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Systematic. well-designed research provides the most effective 
approach lo the solution of many problems facing highway ad­
ministrators and engineers. Often. highway problems are of local 
interest and can best be studied by highway department~ indi­
vidually or in cooperation with their state universities and oth­
ers. However, the accelerating growU1 of highway transportation 
develops increasingly complex problems of wide interest to 
highway authorities. TI1esc problems arc bcsl studied tl1rough a 
coordinated program of cooperative research. 

In recognition of these needs. the highway administrators of 
the American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials inilialcd in 1962 an objective national highway re­
search program employing modem scientific techniques. 171is 
program is supported on a continuing basis by funds from par­
ticipating member states of the Association and ii receives the 
full cooperation and support of the Federal Highway Admini­
su-ation, United Stales Deparlmcnl of Transportation. 

The Transportation Research Board of the National Research 
Council wa requested by the Association lo administer the re­
search program because of the Board' s recognized objectivity 
and understanding of modem rescan;b practices. The Board is 
uniquely suited for this purpose as it maintains and extensive 
committee sn·ucture from which aulllorities on any highway 
transporlaliun subject may be drawn: it possesses avenues of 
communications and coupcralion with federal, slate, and local 
governmental agencies. universities. and industry; its relation­
ship to the National Research Council is an insurance of objec­
tivity; ii maintains a fu ll-lime research con-elation staff of spe­
cialists in highway n·ansporlalion mailers lo bring the findings of 
research directly 10 tliuse 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 transporta­
tion departments and by committees of AASHTO. Each year, 
specific areas of research m:eds to he included in the program 
are proposed lo the National Research Council and the Board by 
the American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials . Research projects 10 fulfill these needs are defined by 
the Board. and qualified research agencies are selected from 
those that have submitted proposals. Administration and surveil­
lance of research contracts arc the responsibilities of lhe Na­
tional Research Council and the Transportation Research Board. 

171e needs for highway research are many, and the National 
Cooperative Highway Research Program can make significant 
contributions 10 the solution of highway transportation problems 
of mutual concern to many responsible groups. TI1e program, 
however. is intended to complement rather than lo substitute for 
or duplicate other highway research programs. 

NOTE: The Transportation Research Board, the National Researcl, 
Council, the Federal Highway Administrdtion, the American Associa­
tion of State Highwdy and Transportation Officials, and the indhidual 
states partidpaling in tl1e National Cooperative HJghway Research 
Program do not endorse products or manufacturers. Trade or manu­
facturers' names appear herein solely because they are considered es­
sential to tl,c object of this report. 
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PREFACE 

FOREWORD 
By Sta.ff 

Transportation 
Research Board 

A vast storehouse of information exists on nearly every subject of concern to highway 
administrators and engineers. Much of this information has resulted from both research 
and the successful application of solutions to the problems faced by practitioners in their 
daily work. Because previously there has been no systematic means for compiling such 
useful information and making it available to the entire community, the American 
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials has, through the mechanism 
of the National Cooperative Highway Research Program, auU1orized U1e Transportation 
Research Board to undertake a continuing project to search out and synthesize useful 
knowledge from all available sources and to prepare documented reports on current 
practices in U1e subject areas of concern. 

This synU1esis series reports on various practices, making specific recommendations 
where appropriate but without U1e detailed directions usually found in handbooks or 
design manuals. Nonetheless, these documents can serve similar purposes, for each is a 
compendium of the best knowledge available on U1ose measures found to be Ulc most 
successful in resolving specific problems. The extent to which these reports arc usefu l 
will be tempered by the user' s knowledge and experience in the particular problem area. 

This syniliesis will be of immediate interest to land use and transportation planning 
officials, wiili special interest to state, regional, and local planners and administrators 
who must respond to the requirements of the lntermodal Surface Transportation Effi­
ciency Act of 1991 (ISTEA). While many of ilie "15 factors" contained in ISTEA that 
must be considered in regional planning have been an integral part of ilie planning 
practice, others have been added, and all must be included for metropolitan planning or­
ganizations (MPOs) to respond to federal requirements. The "23 factors" required for 
statewide planning under ISTEA are also addressed in this syniliesis. ln addition, re­
quirements for reductions in air pollutants under Ule Clean Air Act Amendments of 
1990 (CAAA) have influenced the planning and implementation process in those areas 
U1at are not in attainment of the air quality standards. All of these are discussed in iliis 
synthesis, which presents the state of Ule practice during U1e early implementation of 
ISTEA. 

Administrators, engineers, and researchers are continually faced wiili highway 
problems on which much information exists, either in the form of reports or in 
terms of undocumented experience and practice. Unfortunately, this info rmation often is 
scattered and unevaluated and, as a consequence, in seeking solutions, full infonnation 
on what has been learned about a problem frequently is not assembled. Costly research 
findings may go unused, valuable experience may be overlooked, and full consideration 
may not be given to available practices for solving or alleviating Ule problem. In an ef­
fort to correct this situation, a continuing NCHRP project, carried out by the Transpor­
tation Research Board as Ule research agency, bas Ule objective of reporting on common 
highway problems and synthesizing available information. The synUlesis reports from 
tl1is endeavor constitute an NCHRP publication series in which various forms of relevant 

information are assembled into single, concise documents pertaining to specific highway 
problems or sets of closely related problems. 



The process for incorporating the 15 factors imo the comprehensive land use and 
transportation plans by MPOs and the 23 factors into statewide plans by state planning 
agencies is described in this synthesis. Because the planning process is in a constant 
state of flux and many deadlines have been shifted, this report of the Transportation Re­
search Board represents practice during mid 1994, and includes several case study ex­
amples of MPO approaches to addressing the 15 factors in the ir region. This synthesis 
provides information on how some agencies have succeeded in incorporating the 15 
factors in the early stages of ISTEA implementation; however, it is not intended to be a 
guideline. Specific issues and concerns, both now and in the future, are highlighted, as 
are the elements that need to be considered throughout the complex process of respond­
ing to ISTEA and the 1990 CAAA requirement<;. 

To develop this synthesis in a comprehensive manner and to ensure inclusion of 
significant knowledge, the Board analyzed available infonnation assembled from nu­
merous sources, including a large number of state highway and transportation depart­
ment5. A topic panel of experts in the subject area was established to guide the re­
searcher in organizing and evaluating the collected data. and to review the final 
synthesis report. 
. This synthesis is an immediately useful document that records practices that were ac­
ceptable within the limitations of the knowledge available at the time of its preparation. 
As the processes of advancement continue, new knowledge can be expected to be added 
to that now at hand. 
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CONSIDERATION OF THE 15 FACTORS IN THE 
METROPOLITAN PLANNING PROCESS 

SUMMARY Even before its final enactment, lhe Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991 (ISTEA) generated both excitement and concern. The legislation was seen as generat­
ing new opportunities, but also as requiring changes in the way that federally funded high­
way and transit projects would be planned and programmed. 

A major focus of ISTEA concerns the role of metropolitan planning organizations 
(MPOs). Throughout the United States there are more than 300 designated MPOs that en­
compass urban areas with 50,000 or more population. Both supporters and detractors of 
MPOs expressed concerns about the role of lhose organizations in ISTEA. The MPOs 
lhemselves expressed concerns about their ability to meet all the requirements imposed by 
[STEA and to fulfill the expectations that were raised . State dcparonents of uansportation 
(DOTs) frequently expressed concerns that the MPOs were given too much authority and 
were often viewed as a new layer of local or regional government imposed hy the federal 
government. 

Shortly after ISTEA's final enactment, many conferences and meetings were held by 
interest groups representing a broad array of involvement in unified transportation pro­
grams. A number of federal deadlines were established for submitting various plans and 
program documents, and the process required to fulfill these requirements raised the expec­
tations of many. Now, more than 3 years later, is an appropriate time to take a look at how 
MPOs are dealing with the requirements imposed by !STEA. This synthesis describes how 
several MPOs have begun to deal with and are planning to deal with the 15 factors required 
by ISTEA. The experiences described in this document are based on personal interviews, 
conducted during the spring, summer, and early fall of 1994, with a number of individuals 
who arc actively involved in this process. This synthesis, therefore, reflects the perspective 
of a particular group at a particular point in time and should not be viewed as representing 
a typical sample or used as a set of guidelines. Other more in-depth research projects are 
underway lhat will provide greater detail and more extensive data. 

MPOs were first established in the mid 1970s as a result of the 1973 Federal-Aid 
Highway Act, which required that MPOs be responsible for comprehensive transportation 
planning in urbanized areas. In fact, many of those MPOs were successors to organizations 
lhat initially established the continuing, comprehensive, and cooperative (3C) transportation 
planning process required by lhe 1962 Federal-Aid Highway Act. lnfonnation gathered for this 
project shows that in many urbanized areas, the MPOs were already engaged in many of the ac­
tivities required by !STEA; but in no case were they doing so as extensively as now required. 
However, ISTEA provided not only a legislative mandate but also additional funding to ex­
pand and substantially enhance those planning activities . This is especially the case in 
dealing with air quality considerations, land use planning, citizen participation, and freight 
planning. Further, ISTEA required the states, working cooperatively with MPOs and 
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other partners, to undertake the critical actions needed to develop a series of six man­
agement systems that will eventually result in more realistic approaches for preserving 
existing transportation systems as well as operating and managing those systems more 
effectively. 

To undertake this synthesis, 16 candidate MPOs were contacted to obtain information 
concerning the impacts made by ISTEA. In-depth case studies are described in this 
document for MPOs in Albany, New York; Boston, MassachusetL~; Charlotte, North 
Carolina; and Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. 

