, 
1.957 (Article cc,.;:,· throuuh Article tiC7,\1r·----:,, 1'cnwn's 
Tcxos Ciril.Stat,ites). Sec nutc under article 1.'i:JCa. 

Cross Rcftrcnrrs 

Constructiun fJf utility lim·s on !lll(l :v·ross ro:11ls :1ml street;:,. s('e art. l 13Ga. 
Street imJn·oYem<'nts, sec a rt. 10SG ct ~eq. 

Art.. 667 4w. Purpose; Definit.ions 

Purposes. The Legislature finds, determines and declares that the 
purpose of this Act is to delegate certain additional authority to the 
State Highway Commission to promote the Public Safely, to facilitate 
the mo,·ement of traffic, to preserve the financbl inyestment of the 
public in its highways ancl to promote the Natioual Defense. 

Definitions. \Vhercvcr used in this Act, "Contrn1led Access High­
way" n~e.:rns any d2sig11ated State Highway within or without tbe 
limits of any incorpcwatcrl city, 1o,n1 or Yiil:i[.;L', \\ l1clhcr lllH1"l' tLe 
General Ltws or Ly special clinric'r, including Hume Uulc Charler 
Cities, to cir frurn wliic-h accv · is dcllier1 01· coi,: rolled, in whole 1)1' in 
part, from or to aliuLting ]alld or inter:::cd ing- streets, roads, higi:\•·,)ys, 
alleys <•l' oihvr Jmlilic or lJl'i \·ate \ntys. 

\Yhcrc,·cr n,0 cd in ihis l\ct, "Pcnon" rne,rns any pcr~.on, in,fr;idual, 
individuals, corpornticJl1, assoc:ia(im1, and/or firm. 

Acts 1037, ~;.-,th L('g., fJ. 7~-1, ch. ~mo, § 1. 

Art. 667 4w·-1. Powers of Commission 

1. Authorization for ]\Joclcrnization of Higlmay Faciiities. To ef­
fectuate the purposes of tliis Act, the SL,tte 11 i?lrn·ay Commission is 
em1)0\H'J'ed to Jay out, construct, maintain, and operate a modern 
State Highwa~· System, with emphasis on the construction of con­
trolled access facilities and to convert, whereYer necessary, existing 
stl'eets, roads and highways into controlled access facilities to modern 
standards of speed and safety; and, to plan for future highways. 
The State High\,·ay Commission is further empowered to lay out, 

SUPPORTING DOCUMENT NO. 3 



Ch. 1 STATE HIGHWAYS Art. 6674,v-1 
construct, maintain anJ oiwratc any de;;ignated State IIiglnrn,\·, 
now or hercaftci· cnnst ructccl, wi lh suC'h control of acc2.,;3 there­
to as is necessary to facilitate the fJo,.,. of traffic, ~rnd J)l'OJl:ole 
the Public Safet.\· :rn(1 \\'elfare, in any area of tl,c State, ·,,-h0ther 
in or out;ide of the limits of any incorporated city, to\\·n 01· \·i!bgc, 
including Home RulL'. Citit?s, and to ('Xcrcic'e all oC t.lie pmi·t>r;; and 
1,1·ocec11ir(•s to it grantPd by existing- la\':;; and this Ad fr,y tl1<· ,'C·· 
conl]llislmwnt of such ]'llJ'l 1r>c'('S and the exercise of such J>uv;cr.:; and 
dnties; pro\ idcd, l1owc\'Ct', thai. in tlie ca.se of nny projrd 1nv.-,h-ing· 
the hy11as;;ing- of or goinp: throu:J1 nny county, city, tmvn, or Yilla~~C', 
incluc1i11r; Home Rule Citie:-;, the State Jlig-lnrny Con11nission :sb:11 af­
ford the OJ)]JUJ'iui,ity for not Jes~; th:m ,,nc (]) JJL1lJlic he~1 ing in the 
locality 1Jeforc c1n n11th0rizecl reprc 0 cnL1tiw~ of the Statf: Hi~;11\·,;:,· 
Comrnicsion, at which J>l'l'Snns int.cn:stcd in tl1e (k\·elop11'.cnt of the 
project slt:rll haw! t\1(' OJJJ101·tnnity fni· ,tU.ernlancc, discuc:siCJr;. ,:n<l 
inspcdinn of tlw dC'sign ;~rn1 ,:l'L0m.:tl ic l:ty(,ut JJ1'(':~rni(·r1 nnd fi]c,.l \1·ilh 
the goH:rning hod~· of n1cl1 cnunt.r, city, to\vn or 1i1lar:·e, iJ1cludin.Q" 
Home Ruk Citic.,, at lcn:ot :-:,1Y<'11 ('I) <ia)s hdul'c the public hr·:1ri1,g-, 