The overall observations and conclusions in U1is document provide a view from the 
MPO perspective. The material presented in this document is based on interviews with 
many individuals and the review of an ex tensive set of documents. Those observations 
and conclusions are summarized in six categories: process issues, institutional issues, 
technical issues, current concerns, future concerns, and the differences made by !STEA. 



CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act or 
1991 (!STEA) (Section 1024) requires metropolitan planning 
organizations (MPOs) to consider 15 factors in developing 
transportation plans and programs under Section 134(f), Title 
23, Metropoli tan Planning and Section 8 of the Federal Transit 
Act (1). Many of tl1esc facto rs reflect good planning practice 
and have been included in planning activities since the forma­
tion of MPOs in the mid 1970s. However, those 15 factors 
now represem the fundamental elements of metropolitan 
planning as required by federal law. 

Since December 18, 199 l when ISTEA was officially en­
acted, a number of federal deadlines have past or are still to be 
met (as of the summer of 1994 when the research summarized 
in this document was completed) for MPOs to meet all those 
requ irements. Some critical questions have been ]X)Sed in this 
regard: 

• How effectively are the 15 facto rs established by federal 
requirements being addressed, and are they improving the 
quality of decision making? 

• What is being done differently since the passage of 
ISTEA, relative to its enactment? 

• How are the requirements of the 1990 Clean Air Act 
Amendments (CAAA) being incorporated into the new plan­
ning requirements? 

• How are MPO and statewide planning requ irements 
(which must address 23 factors as required by ISTEA) being 
coordinated? 

• How are various other related federal planning require­
ments, such as those from the various U.S . Department of 
Tra.tlS]Xlrtation (USDOT) Modal Administrations, the Envi­
ronmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the Deparunent of 
Energy, being addressed by the MPOs? 

This synthesis presents the activities underway in mid 1994 
of selected MPOs in the United States and reflects their per­
spectives on a situation that changes literally on a daily basis. 
Many of the federal deadlines for producing various planning 
documents are still to be met, as of the completion of the re­
search for this synthesis. To provide an appropriate context for this 
synthesis, Appendix A summarizes some of the most relevant 
studies and research projects U1at have been completed or arc un­
derway. The reader may want to consult that work to gain more 
insight into the issues described in this document. 

NEW DIRECTIONS ESTABLISHED 
BY ISTEA 

Since 1992, numerous conferences have been held on how 
ISTEA is changing the planning process, and the products that 
are emanating from that process (2- 8). Numerous research 
projects have also been initiated to gain a better understa.t1ding 

3 

of the legislative impacts on society in general and on trans­
portation investments in particular. 1STEA has been character­
ized in a variety of ways, including a "sca-cha.t1gc" and a 
"paradigm shift." Even in the latter part of J 994, nearly 3 
years after enactment of ISTEA, the industry still does not 
fu lly appreciate or understa.tid its impacts. But because new 
federal legislation is already being considered to refine. ex­
pand, and reauthorize federal trai1sportation programs, it is 
important to understand what cha.t1ges have occurred and 
those that may occur as a direct consequence of !STEA, and to 
know if the right questions arc being asked. 

THE 15 MPO PLANNING REQUIREMENTS 

The 15 MPO planning requirements are now well known 
throughout the industry. They a.re listed in Table J as they ap­
pear in the !STEA legislation (Puhlic Law 102-240: Decem­
ber 18, 1991 ). (Please note that the interpretation of the law by 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) ai1d the Federal 
Transit Administration (FT A) appears in the Federal Register 
(1, pp. 58072- 58073), and that there is a difference in the 
wording between the law and the interpretation by FHW A and 
FTA.) 

THE 23 STATEWIDE PLANNING 
REQUIREMENTS 

As in the case of the 15 MPO planning requirements. the 
23 factors required to develop statewide plans and programs 
are also well known. They arc summarized in Table 2 from the 
ISTEA legislation. (Please note that the interpretation of the 
law by FHW A and FT A appears in the Federal Regis/er (J, p. 
58060) and that there is a difference in the wording between 
the law a.tld the interpretation by FHW A and FT A.) 

SCHEDULES FOR MEETING THE MPO AND 
STATEWIDE PLANNING REQUIREMENTS AND 
RELATED 1990 CAAA REQUIREMENTS 

ISTEA and its interpretation by FHW A and Ff A have re­
sulted in a required schedule for submitting various docu­
ments that describe MPO and statewide plans a.tid prograrru;. 
The plan and program submissions hy FHW A ai1d FT A also 
reflect the need to meet the conformity requirements of the 
1990 CAAA as interpreted by EPA to achieve the schedules 
required under the conformity regulations . A significant con­
cern of many planning agencies not in compliai1cc with the 
1990 CAAA is the need to reduce regional emissions by 15 
percent between J 990 and 1996. Furthermore, after 1996 in 
nonattainment areas classified as serious and above, those 
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TABLE I 

THE 15 MPO PLANNING FACTORS 

l. Preservation of existing transportation faci lities and, where practical, ways to meet transportation needs by using existing trans 
p011ation facilities more efficiently. 

2. The consistency of transportation planning w ith applicable federal. stale, and local e nergy conservat io n programs. goals. and 
objectives. 

3. The need to re lieve congestion and prevent congestion from occuning w here it does no t ever occur. 
4. The likely effect of transportation policy decisions on land use and development and the consistency of transportation plans and 

programs wi th the provis io ns of all applicable short- and lo ng-term land use and deve lopment plans. 
5. The programming o f expenditures on transportation enhancement activit ies as required in section 133. 
6. 171e effects of all transpon at ion projects to be undertake n in the me tropolitan area. with regard to whether such projects are pub­

licly funded. 
7. International border crossings and access lo ports, ail1)orts. intcrmodal transportation fac ilities, major freight distribution routes. 

national parks, recreation areas. monuments, historic s ites . and m ilitary installations. 
8. The need for connectivicy of roads w ithin tbc metropol itan area with roads outside the meu·opoli tan area. 
9. 171c transporta tion needs identified through use of the manageme nt systems required by section 303 of this title. 

10. Preservation of rights-of-way for construct ion o f future transportation projects. including identification of unused rights-of-way 
which may be needed for future transportation corridors and identification of those conidors for which action is most need ed tu 
prevent destruction or loss. 

11. Methods to enhanc.e the efficient movement of freight. 
12. The use of life-cycle costs in the design and engineering of bridges, tunnels, or pavement. 
13. The overall social, economic. energy. and environmental effects of transportation decis ions. 
14 . Methods to expand and e nhance transit ,;ervices and to increase the use of such services. 
15. Capital investments that would result in increased securi ty in trans it systems. 

TABLE2 

THE 23 STATEWIDE PLANNING FACTORS 

I. The results o f the management systems rcyuin:d pursuant to subsection (b). 
2. Any federal. state. o r local energy use goals, objectives, programs, or requirements. 
3. Strategies for incorporat ing bicycle transportat ion facilities and pedest1ian walkways in projects where appropriate throughout 

the state. 
4 . lntcrnatio11al border crossings and access to ports. airports, intermodal transportat ion facilities, m ajor freigh t distribution 

routes. national parks. recreation and scenic an:as, m onuments and his tmic s ites, and military installations. 
5. ll1e transportation needs of nonmetropolitan areas through a process that inc ludes consult.a t ion witJ1 local cl<:ctcd officials 

w ith jurisdiction over transportation. 
6. Any metropolitan area plan developed pursuant to section L34. 
7. Connectiv ity between me n·opolitnn areas within the state and with metropo litan areas in o ther stales. 
8. Recreational travel and tourism . 
9. Any state plan developed pursuant to the Federal Water Pollution Control Ac t. 

10. Transportation system management and invcsuncnt strategics designed to make the most efficient use of existing 
u·ansportation faci lities. 

11 . The overall social , economic, e nergy, and environmental effects of transportation decis io ns. 
12. Methods to reduce traffic congestio n and to prevent traffic congestion from developing in areas where it does no t yet occur. 

including methods which reduce motor vehicle travel , particularly s ingle-occupant motor vehicle travel. 
13. MctJ1ods to expand and enhance transit services and to increase the use of such services. 
14. 111c effect of transportation decisions on land use and land development. including the need for consistency between 

transportation decision making and tJ1c provisions of all applicable shon -range aud long-range land use and development plans. 
15. The n·ansportation needs identified through use of the management systems required by sec tion 303 of this title. 
16. Where appropriate. the use of innovative mechanisms for financing projects, including value capture pricing, tolls. and 

congestion pricing. 
17. Preservation o f rights-of-way for construc tion of future transportation projects. including identification of unused right~-of­

way which may be needed for future transportation corridors , and identify those corridors for which action is most needed to 
prevent destruction or loss. 

18. Long-range needs of the s tate transportation system. 
19. Methods to enhance the efficient movement o f commercial motor vehicles. 
20. Tue use of life-cycle costs in tJ1e design and engineering of bridges, tunnels, or pavement. 
2 1. The coordination o f transponation plans and programs developed for me tropolitan areas of the state under section 134 with 

the state transportat ion plans and programs developed under this section and the reconciliation of such plans and programs as 
necessary to ensure connectivity within transportation systems. 

22. Investment strategies to improve adjoining state and local roads that support rural economic growth and tourism development. 
federal agency renewable resources management, and multipurpose land management practices, including recreat iona l 
development. 

23. 171e concerns of Indian tribal governments having jurisdiction over lands within the boundaries of the state. 



TABLE 3 

KEY GENERIC DATES REQUIRED FOR SUBMISSIONS OF TRANSPORTATION PLANS AND PROGRAMS FOR FY 1995-1997 

1. (ktohcr I , 1993 
• M PO approved transportation plan for FY 95-97 submitted to US DOT 

2. November 15. 1993 
• Submiss ion of s tate implementation plan (SIP) to state environmental agencies 
• Submiss io n of statewide transportation improvem ent program (STIP) to state environmental agencies and to FHW A 

3. May I, 1994 
• Regional mudcls fu lly operational 
• Menu of NOx strategics available 
• Draft regional transportation improvement program (TIP) 
• Start conformity analysis for regional transportation plan (RTP) and TIP 

4. May 31, 1994 
• Final draft TIP subm itted 
• Required 30-day public review begins 
• Draft RTP revision if NOx s trategies needed 
• Conformity determinat ion for RTP and T IP 

5. June 15. 1994 
• Final draft T fPs completed 
• Air quality conformity demonstration completed 
• Required 30-day public review processes begin 

6. July l5, 1994 
• Responses to public cumments begin 
• Local approval of TIPs begin 

7. August l. l994 
• Responses to public comments ends 
• Final TI Ps with lucal approval del ivered to the state 
• TIPs with air quality conformity demonstrations sent to s tate environmental agency for review and concurrence. 
• State agency endorsements of TIPs begin. 
• Begin process by governor (or state designee) to TIPs 

8. August 15, 1994 
• State environmental agency review of air quality determinations completed and concurrence issued 
• MPO approved TIPs delivered to FHW A/Ff A 
• Federal air qual ity conformity review of TIPs begins 
• STf P del ivered to FH W A/FTA for review and approval 

9. September 15, I 994 
• EPA completes air qua lity review of TIPS and provides commen ts to FHWA/FTA 

10. October 1, 1994 to September 30, 1995 
Begin implementation of six management systems by state DOT in cooperation with MPOs: 

• Congestion management 
• Pavement management 
• lntermodal management 
• Bridges management 
• Public transpo11ation management 
• Safety management 

I I. October 1, 1994 
• Air q uality conformity determinations on TIPs issued by FHW A/Ff A 
• STIP fully approved by FHW A/Ff A 

12. December I , 1994 
• Demonstration of attainment under the control s trategies o f the S IP 

13. January 1. 1995 
• O fficially recognized state plan to FHW A/Vf A 

14. February 1, 1995 
• Revision o f MPO transportation plan 
• Submittal of statewide transportation plan to US DOT 
• Certify the implementation of six transportat ion management systems 

15. October 1, 1995 
• STIP based on state plan approved by FHW A/FT A 

16. January l. 1996 
• Attainment date for carbon monoxide (CO) National Ambient Air Quali ty Standards (N AAQS) 

17. November 1, 1996 
• Conformity review and endorsement of FY97-99 MPO TIP 

18. December I , 1996 
• Demonstrate consistency with ozone attainment goals in NAAQS 

19. October 1, 1997 
• Expirat ion of funding authorization o f IST EA 

20. February I, 1998 
• Revision to M PO plans 

5 
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emissions must be reduced by an addit ional 3 percent per year 
until 1999. 

The submission dates vary depending on a number of fac­
tors related to whether or not urban areas are in compliance 
with air quality standards, ancl according to the population of 
the area. ConsequenUy, only a generic set of dates is presented 
in Table J. The sample scheclule is based on an actual MPO 
schedule. but should nol he interpreted as a guideline nor be 
viewed as a standard to be achieved. It is included here only to 
illustrate the complexities involved in scheduling the required 
activities. 

METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this synthesis is to surrunarize the air 
proachcs being used to meet the requirement<; of !STEA by 
MPOs in a small. unscientifically selected sample of urban 
transportation planning processes around the country. In se­
lecting MPOs for that purpose, an attempt was made to in­
clude a range of sizes (by population), located in various geo­
graphic attainment and nonattainmenl areas of the country. 

Table 4 provides a description of the 16 M P< >s that were 
considered for in<.:lusion in this project. Table 5 provides a 
listing of those eight areas selected as case studies for this 
synthesis. 

The MPOs included in this synthesis were selected 
primarily because they appeared to have made early progress 

TABI.E4 

TIIE MPOS co:-:TACTED AND co:-:s1r>ERED FOR THIS 
SYNTIIESIS 

MPO Attainment TMA Ozone 
Localio11 Designated* Status** 

Alhany, :-;y Yes Marginal 
Boston, MA Yes Seri0tL$ 
Burlington, VT No In compliance 
C'harlOltc. NC Yes Moderate 
Cheyenne. WY No In compliance 
Chicago. IL Yes Severe 
Housto n-Galveston . TX Ye.s Severe 
Iowa City, IA No In compliance 
Loo Angeles, CA Yes Extreme 
:-:ew York_ NY Ye.~ Severe 
Oakland~'ian Francisco. CA Yes Moderate 
Pittsburgh. PA Yes Moderate 
Ponland, OR Yes Marginal 
St. Louis, MO Ye~ Moderate 
Wasllington, DC Ye.~ Serious 
Wichita, KS Yes In compli~nce 

• Urbanized areas above 200.000 in population. 
.. Designation for 01.one starus: I . Extreme. 2. Severe, 3. Serious. 4. Moderate. 

5. Margi3al, 6. Submarginal. 7. In compliance. 

TABLE 5 

THE MPOS INCLL'DED I TIIIS SYNTHESIS 

ln-Dcp!h Case Studies 

Alha ny, NY 
Boston, MA 
Charloue, NC 
Pittsburgh, PA 

15 Factors Only 

Chica_go. IL 
Houston, TX 
Portland, OR 
San-Francisco Oakland, CA 

in dealing with !STEA. Consequently, it was concluded that 
hy summarizing those early experiences it would be possible 
10 help other MPOs that were still dealing with lhat challenge. 
A summary of how one state department of transportation ad­
dressed the 23 statewide factors is presented in Appendix B. 

Since lhe passage of ISTEA (and even prior to but in an­
ticipation of its enactment), MPOs have been subjected to in­
tense study and surveys hy a number of organizations. Given 
all lhe surveys and studies that have been undertaken or arc 
underway, it was decided that the information needed for this 
synthesis could be obtained through personal interviews with 
MPO directors or key staff memhers and from written docu­
mentation available from each selected MPO. The interview 
guide used to obtain information and to prepare the case stud­
ies is provided in Appendix C. That information, together with 
the other available resources, provided the desired material. 

In addiJion, an extensive literature search was undertaken 
invol ving a TRIS (Transportation Research Information Sys­
tems) search, and inquirie were made to key FHWA and Ff A 
personnel and to individuals throughout the country who arc 
actively engaged it1 related activities. including state officials, 
consu ltants, and academics. 

Because of a continuing flow of federal time deadlines, 
guidelines, and agency updates, the situation is changing very 
rapidly; consequently, this material represents only a brief pe­
riod in time as of lhe summer and early fall of 1994. 1l1c fed­
eral certification process underway at the time of this research 
will provide an analysis of all MPOs having a population of 
200,000 or more by early 1996; consequently_ another series of 
in-depth reports will be available in the near future to cover 
this topic in greater detail. The material presented here repre­
sents the perspective of the MPO. In the same urbanized area. 
the viewpoint may be different depending on the agency 
viewing the situation. 

The significance of this synthesis lies in its summary of the 
early struggles and successes by several MPOs in meeting the 
new federal requirement<; imposed by ISTEA and lhe 1990 
CAAA. This synthesis documenrn some of those evolving ex­
periences provided by many MPO directors and their staffs in 
transforming the urban transportation planning process to 
meet the new challenges of the 21st century. IL should not be 
viewed as guidelines on how to meet the requiremenL<; of 
ISTEA, nor should it be viewed as a model to be achieved. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

SUMMARY OF MPO EXPERIENCES IN DEVELOPING 
PLANS AND PROGRAMS 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter summarizes what has been learned with re­
gard to the experiences of a limited number of MPOs in 
meeting the early requirements of !STEA. The information is 
presented under the following six categories: 

• Process issues 
• lnstitutional and organizational issues 
• Technical issues 
• Current concerns 
• Future concerns 
• The difference made by ISTEA. 

The observations are based on the analysis of an extensive 
set of materials and infonnation that go beyond the informa­
tion obtained from the four case studies. Chapter 4 documents 
the manner in which those urbanized areas are dealing with 
the mechanical MPO planning requirements of lSTEA. How­
ever, analysis of the extensive interviews and literature search 
and their reviews provided additional information U1at is not 
only interesting but also instructive at this stage in the devel­
opment of the required lSTEA planning activities. 

As an overall observation, when the research for this proj­
ect was completed (i.e., summer/fall or 1994), MPOs were 
addressing the 15 factors in a qualitative way, as shown in 
Chapter 4. The more advanced work needed to do so in a more 
quantitative and comprehensive way is still under develop­
ment, and this process is being expanded and modified in 
most cases. 

Following is a summary of observations for each of the six 
categories identified above. 

PROCESS ISSUES 

• 1l1e schedule requirements for submitting plans and pro­
grams arc being met, except in a few instances where unusual 
circumstances may have existed bu L where FHW A and FT A 
have agreed to time extensions. 

• MPOs arc still in the process of marshaling resources to 
deal with !STEA and the 1990 CAAA. Most agencies have 
had to refocus their efforts to meet the established deadlines. 

• Expectations have been raised beyond reasonable levels 
concerning how [STEA would affect the planning process and 
funding redistribution. 