by the State Jlighwa:; Dcparimcid. Swlt lw:1rin2; ~h:tll Jw Ldd 1•»t 
Jess Ui;rn thn·0 (~) d:1:,.,; nor not l1l(11·c tli;:ll trn ( 1 fl) <Lty.s attn t;1,· 
public:dion in the lucaliiy of notice uf SU('h hc,,1ring. 

2. Colltrol of Aec0:-'s. The Stale Iligll\Yay Comrni.~~doll, b:, 1n·o11e1· 
order f'nlerccl ill Hs minutes, is hneliy authorized anrl Pnl\ltn\·ercd: 

(:t). To dc·sig1wte :my e:s;i,;ting or pn•J ,o.0;(:<l Shie Jlir,lrn a:;, (,f tl,e 
Designated State Jlip:ll\rny Sy~;tem, or any part tltPJ'l'Of, as ;, Con~ 
trolled Ac(·e.ss Uiglm;1y; 

(b). To deny access t.o or from any Sbte JJ i;;h way, v1·c'.sUi tly 01· 

herC'after dcsig:Hatc(l a:,; such, whet.he;· e:s;istinp:, prc·.scntly liein~!' c1Jll­

struciccl, or hereafter constructed, which may be hcrenftcr duly dc.,ig­
nated as a Controlled Aeccss Highway, from or io any Janel,;, pu\JliC', 
or privatr:, acljacent thereto, and from or to any st reds, roads, alley.,;. 
highw.iys or any other JlUblic or pri\·atc ways intcrseC'ting· an:: such 
Controlkrl Access ll ighway, except at specific }Joints de.~ignnterl br 
the Stale Highwa:,; Commission; ;:rnd to close :tn)' such public or pri .. 
vate way at or near ils JJOint of inlcrncction ,\'ith any such Controlled 
Access Highway; 

(c). To designate points upon any designated Controlled Accc,;s 
Highway, or any part of any sucl1 highway, at which access to or from 
such Controlled Access Highway s]wll be permitted, whether such 
Controlled Access Highway includes any existing State Hig·hway or 
one hereafter constructed and so designated; 

(d). To control, restrict, and determine the type and extent of ac­
.cess to be permitted at any such designated point of access; 

( e). To erect :q>11ropriatc 1n·oice:tiyc de Yi ces tc> presr:n·c the util i­
ly, int•c:r;i·ity, :me! u:-;p of such dC'sigllalccl Controllccl Acce,:s Ifig!n,·:cr; 
[rnc1, 

(f). 'fo modify or repeal any on1c·r f·ntcn:d 1nnsuanl to i.he powe1.-; 
hcrc•in r-ranted. 

Prw,icied, Jin1vc\·c1·, tli,ti nuU1inr; in the foregoing ~;nhparagraJlhs 
(a) th·o,1g-h (f), iHclu,;iv0, slwll be con:-;trued to altr-r the exi:~tinr, 
rights of m1y pc1·,-;on t.o con'pcn:;;\i.ion fo1· d,tm:q;f's snffcl'ed a.s a re­
sult of ti,c c;,:crei:-,c (1f n1d1 po,1·er~; by the State JJiglrn·ay Comrn;,,~~inn 
under 11~c c~,11:~tlt.nt ln:; ~::H:1 ];\\l,YS (•f thr> ;~LllC (if rrex~1.s. 