• There appears to be more concern wiili meeting the bu­
reaucratic specifics of the 15 MPO factors (or the 23 statewide 
factors) than in meeting the spirit of the ISTEA legislation. 
This results from U1c deadlines imposed for addressing U1e 15 

facto rs and from the potential impacts of losing ehgibility for 
some federal funding . 

• There is still an overriding concern among many transit 
and local officials that their expectations for increa~ed funding 
will not be met he.cause of U1e strong highway influence 111 the 
planning process. 

• Some MPOs have expressed the concern that schedules 
being fueled by ISTEA and the 1990 CAAA are unreasonable. 
MPOs are being asked to do ,malyses wiili tools that must often go 
beyond U1eir intended uses. 111eir work must also lit these into a 
local political process that often pays little or no attention to 
U1e federal planning requirements imposed by ISTEA. 

• The need to establish more extensive and inclusive citi­
zen participation in ilie process is still problematic, except in 
those areas that have traditionally and successfully engaged in 
such activities. Providing opportunities for more citi.lcn par­
ticipation is an area, however, in which many MPOs are in­
vesting substamial efforts. 

• 1l1c MPO is viewed as providing the major focus for 
getting all U1c participants involved to discuss and analyze 
options for major investment studies. This must incorporatt! 
project environmental analysis as well. The MPOs are strug­
gling with how to accomplish this. 

INSTITUTIONAL ISSUES 

• To a large extent the culture of the MPO organization 
prior to !STEA has not changed appreciably. MPOs were es­
tablished in the mid 1970s as required by U1e 1973 Federal­
Aid Highway Act. Many of those MPOs created comprehen­
sive and cooperative prograrrn that met the spirit and the in­
tent of law in the l 970s, and that reflect ilie new requirements 
of !STEA. Other MPOs, however, and are still experiencing 
difficulties in the mid l 990s. 

• Concern exists that lSTEA establishes too much federa l 
control over the local planning process. Federal agencies have 
attempted to minimize such influence, but what is frt!quenUy 
viewed as an overwhelming amount of federal paperwork 
(e.g., in the form of Federal Register documenrn) does provide 
a continu ing concern to the MPOs. 

• In the 27 nonallainment areas that are classified by EPA 
as extreme ( 1 ), severe (8), and serious (18), there is concern 
U1at more extensive political cooperation is needed to develop 
plans and programs that will effectively address air quality is­
sues. 

• Local officials must be willing Lo deal with difficult in­
vestment trade-offs, including the desire for system expansion 
by suburban communities versus the need for system preser­
vation wiU1in center city and inner-city areas. 
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• MPOs must provide significant assistance to transit 
agencies in identifying and providing opportunities lo use the 
llexibility of !STEA to put more money into transit expansion 
where that is appropriate. The issue is complicated by compet­
ing priorities among highway and transit projects. 

• Many MPOs are experiencing great difficulty in wordi­
nating and communicating with fede ral, state, and sometimes 
regional agencies dealing with transportation and air quality 
planning. For example, several MPOs are concerned that 
meeting the conformity requirements is viewed as an after­
thought rather than an important action that must be taken in 
advance of establishing plans and programs. 

• There are U1ree publics to deal with, each with different 
needs: "average" citizens, special interest groups, and people 
in the co ,rununity with technical expertise who like to delve 
into these topics. The MPOs must develop different methods 
for satisfying each, but they must do so with limited resources 
and limited authority to take action (often resulting in public 
criticism).· 

• The statewide planning process (the 23 factors) required 
by ISTEA established another complication for MPOs to ad­
dress, because of the need for more extensive coordination. 

• The requirement for developing major investment studies 
will provide an opportunity to establish a more rational ap­
proach for creating long-range plans that requires the coop­
eration of all parties in the process. Highway agencies, local 
elected officials, transit agencies, federal agencies, and citi­
zens must all be part of it. But, given its complexity, there is a 
concern that staff assistance from any agency will not be ade­
quate lo deal with the issues. 

TECHNICAL ISSUES 

• Except in some isolated instances, there is relatively little 
comprehensive planning underway that takes a top-down ap­
proach. This is because there is still a great deal of short-term 
project planning that must be undertaken, often at the expense 
of longer-range comprehensive planning. 

• Plans being developed i11 many areas arc still dealing 
with the many projects and problems that have been in U1e 
pipeline sometimes for a decade or more. 

• The requirement to update plans every 3 years will be 
difficult if not impossible to achieve in many nonattainment 
areas because of the time, data, and analysis needed for such 
an effort. 

• Technical planning models developed a decade or more 
before ISTEA are often being used to meet the requirements of 
the 1990 CAAA. New planning requirements have sometimes 
stretched their ability to measure transportation changes re­
quired to reduce transportation generated emissions. However, 
a number of MPOs are spending considerable funds in efforts 
to update data and models. 

• Many federal, state, and local participants have ex­
pressed the need for developing expanded technical training 
programs. BoU1 FHW A and Ff A are currently developing a 
variety of courses to meet that need. They are anticipated to 
cover: 

- Emissions analysis 
- Travel demand analysis 
- Public participation methods and incentives 

- Major investment analysis 
- Financial analysis (for financially constrained transpor-
tation improvement programs (TIPs)) 
- How to deal with the 15 factors 
- Planning and progranuning emphasis areas 
- Management systems. 

• Smaller MPOs need different guidelines than larger 
MPOs. 

• Ocvclopment, analysis. and integration of management 
systems will be difficult for MPOs to accomplish because of 
limited resources. 

• Some MPOs have developed effective technical proce­
dures (even given the limitation of avail able tools). Thus, 
ISTEA has provided some motivation for incorporating proj­
ect, corridor. subregional. and regional planning into the de­
velopment of comprehensive plans and programs. 

• Some advocacy groups insist on using the technical 
modeling results as the primary method for judging the ade­
quacy of pl,ms and programs, without fu lly understanding U1e 
inherent limitations associated with those tools. 

• Technical assistance is needed from the federal govern­
ment for developing major investment s tudies. 

• Although some MPOs have had the resources to obtain 
and analyze reliable data, many others do not have such re­
sources. fn addition, given the absence of reliable data, their 
analysis tools suffer from lack of credibility. 

• More serious attention is being given to freight transpor­
tation issues than has previously been the case. 

• More attention is being given lo land use planning as an 
integral part of transportation planning. 

CURRENT CONCERNS 

• Some MPOs have expressed concerns about coordina­
tion with state DOTs that are developing statewide plans to 
meet the requirements of !STEA. Their goal is to provide more 
substantive input by MPOs to statewide decision making. 

• Public officials must be made aware of the inherent 
limitations of available analytical tools. 

• State and local offici als are concerned about the ability of 
MPOs to meet the Clean Air Act conformity requiremenL~. 
and the potential financial penalties that will be imposed if 
they do not do so. 

• The expectation of increased fu nding for nonhighway 
projects (e.g., transi t, ridcsharing, enhancements) cannot he 
met under existing circumstances. A major reason is that the 
TSTEA appropriations have been significantly less than U1e 
original authorizations. Consequently, the total available to 
fund all programs is less than desired, and all projects suffer. 
The conclusion is that more sources of funds must be fo und. 

• There are relatively few visionary plans being developed, 
because there are too many immediate concerns that must be 
addressed to maintain funding eligibil ity. 

• When conformity plans arc being evaluated, two possi­
ble courses of action could be taken by the approving agen­
cies: 1) acceptance, based on showing a good-faith planning 
effort to develop and implement transportation control meas­
ures and with a continuing effort to improve the actions taken; 
or 2) decisions based on the answers provided by modeling 
procedures resulting in a "go" or "no go" decision. 



Unless some reasonable and consistent approach is agreed 
on, there will be significant controversy regardless of which 
approach is taken . 

• !STEA has raised the expectations of citizen groups and 
local activists beyond rca5onable levels of possible results. 

• The trade-offs between transportation investments and 
social and environmental objectives need a more analytical 
ba5is for decision making. 

FUTURE CONCERNS 

• A movement to establish dedicated funds for specific ac­
tivit ies could effectively destroy the intent within !STEA of 
providing flexibility in funding transportation needs. 

• Earmarking for projects is the antithesis of !STEA 
flexibility. 

• More innovative ,md secure sources of federal, state, and 
local funds must be established. Otherwise, continuing battles 
over shrinking revenues for all transportation programs will 
become increasingly counterproductive. 

• [ncentives and methods must be established for doing 
long-range, visionary, comprehensive planning that includes 
land use, quality of life, financial considerations, and all the 
issues identified by ISTEA. 

• Serious consideration and adequate resources must be 
given to developing more effective analytical tools that deal 
with today's problems and issues. 

THE DIFFERENCES MADE BY 

ISTEA 

• The requirements to develop fiscally constrained plans 
and programs represent one of the most powerful tools in the 
MPO battery of requirements. If highway and transit agencies 
take these requirements seriously, then more effective plan­
ning will be possible. 

• Preservation of the existing highway and transit systems 
is a significant requirement. This has the potential to focus en­
ergy and resources on immediate needs rather than adding 
new projects to the list of those already planned. 

• A more serious consideration of citizen input is emerg­
ing in many areas, but it must be integrated with political re­
ali tics. 

• ln the past rrumy (though not all) MPO activities were 
dominated by state and federal funding availabili ty; now, 
many MPOs are experiencing more cooperative input by those 
agencies. This is because of the more specific requirements for 
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MPO approval of plans and progran1s, and the more active 
participation by MPO staffs. 

• The requirement to undertake major investment studies 
provides the motivation for all participants to establish a new 
and innovative planning process that could eventually meet 
many of the expectations created by ISTEA. 