MINUTES 

Meeting - Special Task Force on Freeway Surveillance and Control Systems 
"Freeway Management", December 7, 1970, 3:00 P.M., Little Hearing Room, 
Texas Highway Department Building, Austin 

This meeting was opened at 3:00 P.M. by Chairman R. L. Lewis. The list of those 
attending is attached. 

As the first item of business, Chairman Lewis reported briefly on a report by 
Dr. Cleven of the Federal Highway of the Federal Highway Administration: This report 
titled "Ten Year Forecast of Highway Transportation" presents an excellent review 
of prospects for the next ten years. 

Prior to this meeting copies of the following questions and attached material 
were furnished to all of the Task Force members. These members were asked to study 
the material carefully and to arrive at a tentative answer to the questions asked, 
in order that these questions might be discussed fully at the meeting. The dis­
cussion of the questions is shown on the following pages. 

Mr. Lewis stated that the product of this Committee meeting should be a recom­
mendation to Mr. Dingwall, and that he believed the answers to the questions 
were fairly concise, possibly with some question about the timing, as to some 
of the answers. 

Mr. Mark Yancey commented generally on the Mass Transit Commission. The possi­
bility of parking areas at outlying areas to be served by buses which would have 
preferential treatment. 

Mr. Carmichael mentioned the problem of bus useage during peak hour period 
and off peak periods. Mr. Carmichael suggested that our reconunendations to Mr. 
Dingwall be that we take over the complete management of the Freeway System 
including enforcement, with the expectation that this might be tempered some­
what by the Administration, particularly as to the timing of some phases of this 
activity. 

Mr. Yancey indicated that this would be in keeping with a general policy that we 
service what we build. A general discussion of subjects relating to, but not 
necessarily directly pertinent to the subject of the meeting followed and the 
meeting was adjourned at 5:15 by Chairman Lewis. 
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ATTENDANCE 

MEETING - SPECIAL TASK FORCE ON FREEWAY SURVEILLANCE AND CONTROL 
SYSTEMS "FREEWAY MANAGEMENT" - December 7, 1970 - 3:00 p.m. -
Little Hearing Room - Texas Highway Department Building 

1. R. L. Lewis - D-8 
2. Mark Yancey - Aciministration 
3. Bob Crook - District 2 
4. W. E. Carmichael 
5. Bob ~tton - District 15 
6. John Keller - District 18 
7. J.M. Owens - District 14 
8. Hubert Henry - D-19 
9. Archie Sherrod - D-18 

10. Bill Schnerr - District 14 
11. Lawrence Schulz - District 14 
12. Al Castello - D-19 
13. M. V. Greer - D-18 
14. Herman Haenei - D-18 
15. P. R. Tutt - D-8 



SPECIAL TASK FORCE ON FREEWAY SURVEILLANCE AND CONTROL SYSTEMS 

QUESTIONS: 

1. Do you agree that the laws and statutes of the State of Texas provides the 
Texas Highway Department with the authority and responsibility to take what­
ever action is necessary to operate highway facilities both urban and rural? 

SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT 
House Bill 179 reads as follows: "Art. 6674w-1, Sec. 1. AUTHORIZATION FOR 
MODERNIZATION OF HIGHWAY FACILITIES Section 1. To effectuate the purposes 
of this Act, the State Highway Commission is empowered to lay out, construct, 
maintain, and operate a modern State Highway System, with emphasis on the 
construction of controlled access facilities and to convert, wherever necessary, 
existing streets, roads and highways into controlled access facilities to modern 
standards of speed and safety; and, to plan for future highways. The State 
Highway Commission is further empowered to lay out, construct maintain and 
operate any designated State Highway, now or hereafter constructed, with such 
control of access thereto as is necessary to facilitate the flow of traffic, and 
promote the Public Safety and Welfare, in any area of the State, whether in or 
outside of the limits of any incorporated city, town or village, including Home 
Rule Cities, and to exercise all of the powers and procedures to it granted by 
existing laws and this Act for the accomplishment of such purposes and the 
exercise of such powers and duties; provided, however, that in the case of any 
project involving the bypassing of or going through any county, city, town or 
village, including Home Rule Cities, the State Highway Commission shall afford 
the opportunity for not less than one (1) public hearing in the locality before 
an authorized representative of the State Highway Commission, at which persons 
interested in the development of the project shall have the opportunity for 
attendance, discussion and inspection of the design and schematic layout pre­
sented and filed with the governing body of such county, city or village, in­
cluding Home Rule Cities, at least seven (7) days before the public hearing, by 
the State Highway Department." 