• !STEA am1 the 1990 CAAA have required that new and 
serious attention be given to the urban transportation planning 
process in a ll met.ropolitan areas throughout the na1ion. In 
particular, the requirements and schedule deadlines imposed 
by both federal mandates have resulted in a renewed and re­
invigorated planning process in all areas. But, there is a differ­
ence in the nature of activities in nonattainment and in smaller 
areas characterized by the following. 

In Nonattainment Areas 

• Comprehensive plans are being updated, sometimes for 
the first lime in a decade or so. But, the pl;uming tools are still 
based on the original models developed in the I 960s and 
1970s. MPOs are spending substantial funds to enhance and 
update those tools. 

• Most (perhaps all) MPOs have addressed the 15 factors 
specified by !STEA in one way or another over the past years 
prior to ISTEA. Each plan can provide an initial response to 
meeting those requirements, but a comprehensive response 
will require more work. 

• The technical problems that must be addressed are re­
solvable if adequate financial resources are made available. 

• The institutional, organizational, and political issues will 
remain the most challenging to deal with. 

In Smaller Urban Areas 

In the smaller urban areas and in those not in violation of 
the 1990 CAAA air quality attainment requirements, the fol­
lowing observations are made: 

• TI1e task of meeting the requirements of !STEA is still 
difficult, but not as challenging as in the larger and the nonat­
tainment areas. 

• Tn most cases, limited staff resources constrain the 
small er MPOs' ability to pursue the more comprehensive ap­
proaches required by ISTEA. 

• Smaller MPOs are often located within a county or city 
government structure, which provides a solid institutional base 
for operations. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

INTEGRATION OF MPO PLANNING AND STATEWIDE 
PLANNING REQUIRED BY ISTEA 

The new ISTEA planning requirements and the require­
ments of the 1990 CAAA are closely intertwined, and caimot 
be done independent of the other. Consequently, the purpose 
of this chapter is to briefly describe the ISTEA requirements 
for the integration of statewide and MPO plans and programs 
and their relationships to the I 990 CAAA. A summary devel­
oped by FHW A and Ff A of the key features of the 15 MPO 
factors ai1d the 23 statewide factors that arc to be incorporated 
is provided. 

COMMON ISSUES FOR METROPOLITAN 
AND STATEWIDE PLANNING 

The ISTEA planning regulations were published in the 
Federal Register on October 28, 1993 and were effective on 
November 29, 1993. Issues common to both metropolitan and 
statewide platming, ai1d how they relate to conformity with the 
1990 CAAA, are summarized helow. 

Flexible Funding 

Characteristics of flexible funding include the following: 

• At least 65 percent of !STEA authorization is flexible. 
• This type of fu nding levels the playing field: planning is 

the vehicle for making decisions, and the progranuning proc­
ess implements those decisions. 

• The focus is on effective statenocal decisions. 
• Interrnodal solutions for mobility are emphasized. 

Environmental Linkage 

With regard to environmental issues, commonalities for 
metropolitat1 ai1d statewide platrning include the fo llowing: 

• Conformity to the 1990 CAAA ; 
• Stronger linkage between transportation and environ­

mental planning: and 
• Earlier environmental consideration. 

Roles and Responsibilities 

Under the issue of roles and responsibilities are the follow­
ing elements: 

• A definition of cooperation- working together to achieve 
a common goal or objective, not concurrence; 

• An emphasis on a level playing field; 

• A federal role to support state and MPO decision mak­
ing; 

• The fact that states must inform local agencies when 
state decisions on plans or transportation improvement pro­
grams (TIPs) impact them; and 

• Revised definitions of governor or "governor's desig­
nee"; but the governor may still delegate actions assigned to 
the governor, e.g., approval of TIPs: state no longer defined as 
"State DOT," which allows governor to delegate responsibility 
for state actions to another agency. 

Public Involvement 

Public involvement includes: 

• Significat1t changes concerning the required public in­
volvement for statewide and metropolitatl platrning; 

• Open process with free exchange of information at1d op­
portunities fo r input at all stages; 

• Performat1ce based criteria (outcomes, not prescribed 
process); 

• Emphasis on state/local design of process: must have 45-
day comment period on proposed public involvement process; 
and 

• In metropolitat1 nonattainment areas classified as serious 
and above, at least 30-day review for plat1, TIP, at1d major 
amendments must be provided. In nonattainment areas, trai1s­
portation mat1agement areas (TMAs) must provide the oppor­
tunity for at least one annual meeting on plat1 development 
process and an opportunity for a public meeting during the 
TIP development pro<.:ess (a single meeting may satisfy both 
requirements). 

Financial Constraint 

The fo llowing must be considered under the issue of fi­
nancial constraint: 

• The metropolitatl plai1. TTP, ai1d statewide trat1sportation 
improvement program (STJP) must be consistent with rea­
sonably available resources and with strategies for ensuring 
availability of new sources. The statewide trat1sportation plai1 
does not have to be financially constrained, hut financial dis­
cussions at1d considerations related to the STIP should be 
documented. 

• Funding in the first 2 years of the TIP in metropolitan 
nonattainment at1d maintenance areas is limited to available 
at1d committed funds; available funds are existing funding 
sources dedicated to or historically used for trat1sportation 
purposes, ai1d committed funds are general purpose funds 



committed lo in the TIP by lhe appropriate official. New 
sources can be included for oulyears of the TIP if strategy for 
obtaining them is included. 

• New sources can be included for subsequent years of the 
TIP in attainment areas if strategy for obtaining them is in­
cluded. 

• The STT P is constrained in a similar fashion. 
• State and transit operator must provide MPOs with esti­

mate of funds expected to be available for H P development. 
• The surface transportation program (STP) and FfA Sec­

tion 9 fu nds allocated to TMAs are not to be further suballo­
cated to individual jurisdictions or modes unless based on 
considerations required to be addressed as part of the planning 
process. 

Planning Factors 

Planning factors include the following: 

• Explicit consideration and appropriate analysis in plan­
ning and programming based on complexity of transportation 
problems and other issues; in metro areas basically a coopera­
tive MPO/sta.te/tra.nsit operator decision; 

• Nonregulatory guidance to he provided by FHW A and 
FfA; and 

• Concerning the 23 statewide and the 15 MPO factors, 
some of the more important items include: 

- Increased empha5is on preservation and more effi­
cient use of existing system, and 

- Increased emphasis on consideration of effects on 
land use. and economic, social, and environmental effects. 

STATEWIDE PLANNING 

Following are specific requirements that must be met in 
developing statewide plans and programs. 

Statewide Plan 

Characteristics of statewide plans include the following: 

• They are a new requirement; with regard to plans devel­
oped by January 1, 1995, the STlP is based on an interim plan 
prior to this date. 

• They incorporate the 23 factors. 
• A policy plan is an option; corridors are encouraged . 
• They are not financially constrained (but financial issues 

should be considered and documented). 
• They are linked to metropolitan plans. 
• Public involvement is requ isite (sec earlier discussion 

under "Common Issues"). 

Statewide Transportation Improvement 
Program (STIP) 

The following are elements under the STIP: 

• Metropolitan TrP included verbatim after governor' s 
approval; 
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• STTP is financially constrained by year (see earlier dis­
cussion under "Common Issues"); 

• Can onl y include projects from conformity TTP­
conformity determination prior to inclusion on metro TJ.P or 
separate process for rural nonattainment areas: 

• Consistent with statewide plan; 
• Public involvement is requisite (see earUer discuss ion 

under "Common issues") 
• Includes all Title 23 Act projects; and 
• Must be updated at least every 2 years; self-certification and 

FHW A/Ff A finding of planning process adequacy provide 
basis for approval by FHWA and FTA. 

Statewide Project Selection 

The selecLion process for statewide projects must consider 
the following: 

• Projects are to be implemented from the approved STJP; 
• Projects are those deemed selected in the fi rst year of the 

STJP; 
• In metropol itan areas, selecLion is through the metropoli­

tan process; 
• Outside metropolitan areas: 

- National highway system (NHS), bridge, and inter­
state maintenance (IM) funds selected by state in consultation 
with affected local officials; 

- Other FHW A-funded projects selected by state in co­
operation with affected local officials; 

- Public lands highways program projects selected in 
accordance with 23 USC 204: 

- FT A-funded projects selected by state in cooperation 
with affected local officials and transit operators; 

• Project selection procedures must be followed to advance 
from subsequent yea.rs of STIP; and 

• Expedited selection procedures permitted if a.greed to by 
al I parties. 

METROPOLITAN PLANNING 

Following are specific requirements that must be met in 
developing metropolitan plans and programs. 

Major Investment Study (MIS) 

With regard to a major investment study (MIS), the follow­
ing must be considered: 

• Requirements apply where need for a major metropolitan 
transportation investment (generally alternatives on the scale 
of freeways, expressways, high-occupancy vehicle (HOV), and 
fixed guideway faci lities) is identified and federal funds a.re 
potentially involved. 

• l11e purpose is to develop or refine the transpona.tion 
plan and lead to decisions by the M PO, in cooperation 
with participating agencies, on des ign concept and scope 
of investment. 

• The intent is to make FHW A and FT A planning proc­
esses the same to fac ilitate consideration of modal alternatives 
and flexible funding provisions. 
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• Responsibility rests jointly with the MPO, the state, and 
the transit operator; roles and responsibilities for a particular 
study are detennined through an initial collaborative meeting 
where an appropriate range of alternatives is agreed to. 

• FHW A and Ff A as well as federal, state, and local envi­
ronmental resource/permit agencies are to be actively in­
volved. 