Other Legislation will also have an influence on this answer. 

December 7 Comments on No. 1 

Mr. Crook - The DPS is already involved in some enforcement in urban areas, 
probably not traffic enforcement except under special circumstances but they do 
work with the cities on other types of crime and demonstration work. 

The extent of coverage of House Bill 179 was questioned and it was brought out 
that an Attorney General's opinion indicated that it covered almost all highway 
mileage because in using the term "control of access" it had been determined 
that centerline markings and driveway control amounted to access control; there­
fore, all highways are covered by House Bill 179. 

Mr. Henry asked if enforcement is really a major problem. He had response from 
Lytton, Keller and Crook that it was and that the lack of uniformity was quite 
a problem. 

Mr. Sherrod brought out that enforcement handling by the Courts is also a serious 
problem and that something needs to be done about this. 

It was brought out that the Department of Public Safety controls the Turnpike 
System in Dallas and also the Turnpike between Dallas and Fort Worth and that they 

do an excellent job here. 



Mr. Carmichael asked what we want to undertake here and he mentioned law enforce­
ment, fire protection, ambulances, disabled vehicles and brought out the possi­
bility of construction of maintenance activities that need to be coordinated. 
Mr. Carmichael also pointed out that city law enforcement people are heavily 
burdened by other than traffic activities and that they would probably be 
pleased to get rid of some of this work. 

It was also brought out that Legislation other than House Bill 179 has an im­
portant bearing on many of these activities, existing Legislation that is. 



QUESTION 
2. If existing statutes do not invest the Highway Department with this authority 

and responsibility, should we seek such empowering legislation? 

December 7, 1970 Comments on No. 2 

The concensus here was that this is what we are trying to decide now. 



QUESTION 
3. If the answers to either Proposition Nos. 1 or 2 are "Yes", should the Highway 

Department be responsible for the development and continuation of an effective 
Urban Freeway and Arterial Traffic Management System? 

SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT 
Large amounts of money have been spent by the Highway Department for the con­
struction of roadway facilities. In some cases these facilities are not opera­
ting as efficiently as they could because of operational problems. The attached 
material from the California Division of Highways deals with the Urban Trans­
portation Management Concept as it is developing in the Los Angeles area. A 
careful review of this material should be helpful in answering this question 
and also some of the following questions. 

Some of the particular items to be considered here are: 

I. Peak period control to improve safety and efficiency. 

a. Ramp Control 
b. Main Lane Control 

II. Driver Communication 
Variable Message Signs, etc. 

III. Scheduleable Unusual Events 

a. Maintenance Operations 
b. Adjacent Construction 
c. Funeral Processions 
d. Mass Transit Vehicles 

IV. Non-scheduleable Unusual Events 

a. Accidents 
b. Disabled Vehicles 
c. Abandoned Vehicles 
d. Slow Vehicles 
e. Stopped Vehicles (illness, map reading, etc,) 
f. Debris on Facility (dropped, thrown) 
g. Adverse Weather (fog, rain, etc.) 
h. Fire (smoke, water) 
i. Moving Sight Restrictions (large vehicles, etc.) 
j. Facility Failure (blowup) 
k. Distractions (gaper incidents) 
1. Civil Disorders 
m. Police Activity 
n. Dangerous Cargo 
o. Freak Vehicles (oversize loads, bicycles, etc.) 
p. Pedestrians (hitch-hikers) 
q. Stray Animals 
r. Faulty Traffic Control Devices 
s. Emergency Vehicles 
t. Wront-Way Driving 
u. Individual Erratic Driver Behavior 
v. Shock Waves 
w. Traffic Friction (inter-lane) 
x. Other 



December 7 Comments on No. 3 

Mr. Carmichael stated that he thought we should undertake the freeway manage­
ment first and leave the city streets to the city, at least for the time being. 