• An evaluation of alternatives must be documented, in­
cluding environmental effect<;, in a report that provides input 
into the environmental process. A draft environmental docu­
ment may be produced as part of the MIS. 

• Where the environmental process has not been initiated, 
federal capital funds cannot be used for the project-level work 
until the MIS is completed and the results are reflected in the 
transportation plan and the TlP. 

• Where the environmental process has been initiated but 
not completed, FHW A and Ff A must he consulted to deter­
mine if additional work is required (thi s is a case-by-case de­
cision depending on how close the environmental document is 
to completion, and the adequacy of range of alternatives 
evaluated). 

• Where the record of decision or FONSI on environ­
mental documents was completed before the effective date of 
the regulations (November 29, 1993), the MIS requirements 
do not apply. 

Single-Occupant Vehicle (SOV) Restriction in 
Transportation Management Areas (TMAs) 
That Are Nonattainment for carbon 
Monoxide (CO) and/or Ozone 

Under this restriction, the following apply: 

• Projects that significantly increase SOY capacity (adding 
general purpose lanes to existing highways, except safety im­
provement or traffic bottleneck elimination) or building new 
general purpose highways must result from a congestion man­
agement system (CMS) if the project had not advanced be­
yond the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) stage 
prior to April 6, 1992 (date of USDOT interim guidance on 
metropolitan planning) . 

• Phase-in provisions that apply prior to full implementa­
tion of the CMS are included in the metropolitan planning 
regulations. Analysis of all reasonable travel demand man­
agement and operational strategies must demonstrate that such 
measures can.not satisfy the need for additional capacity in the 
corridor in which the SOY project is proposed. 

• If this test is met, the SOY project can proceed, but all 
reasonable strategies to manage it or facilitate its management 
in the future must be incorporated into the project. Other travel 
demand management and operation strategies appropriate for 
the corridor, but not tJ1e SOY project itself, must be committed 
for implementation in the same time period as the project. 

Transportation Plan 

The transportation plan must serve the following: 

• Have at least a 20-year horizon and be a financially con­
strained fac ilities plan; 

• Be updated at lea5t triennially in nonattainment and 
maintenance areas, and every 5 years elsewhere; 

• Be approved by the MPO; 
• Assess the cost for preserving and making efficient use 

of the existing system: 
• Include design concept and scope of facil ities sufficient 

for conformity and/or financial constraint purposes; 
• Include a financial plan demonstrating that the resources 

necessary to implement the plan (and operate and maintain tJ1e 
transportation system) are reasonably avai lable: and 

• Under the phase-in provisions, nonattainment areas 
needing transportation control measures (TCMs) for their at­
tainment demonstration statewide implementation plans 
(SlPs) (due November 1994) are to have their tr,msportation 
plans updated by October l , 1994: other areas are to have their 
plans updated by December 18, 1994. 

Metropolitan TIP 

The metropolitan TIP must serve the following: 

• Be developed cooperatively by the MPO with the state 
and the transit operator; 

• Be updated at least every 2 years and approved by the 
MPO and the governor; 

• Cover at least 3 years; 
• Determine conformity in nonattainment and maintenance 

areas: 
• Receive public comment (see earlier discussion under 

"Common Issues"); 
• Be financially constrained by year (see earlier discussion 

under "Common Issues"); 
• Prioritize projects to include all Title 23 Act projects and 

all regionally significant projects requiring FHW NFT A ap­
proval. For nonattainment and maintenance areas, all region­
ally significant projects are to be funded with nonfcderal funds 
whether or not they require FHW NFT A approval, which 
must be included; and 

• Be found by FHW A and Ff A to be based on an ade­
quate planning process, using self-certification by the MPO 
and stare, plus other appropriate review. 

Metropolitan Project Selection 

The selection process for metropolitan proJects must con­
sider the following: 

• Projects are to be implemented from the approved TIP; 
• Projects are those deemed selected in the first year of the 

TIP: 
• To implement a project in the second or third year of the 

TIP, the following project selection procedures must be used: 
- For a non-TMA: state and transit operator are in co­

operation with MPO; 
- For a TMA: MPO is in consultation with state and 

transit operator. NHS, bridge, and interstate maintenance are 
by state in cooperation with MPO: 

• Separate project selection procedures are to be followed 
for federal lands highways programs projects: 



• Priority is to be given to TCMs in nonattainment and 
maintenance areas: and 

• Expedited selection procedures permitted if agreed to by 
aJ I parties. 

Certification 

Certification includes the fo llowing: 

• In TMAs, FHWA and FIA must jointly certify the 
planning process at least every 3 years. 

• The first round of certifications must be completed by 
October l, 1996 to avoid mandatory sanctions. 

• It is not to be viewed as a pass/fail test. 
• Options for certification are to certify, to certify subject 

to corrective action heing taken, to certify as basis for permit-
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ting certain program categories to continue while specified 
corrective actions are being taken, and to not certify. 

• Tt encourages performance improvement. 
• The process supports state/local partners. 
• The process is to he handled through guidance rather 

than regulation. 
• Certification is only one of several oversight responsi­

bilities of FHW A and Ff A; others are approval of unified 
planning work programs, planning findings on TlPs. and 
conformity determinations. The certification process will use 
and build on these and other oversight activities. 

• Any funds that are withheld are restored when the area is 
certified if the availability period fo r the funds has not lapsed. 

Appendix B provides an example of how one state addressed 
the 23 ISTEA factors in its statewide planning process. 



14 

CI-IAf'fER FOl'R 

CURRENT MPO PLANNING PRACTICES IN SELECTED 
URBANIZED AREAS 

In-depth case study material is presented on MPOs for each 
of the following four urbanized area~. The MPOs in each are 
transportation management areas: 

• Albany, New York 
• Boston, Massachusetts 
• Charlotte, North Carolina 
• Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. 

In addition to the above case studies, lhe responses given 
by the MPOs in the following fo ur areas addressing the 15 
!STEA factors are provided: 

• Chicago, Illinois 
• Houston, Texas 
• Portland, Oregon 
• San Francisco---Oakland, California. 

The information provided for each case study was the most 
recent available in the summer aml fall of 1994. A bibliogra­
phy of sources for each of the case studies follows lhe refer­
ence list at the end of this synthesis. During the publication 
period, lhis information will no doubt have been revised and 
expanded. 

To provide a context for each of the case studies, popula­
tion and transportation statistics for each are presented in Ta­
bles 6 and 7. 

CASE STUDY ONE: THE CAPITAL DISTRICT 
TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE (CDTC), 

ALBANY, NEW YORK 

CDTC is the designated MPO for the Albany urbanized 
area. The jurisdictions covered by CDTC include Albany, 
Rensselaer, Saratoga, and Schenectady Counties, New York. 
With regard to status of air quality attainment, EPA has des­
ignated the Albany urbanized area as being in marginal viola­
tion of the national ozone standard. 

Agencies Included in MPO 

Agency representation includes the Capital District Transit 
Authority (CDTA); the Capital District Regional Planning 
Commission (CDRPC): numerous local elected officials: the 
New York State Deparonent of Transportation (NYSDOT) 
and the Thruway Authority; and FHW A and FTA as ex officio 
members. The mayor of a local community is the CDTC 
Chainnan, and the regional director of NYSDOT is the CDTC 

Secretary. Following is a listing of the agencies included 
in the MPO: 

County 

City 

Regional 
and State 

Town and 
Village 

Federal 

Albany County Executive 
Chairperson, Albany County Legislatu re 
Rensselaer County Executive 
Chairperson, Rensselaer County Executive 
Chairperson, Saratoga County Board of 

Supervisors 
Member-at-Large, named by the Saratoga County 
Board of Supervisors 

Chai rperson, Schenectady County Board of 
Representatives 

Member-at-Large, named by the Schenectady 
County Board of Representatives 

Mayor of Albany 
Mayor of Cohoes 
Mayor of Mechanicsville 
Mayor of Rensselaer 
Mayor of Saratoga Springs 
Mayor of Schenectady 
Mayor of Troy 
Mayor of Watervliet 

Designated Representative of the Capital Di strict 
Transportation Authority 

Designated Representative of the Ca pit.al Di strict 
Regional Planning Commission 

Designated Director, New York State Department 
of Transportation* 

Two at-large town representatives chosen annually 
hyCDTC 

FHWA* 
FTA* 

*Advisory Members 

Transportation Planning and Programming 

Prior to ISTEA 

ln!roduc:lion 

Since its establishment in the mid l 970s as an MPO, 
CDTC has worked effectively in developing plans and pro­
grams for the region. Under the direction of the Policy Com­
mittee, CDTC staff was delegated as the lead group to develop 
the following: 

• A unified planning work program 
• The regional transportation plan 
• Subregional studies 
• All federal documents 
• All staff work for CDTC. 
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TABLE6 

SELECTED POPULATION AND TRANSPORTATION STATISTICS FOR THE FOUR IN-DEPTH 

CASE STUDIES 

Albany Boston Charlotte Pittsburgh 
For Base Year ( 1990) (1990) (I 990) (I 990) 

Population 775,000 2,92 1,708 51 1,400 2,320,000 
Employment 37 1,000 1,715,037 358,000 1,200,000 

Average Daily Trips: 
Transit Persons 55,000 650,438 32,000 230,000 
Auto Persons 2,700,000 8,298,738 3,901,500 5,800,000 
Highway Vehicles 2, 160,000 7,260,463 2,545,400 5,009,991 

Albany Boston Charlotte Pittsburgh 
For Forecast Year (2015) (2020) (20 I 5) (20 I 5) 

Population 850,000 2,906,361 814,600 2,700,000 
Employment 416,000 1,979,892 607,600 1,530,000 

Average Daily Trips: 
Transit Persons 50,000 721,554 88,700 295,000 
Auto Persons 3,700,000 9,207,435 6,592,000 7,370,000 
Highway Vehicles 3,000,000 8,524,050 4,225,500 6,144,375 

TABLE 7 

SELECTED POPULATION AND TRANSPORTATION STATISTICS FOR THE FOUR OTHER 

CASE STUDIES 

Chicago Houston Portland S.F./Oakland 
For Base Year (1990) ( 1990) ( 1990) (1990) 

Population 7,365,366 3,73 1,132 1,41 2,344 6,024,000 
Employment 3,915,647 1,874,752 855,907 3,113,000 

Average Daily Trips: 
Transit Persons 2,347,730 198,000 162,58 1 1,236,000 
Auto Persons 14, 185,389 9,555,000 5,296,036 16,685,000 
Highway Vehicles NA 2,975,000 4,903,863 15,464,000 

Chicago Houston Po1tland S.F./Oakland 
For Forecast Year (2010) (20 10) (2015) (20 I 0) 

Population 8,362,286 5,072,521 2,210,800 7,509,000 
Employment 4,597,06 1 2,766,395 1,483,600 4, 128,000 

Average Daily Trips: 
Transit Persons 2,469,726 255,000 357, 123 1,434,000 
Auto Persons 17, 133, 148 12,070,000 7,771,212 22,0 12,000 
Highway Vehicles NA 14,875,000 7,200,120 20,887,000 

Note: NA = not applicab le. 
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The December l 990 prospectus (for the period 1990-1995) 
contains tasks to be undertaken in five categories: 

I. Program coordi nation, including all the tasks necessary 
to administer and continue the MPO process; 

2. Surveillance, including the tasks to collect regional and 
local travel and demand data and information including 
simulation model development, updating, and maintenance; 

3. Plan appraisal, including the refinement of long-range 
regional and subregional plans and policies; 

4. Implementation of planning and programming, which 
leads to the direct implementation of projects through the 
transportation improvement program (T[P); and 

5. Provision of services, which includes the direct techni­
cal and community services such as ridesharing support 
activit ies. 

S1muna1y of Methods Used to Develop Plans 
and Programs Prior to !STEA 

CDTC had established a very effective and cooperative 
planning and programming process prior to !STEA. A colle­
gial atmosphere was established with a relatively high degree 
of trust among the many agencies involved. A solid analytical 
base had been established and used effectively in developing 
plans and programs. The last plan adopted prior to the 199 1 
I STEA legislation was in 1990. covering a I 0-year period. 
Upon passage ofISTEA, the 1990 plan was expanded, widely 
circulated, and revised. Formal adoption was completed in 
December 1993. (Details of this plan are provided later.) 

Methods lo Achieve Coordination 
l'rior 10 !STEA 

The MPO structure and activities prior to ISTEA included 
the tasks needed to undertake air quality and energy re­
lated planning activities. The NYSDOT developed a bat­
tery of computer programs du ring the 1970s for use with 
its mainframe simulation process. CDTC bas worked co­
operatively with NYSDOT in the work undertaken by the 
state agencies. 

The Extent to Which the 15 /STEA Factors 
Were Incorporated Prior to !STEA 

CDTC did incorporate those factors into its process, but not 
to the same extent those factors are now being included. 
(Further detail is provided later.) 

Influence of the MPO Recommendations on 
State Plans and Programs 

The MPO influence has been significant because of the co­
operative nature of the process and the close working relation­
ship with the state agencies. 

The Impact of ISTEA--Current Status of 
Plans and Programs 

Plan development in the Albany region is considered to be 
a work in progress. 

TI1e regional plan, which was formally adopted in Decem­
ber 1993, focuses on conmlittcd actions over the next 10 years. 
It acknowledges that the actions are largely incremental (i.e., 
transit park-and-ride lots, traffic management actions. demand 
management actions, limited highway widening) and will he 
insufficient alone to meet the transportation needs of the area 
over a 25-year horizon. The plan stales that the current I 0-
year vision for the region is in terms of 13 commitments, 
as fo llows: 

1. Pavement and bridge infrastructure rehabilitation 
2. Public transportation infrastructure 
3. lntermodal facilities 
4. System management 
5. Congestion management 
6. Transit initiatives and demand management 
7. Bicycle and pedestrian accommodation 
8. Integration of land use and transportation decisions 
9. Strategic system improvements 

10. ADA accessibility 
11 . Public safety 
12. Clean air and protection of natural resources 
13. New paradigms, new technologies, new visions. 

Significant commitments of the 10-year plan include a re­
gional incident detection and freeway and arterial manage­
ment system for congestion management. Among the strategic 
system improvements are comnlitments to el iminate five 1- to 
2-mi bottlenecks, construct 2,000 park-and-ride spaces, and 
conduct major access improvements to the Albany County 
Airport. 

The plan uses performance measures such as projected en­
ergy consumption, the number of congested corridors, and rid­
ership on transit to demonstrate that a bigger vision and more 
significant comnlitrnents are required to meet long-range 
needs. As a result, even prior to completion of the plan. CDTC 
launched a major effort to produce a long-range plan. 

The long-range plan, entitled New Visions, is explicitly 
designated to fit a structure that embraces the concept of out­
reach at the beginning of the process. CDTC has established 
contact with over 500 stakeholders and has launched nine task 
forces composed of over 100 individuals. including business 
leaders, environmental advocates, freight operators and users, 
state and local government leaders, and other stakeholders. 
The task forces cover the fo llowing areas: 

• Urban issues 
• Transit futures 
• Expressway management 
• Arterial corridor management 
• Highway and bridge infrastructure 
• Bicycle and pedestrian travel 
• Goods movement 
• Demographics and land use futures 
• Special transportation need~. 



These task forces, which meet monthly or bimonthly, cap­
ture the suhject~ of the management systems regulations, bu t 
further address the broad range of subjects cited under the 
ISTEA meLropolitan planning regulations. The effort began in 
June 1993 and is expected to produce a draft plan for broad 
public review by May 1995. 

A key feature of New Visions is that each task force is re­
quired to address public safety, land use, environmental im­
pact, resource efficiency, equity, and justice in its delibera­
tions. The task forces spent 6 months identifying current and 
projected (year 2015) conditions, policy issues, and candidate 
actions. One hundred thirty individuals attended a full-day 
conference held in December 1993 to review position papers 
produced by the task forces aml provide direction to phase two 
(currently underway). 

Over a period of 12 to 18 months, CDTC plans to under­
take technical work to support the task force discussions and 
continue the consensus-building process. The;: ultimate product 
will be a clear statement of vision, explicit presentation of 
principles, a refinement of the comminnents made in the 10-
year plan, and a statement of specific intentions. An initial 
statement of congestion management principles has been de­
veloped and incorporated into the plan and also imo early ver­
sions of the congestion management system (CMS). 

The goal of New Visions is to integrate all subjects into a 
single vision for the region. This integration is best repre­
sented by the core performance measures that are being devel­
oped and refined in conjunction with each of the nine task 
forces. These performance measures consciously focus atten­
tion on those measures that are most relevant to the commu­
nity as a whole. Through the broad dialogue, a set of brief yet 
comprehensive measures is emerging. 

Response to Incorporation of the 
15 Factors 

Section 134([) of lSTEA established 15 factors that were 
required to be considered in the development of the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP). CDTC has addressed these factors 
as follows: 

l. Preservation of existing facilities. 

lnfrasLructurc projects, which focus on preserving the exist­
ing transportation system, make up 7 1 percent of the total 
1993-1998 TIP, demonsLrating a slrong commitment to a 
preservation strategy. In addition, a demand management fo­
cus and a commitment to Lransit initiatives and systt:m man­
agement is an application of the philosophy that increasing the 
efficiency of the existing Lransportation system is a cost-effec­
tive method of addressing mobility needs. 

2. Energy conservation. 

Energy conservation is an explicit consideration in the 
CDTC transportation improvement program (TIP) project 
merit evaluation, and one of the key factors in the benefit/cost 
analysis. Energy conservation was emphasized for mobility 
projects, in particular in the merit evaluation of candidate 
projects. 
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CDTCs traffic counting and traffic systems managemem 
planning effort and commuter register services are a direct re­
sult of joint efforts between CDTC and the New York State 
Energy Office (NYSEO). These efforts are continuing eve;:n 
though the NYSEO contracts have expired. 

Energy conservation is an integral evaluation criterion for 
each subre;:gional study and will be a major considera tion in 
CDTC's exploration of fixed guideway Lransit options . 

3. Congestion relief 

Congestion mitigation is related to the RTP goals concern­
ing mobility. The implementation of t11is goal was a key con­
sideration in the formation of the 1993-1998 TIP. Mohility 
projects comprise 19 percent of the TIP, including both capac­
ity increasing projects and the implementation of de1mrnd 
management sLrategies. The programming principles used to 
develop the TIP bui lt on COTCs past work, which found that 
a mixed strategy is most effective in maintaining and improv­
ing current levels of mobility. In addition, CDTC required all 
fixed capacity improvements to be linked to local land use 
management prior to consideration for programming. This es­
sential link is key to a policy that seeks to prevent futu re con­
gestion. Only those mobility projects that address existing 
congestion (Level of Service E or below) were considered for 
programming. 