For items I, II, and III the concensus was that the answer was yes and here 
mass transit was discussed at some lengths with a discussion of bus lanes and 
other ways of giving buses preferential treatment, 

The concensus for Item IV was also yes, but some of the items were discussed at 
some length, I believe the intent here was that some of the items might be 
eliminated altogether but that if they couldn't they would have to come under 
the control of the agency involved. 



QUESTION 
4. Should the Highway Department establish a general statewide policy for the 

operation of freeways? 

SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT 
The problem here appears to vary considerably from one city to another and 
could possibly be dealt with differently in different cities. It might be ad­
visable to learn as much as possible about the attitude of the city or cities 
in your District on this question without suggesting that the Highway Department 
is considering any change in current practice. 

December 7 Comments on No. 4 

The concensus here was yes. 



QUESTION 
5. Since traffic does not respect jurisdictional boundaries and considering that 

a freeway often traverses several incorporated cities, should decisions relative 
to operation of a freeway rest with: 

a. The major city: Yes ----- No 

b. A cooperative operating organization organization consisting of representa-
tives of all cities involved? Yes No 

c. The County: Yes ---- No -------
d. The Highway Department: Yes ------- No -----
e. Other: Ye~ No 

December 7 Comments on No. 5 

The concensus here was that the responsibility should rest with the Highway 
Department as the basic control agency but that this should be established under 
a broad Commission policy which would permit a considerable amount of variation 
to suit the situation, particularly with respect to the manner in which we deal 
with local jusidictions. 

Mr. Yancey brought out that the Attorney General had been looking at House Bill 
179 in connection with other matters and that he had determined that the Depart­
ment had very broad authority under this Law, but that it also suggested the 
possibility of public hearings for a great many activities. Mr. Yancey mentioned 
the development of an inter-agency transportation council involving other state 
agencies and he mentioned the strength of the trucking industry with certain 
other agencies. 



QUESTION 
6. Should each District have authority to delegate primary and/or secondary respon­

sibility for freeway operations to cities within their Districts? 

December 7 Connnents on No. 6 

The concensus here was that the authority should be at the Administration level 
and based on Commission action. 



QUESTION 
7. Do you believe that cities in your District would have the technical capability 

to efficiently provide all phases of freeway operation? 

December 7 Comments on No. 7 

The concensus here was that the larger cities have the technical capability 
to undertake this work but probably not the necessary financing. 



QUESTION 
8. Do you believe that most cities would prefer to operate freeways within their 

jurisdictional boundaries or would they prefer that the Highway Department handle 
this responsibility? 

December 7 Comments on No. 8 

Mr. Carmichael stated that the Houston Police Department is heavily burdened 
with activity other than trafffic and that they would probably like to be re­
lieved of any responsibility that they could give up gracefully. 

Mr. Lewis mentioned freeway patrols used in other states and the general con­
census here seemed to be that cities would probably not strongly oppose this. 



QUESTION 
9. Since freeway operation is a unique function involving nearly all the operating 

units of the Department, how should the responsibility at the District level 
be assigned in order to assure coordination of all functions? 

a. to the Asst. District Engineer 
b. to the Administrative Engineer 
c. to the District Design Engineer 
d. to the District Planning Engineer~~~~~ 
e. to the District Maintenance Engineer~~~~~~~ 
f. to the District Traffic Engineer 
g. to Freeway Operations Engineer (New Title) 
h. Other 

December 7 Comments on No. 9 

Mr. Carmichael and Mr. Lytton both stated that this should be a separate organi­
zation under the District Engineer and there appeared to be general agreement 
on this point. 

Mr. Lytton stated that the Traffic Management Engineer should probably be on 
Engineer VI. 



QUESTION 
10. Since freeway operation transcends several functions at the Austin Office level; 

i.e. design, planning, automation, maintenance, construction, programming, public 
information, etc.: 

a. Can all of the involved Divisions under presently assigned authority co­
ordinate effectively to provide leadership policy and other functions? 

b. Should one of the existing Divisions be assigned the responsibility for 
coordinating these activities? 

c. Should a new Division be created to perform this function? 

d. Can a functional task force accomplish this end? 

e. Should an existing Division be assigned interim responsibility with a 
longer range objective towards creating a new Division? 

December 7 Comments on No. 10 

A Freeway Management Section should be set up initially within D-18 with the 
possibility that it be made into a separate Division later, as the work load 
and the need demands. 



QUESTION 
11. In order to assist the Districts in preparing necessary feasibility studies, 

should the Department initiate training programs on freeway operations? 

December 7 Comments on No. 11 

The concensus here was that this should be done. 



QUESTION 
12. Considering that the accommodation of public transit will be necessary, should 

the District Engineer have the authority to determine how the freeway will be 
operated with respect to these vehicles? 

December 7 Comments on No. 12 

This should be a Commission policy. 



QUESTION 
13. Should we include in our traffic operations functions, the responsibility for 

traffic signal systems: 

a. at freeway interchanges only? 

b. at freeway interchanges and parallel city arterials within the corridor? 

c. on selected highway routes in cities if they are not freeway type? 

d. None of the above? 

December 7 Comments on No. 13 

The concensus was that "a." would be yes, "b." a qualified yes, and "c." this 
would mostly be handled by the city. 

Mr. Carmichael stated that probably the population range of incorporated cities 
in which we operate and maintain traffic signals may be too low and that it 
should be increased to as much as 50,000 people in some cases. This to be a 
permissive Commission policy. 



QUESTION 
14. Should freeway operations be financed from a special fund set up for this pur­

pose? 

December 7 Comments on No. 14 

The concensus here was that a Special Fund should be set up. 
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COMMISSION -·-DEWITT C. GREER. CHAIRMAN 
HERBERT C. PETRY, JR. 

GARRETT MORRIS 

TEXAS HIGHWAY DEPARTMEN 
P. O. Box 1386 

Houston, Texas 77001 
February 10, 1971 

G..:0. ___ .. _N 

I-','.\,'. '._._ .. ,,:,•, 

FILE NO. 

Mr. J. C. Dingwall 
State Highway Engineer 
Austin, Texas 78701 

Attention: File D-8 
Dear Sir: 

Reference is made to~igur proposed recommendations 
relative to freeway operation~control in urban areas based 
on information derived from Special Task Force meetings on 
this subject. I think these are presented in a way to ade­
quately represent the majority view of Committee members and 
with sufficient latitude to encompass many specific details 
as they are uncovered in pursuance of the committee goal. 

I think that after we get approval to press forward 
on this proposition, the first order of business would be to 
begin discussions of this subject with some of the major cities. 
This could be started by a committee of Highway Department 
people and city people (Police Chief preferably) to Study 
Freeway Operation and Control in Ci.ties with limited goal to 
report on the problems involved. This could be expanded later 
to include the prei;faration of recommendations for solutions 
of the problems. 

We have discussed this general subject with Chief 
Herman Short of Houston and he told us that he would be pleased 
to join in a study of this nature. Incidentally, he seemed to 
agree that one agency should be responsible for all Freeway 
Operation and Control and that it should not be tiie City. 

WEC/js 

Very truly yours, 

e~~k/ 
W. E. Carmichael 
District Engineer 
District No. 12 

SUPPORTING DOCUMENT NO. 5a 



COMMISSION 

--·--
DEWITT C. GREER, CHAIRMAN 
HERBERT C. PETRY, JR. 
GARRETT MORRIS 

D-8 

• 
TEXAS HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT 

P. O.·Box 6868 
Fort Worth, Texas 76115 

January 25, 1971 

IN REPLY REFER TO 
FILE NO. 

Subject: Special Task Force on Freeway Surveillance and Control Systems 

Mr. J. C. Dingwall 
State Highway Engineer 
Austin, Texas 78701 

Dear Sir: 

With reference to your letter of January 12, 1971 and attachments, I be­
lieve the Minutes generally covered all that we discussed at our meeting 
on December 7, 1970. As to your request for our thoughts on the attached 
Item 3, the following is a brief discussion of our present procedures and 
our recommendations regarding this matter. 

At the present time, we have in the metropolitan Fort Worth area what we 
call (for lack of a better term) freeway patrol vehicles which are pickups 
equipped with two-way radios tuned to our highway frequency and wire cages 
for trash hauling. These vehicles constantly patrol the heavy traffic 
freeways, picking up objects on the pavement and adjacent to the pavement 
as observed or when notified from our base stations or other vehicles, 
assisting motorists who are in difficulty by flagging traffic, changing 
tlres and in several instances have extinguished fires in vehicles. They 
do not furnish gasoline to vehicles out of fuel but will, either through 
direct notification or by radio or telephone, notify filling stations of 
the motorists plight. These vehicles normally operate during our regular 
working hours from 7:45 a.m. until 5:15 p.m. and on Saturdays and holidays 
as well as on emergency calls at other times. 

It is our recommendation that where deemed necessary by the districts, these 
patrols be expanded both in number and length of operating time to provide 
a full patrol of the high traffic freeways prior to the rush hour traffic in 
the mornings and continue throughout the day and into the early hours of the 
night; i.e., a patrol from approximately 6:00 a.m. until 10:00 p.m., and 
these patrols be authorized to furnish vehicles that are out of fuel with 
one to one and one-half gallons of gasoline in order for them to proceed to 
a refueling station; that our vehicles be equipped with possibly better 
tools and other equipment to allow faster assistance in changing tires, etc., 
and also be allowed upon request by the disabled motorist to tow the vehicle 
off the freeway onto the next adjacent frontage road or cross street. 
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Mr. J. C. Dingwall 
January 25, 1971 
Page 2 

At the present time, I do not feel that our patrol should be authorized 
to interfere in any way at the scene of vehicular accidents by towing 
disabled vehicles off the freeway unless directed to do so by the investi­
gating officer, but feel that they should be authorized to provide flag­
ging services and signs in coordination with law enforcement officers. 
These vehicles probably should also be provided with radio monitoring 
units in order to be able to monitor police calls relative to accidents 
or other disturbances occurring on the Freeway System. 

We trust that this is the type of information you were seeking. 

RWC: 11 

Sincerely yours, 

~ c;( ~ .. >t< 
R. w. Crook 
District Engineer 



TEXAS HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT 
P.O. Box 3067 Dallas, Texas 75221 

January 21, 1971 ----·-REFER To 

, D FILE ;· (t> R T J 
Special Task Force 

Austin Office 
File D-8 

We have reviewed the minutes of the meeting of the Special Task Force 
held December 7, 1970, included in your letter of January 12, 1971, 
and have no additions or deletions to make. 

In accordance with the last paragraph of your letter of January 12, 1971, 
we would like to make the following comments: 

Inside the outer loop (I.H. 635) of the urban area, we would advocate 
the use of special emergency patrols operating on the freeways from 
6:00 a.m. to 12:00 midnight. These patrols would function to keep all 
the debris from the pavement, notifying the proper authorities of acci­
dents and of disabled vehicles. These patrols could render first aid, 
place barricades, signs, lights, and remove accident debris from the 
roadway. They could report damaged signs, inoperative luminaires, lo­
cations needing fence or guard rail repair, pavement defects and drainage 
problems. Patrols could assist motorists by providing gasoline, tire 
changing aid, water for over heated radiators, calling for repair service 
and lending tools for minor repairs. 

Each emergency patrol would be equiped with a radio and could coordinate 
their efforts with other state and governmental agencies. 

We believe that such an operation would be beneficial to better opera­
tion of the freeways in the urban areao 

If additional information is desired, please advise. 

Sincerely, 

~,,l"vv{.., 

I 
John G. Keller 

~ District Engineer 
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COMMISSION STATE HIGHWAY ENGINEER 

J. C. j/1NGWALL --·--
DEWITT C. GREER, CHAIRMAN TEXAS HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT V:-_:_--, HERBERT C. PETRY, JR. 
GARRETT MORRIS 

Austin, Texas 78767 
January 22, 1971 

Subject: Task Force Meeting of December 7, 1970 and 
Re lated Ma.tters 

Austin Office, File D-8R 

Attention: Mr. Paul Tutt 

IN REPLY REFER TO 

FILE NO. 

Reference is ma.de to your letter of January 12, 1971 to which 
was attached the Minutes of the a.hove meeting together with the 
conclusions reached by those participating. 

As discussed with Mr. Tutt, we feel that these Minutes cover the 
subject matter satisfactorily and have no further connn.ents to make 
at this time. We are vitally interested in some sort of emergency 
call box system for the upper level of our expressway between 
Airport Blvd. and 15th Street, but apparently the experimental 
system in Houston has not worked too satisfactorily. We feel 

I that we should continue to investigate all possible systems -l and hopefully we can find the correct one before it is needed 
on our project. 

l Very truly yours, 

T. K. Wood 

M. Owens 
ssistant District Engineer 

JMO:ljb 
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Texaa Highway Department 
Form 433-B 

47407-1259-50m 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Mr. R. L. Lewis 

H. A. Henry 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUl\1 

Special Task Force on Freeway Surveillance 
and Control Systems 

! ,,,.-. 

Date ./March 15, 1971 

Responsible 

ov": _____ 1) ... _19 _______ -----------

' -- ; 

Reference is made to your letter of February 19, 1971, transmitting a 
report on the activities of the subject Task Force and requesting 
comments from the members. 

The report has been studied and I concur in the title "Traffic Manage­
ment11 as the appropriate terminology for the function described. I am 
in agreement with the statement that the manner in which Traffic Manage­
ment is woven into the highway organization should be given careful 
consideration. To organize a separate Division could cause considerab1e 
duplication of activities in D-8, D-18, and D-19 - duplication of acti­
vities which cannot logically be separated from the parent Division. 
Coordination of efforts directed to Traffic Management in the separate 
Divisions could be accomplished through a definition of the specific 
areas of responsibilities for each. District level Traffic Management 
would be the responsibility of the District Engineer to handle as he sees 
fit. 

All other sections of the report are concurred in as presented. 

HH:hh 
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TeXIIJil Hlghwar Department 
Forni 433-B ftt/ 

16518-3-869-20M 

TO: 

FROM: 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 

Mr. R. L. Lewis 

Marcus L. Yancey, Jr. 

Date March 17, 1971 

Responsible 

SUBJECT: Special Task Force on Freeway 
Surveillance and Control Systems 

BLD Desk __________ -____________ -----------

I have reviewed the report attached to your memorand~m dated February 19, 1971, 
regarding the recommendations of the Special Task Force on Freeway Surveillance 
and Control Systems. While I participated in the discussion in each of these 
recommendations, I have given careful thought to each of them and have reached 
several different conclusions, 

Mr. Dingwall's original charge indicated that we should consider not only 
organizational changes and legal enforcement problems, but also projected needs 
and cost estimates, Our recommendations in the report are aimed chiefly at the 
legal, jurisdictional and organizational aspects. However, it is apparent to me 
that we have failed to investigate with the Department of Public Safety and the 
various cities - with the exception of Houston - their attitudes regarding a 
cooperative effort in Traffic Management. 

In addition, we have failed to give any idea of the probable initial or ultimate 
needs and cost estimates. I am confident that the Commission will demand that 
this information be made available prior to any actions necessary on their part. 

Regarding the recommendations on organization outlined, my only corrrrnent would be 
that we should not move in the organization stage too rapidly. Thus, I concur 
that Traffic Management should remain in D-18 essentially because urban traffic 
is not the only traffic operations problem causing difficulty in the State. I 
would hope that we would not make any judgments regarding organization based on 
personalities rather than the necessary minimum structure to begin a demonstration 
project in the Districts where the need is the greatest. Further, I believe that 
the District level organization should remain the prerogative of the District 
Engineer in order to be flexible enough to meet each circumstance which might be 
common only to a particular District, 

I note with interest that several of the District Engineers propose the 11 patrol 
concept." I concur in this concept, but would suggest that we begin on a pilot 
basis and learn from the experience generated by these early organizations. 

I would like to stress again my personal view that other organizational changes 
now pending could have some bearing upon the efforts that we make, and that we 
should not be too hasty in establishing set patterns at this time. 

MLY: lt 

-( ll ,.3 k_. 
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