This RTP includes a preliminary CMS for the Capital Dis­
trict. Other aspects of long-range plan development. including 
subregional studies, the fixed guideway transi t option explo­
ration, the arterial management study, suburban mobility 
Lransit planning effort, and the development of a site impact 
handbook, contribute to congestion management. 

4. Land use. 

As stated above, CDTC applied a screening criterion that 
required all fixed capacity improvements to be linked to local 
land use management in the 1993- 1998 TIP. This reverse 
linkage seeks to maintain the benefits of performing a trans­
portation improvement over a longer time period. 

Furthermore, the TIP programming exercise had several 
key linkages to the RTP and the regional plan adopted by the 
CDRPC. First, consistency with the RTP is a basic screening 
,.:riterion. Furthermore, the implementation of RTP social , eco­
nomic, and environmental goals was a major consideration in 
the formation of the program. The RTP subarea studies deal 
explicitly with land use and development in major congested 
corridors. CDTC recognizes, however, that there is a co~1sider­
able amount of potential work to do in this area. In an effort to 
spur this activity by local governments, the 1993- 1998 TIP 
contains a project to fund additional land use management 
plans in corridors of critical importance to the meLropo litan 
transportation system. 

CDTC's unified work progran1 also includes a task to de­
velop a site impact handbook, which focuses on coordination 
of land use planning and transportation inwstment. 

5. Enhancement activities. 

Transportation enhancement activities are specifically eli­
gible projects for the STP, and several project types are also 
eligible for a congestion management and air quality (CMAQ) 
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program. CDTC's evaluation framework can accommodate 
enhancement activities. However, because the state-level sur­
face transportation program (STP) set-aside for these activities 
had not heen programmed nor the guidelines regarding project 
selection established at the time of TIP development, pro­
gramming decisions of enhancement projects were deferred 
until the 1994 TIP cycle. The guidelines are now available and 
the first funding cycle is underway. CDTC is actively partici­
pating in reviewing proposals. 

Efforts to identify transportation enhancement opportunities 
are included in regional planning efforts and the integrated 
transportation/land use planning efforts. The bikeway and pe­
destrian planning efforts specifically address enhancement op­
portunities related to pedestrian and bicycle travel. 

6. Effects of all projects. 

The 1993-1998 TIP contains all significant transportation 
projects, most of which are receiving al least partial public 
funding. CDTC has been instrumental in establishing trans­
portation development districts (TDDs) in key transportation 
corridors, such as near the Albany County Airport. This in­
crease in private financing to the metropolitan transportation 
system can be expected to greatly improve the region's overall 
mobility. 

The air quality impacts of the projects contained in the TIP 
and the Analysis of Year 2000 Congestion Levels in Critical 
Corridors of the Capital District were analyzed as per 1990 
CAAA requirements. Both the TIP and the RTP are exempt 
from a full National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
analysis. Therefore, the analysis of the effects of the projects 
programmed in the 1993-1998 TIP was limited to the rela­
tionshi p between progranuned projects and the implementa­
tion of RTP goals. The RTP is focused on the metropolitan 
transportation system. Project-specific NEPA analyses will 
examine the effects of a given project in other areas. 

CDTC also includes non-CDT A transit development work 
in its unified work program, which focuses on private operator 
trans it services, simi lar to CDTC's past efforts on upstate 
transit services in Saratoga County. 

The STEP model used by the CDTC in most of it5 planning 
activities includes regionally significant facilities. 

7. lntermodal access. 

There are no international border crossings, national rec­
reation areas, or monuments in the Capital District. The Sara­
toga National Historic Park is the only national park/historic 
site. and transportation access via automobile is well served. 
The Waterview Arsenal, the Kesserling nuclear submarine 
testing site, and the Knolls Atomic Laboratory are the major 
military installations in the Capital District. No projects were 
proposed to serve these fac ilities. nor has access to these fa­
cilities been identified as a problem according to CDTC. 

CDTC has taken recent initiatives to incorporate the Port of 
Albany, the Albany County Airport, and major freight entities 
(such as Conrail) into the plan ning and programming process. 
Further, COTA has contracted for consultant services to ana­
lyze the intermodal opportunities in the vicinity of the Amtrak 
station in Rensselaer. Access to the Albany County Airport 
has been a major subject of discussion in regional plans, the 
TJP, projects, and several unified planning work program 

(UPWP) tasks, including the Wolf Road Travel Demand 
Management and Transportation Development District. The 
results of the airport area environmental impact statement 
(EIS) were strongly considered in the fom1ulation of the TIP 
and major improvements, both publicly and privately fi­
nanced, are planned for the area as a result. 

8. Conneclivity of roads. 

CDTC requires all TIP candidates to be consistent/comple­
mentary with the faci lity (or proposed facility) in the adjacem 
jurisdiction if the project was near or crossed a jurisdictional 
boundary as a basic screening requirement. This requirement 
applied regardless of whether or not the boundary was with 
the defined metropolitan border. 

The CDTC metropolitan area boundary, adopted in 1993, 
extends far beyond the 20-year projected urbanized area. Re­
gional data collection and modeling efforts extend to the limits 
of the broad boundary. lnFormal arrangements with the Glens 
Falls Transportation Council, a neighboring MPO, resulted in 
consistent TIP evaluation procedures between these adjacent 
metropolitan areas. Also, participation of NYSDOT and the 
New York State Thruway Authority in CDTC's structure en­
courages consideration of connectivity. 

9. Use of management systems. 

CDTC has many years of experience with the pavement 
management systems (PMS) approach to prioritizing pave­
ment infrastructure projects, ,Uld used that expertise in its TlP 
merit evaluation procedure and screening criteria for pavement 
projects. The results of CDTC's highway condition survey 
have been directly incorporated into the financial planning 
section of this RTP. 

NYSDOT uses a bridge management system whose basic 
tenets are incorporated into the TIP screening and merit 
evaluation criteria. NYSDOT also has primary responsibility 
for the safety and traffic monitoring management systems. 
These systems were used in developing the NYSDOT portion 
of the 1993-1998 TIP. 

CDTC is acting as a pilot agency in the formation of the 
CMS for upstate New York. Much of CDTC's past modeling 
work and development of excess hours of delay data is re­
flected in the preliminary CMS included in this document. The 
CMS is a significant tool for identifying and managing mobil­
ity in the Capital District. 

The public transportation management system (PTMS) and 
intermodal management system (JMS) are still too early in the 
development stages to inform the development of this RTP. 
The New Visions Freight Task Force includes participation by 
the NYSDOT employees responsible for the development of 
the IMS, however. CDTC expects that work in this area will 
inform, and be informed by, the development of tile New York 
State IMS. The PTMS, according to draft regulations, is envi­
sioned to encompass capital asset management primarily. 
COTA 's capital program needs have been fully integrated into 
both the TIP and RTP processes. 

10. Preservation of rights-of-way. 

CDTC allowed right-of-way preservation projects to be 
considered for TIP programming where a compelling case for 



early acqu isition could be made. These projects were, for the 
most part, the resu lts of the long-range transportation plan 
process that identified critical corridors for preservation. How­
ever, this was balanced in the programming principles by the 
financial requirements of ISTEA that state that a pha5e of a 
project could only be included if full funding can reasonably 
be expected to be available for the project within the time pe­
riod contemplated for completion of the project (Section 
I 34(h)(5)). The identification of additional corridors for which 
action is most needed to prevent destruction or loss was re­
ferred to the New Visions long-range planning effort for fur­
ther analysis. 

CDTC did participate in the state DOT February 1993 sur­
vey on corridor preservation pursuant to 23 USC Section 
l 017(c) to identify corridor preservation opportunities in the 
Capital District. 

11. Efficient movement of freight. 

A special effort to bring ports and other freight providers 
into the CDTC process was made during the development of 
the 1993-1998 TlP. Sponsors of individual projects that in­
volved freight movement were asked to justify their projects in 
terms of improved efficiency. CDTC has explicit TIP evalua­
tion criteria focusing on economic impacts, modal integration, 
and system linkages . 

Freight movement. in general, is one of the major topics 
being explored in New Visions. Local goods movement and 
delivery are not as critical issues in the Capita.I District as they 
are in larger metropolitan area~. As a result, consideration of 
such concerns is generally folded into treatment of larger is­
sues of accessibility and congestion in the context of regional 
and corridor planning. Increased participation of inter-regional 
freight transportation providers and users in New Visions will 
identify the need for fu1ther analysis. 

12. Use of life-cycle costs. 

Life-cycle costs are a key criterion used hy CDTC in 
evaluating project merit for TIP bridge and pavement projects, 
a5 embodied in the "Life-Cycle Cost Savings" criteria.. Life­
cycle cost considerations at the system level are incorporated 
into regional estimates of pavement needs and into CDTC-s 
non-state Highway Condition Prediction Model. Detailed 
consideration of design is appropri ately deferred to the project 
development and engineering process. 

13. Effects of transportation decisions. 

The CDTC TIP programming principles focus on the im­
plementation of the RTP social, economic, and environmental 
goals as a key criterion. This strong linkage between the plan 
and program satisfies the consideration of the factor. CDTC 
follows an adopted set of goals and objectives that recognize 
the transportation system' s role in attaining or preventing at­
tainment of broader social, economic, and environmental 
goals. Parallel goals and objectives are established for subre­
gional studies and integrated transportation/land use planning 
efforts. CDTC's TIP evaluation process includes explicit cal­
culation of total and annualized cost; safety, travel time, en­
ergy. and user cost savings; congestion relief; emissions re­
lluctions; noise impacts, residential traffic impacts, and 
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community and ecological disruption: access to public trans­
portation and provision of alternative modes: modal integra­
tion and system linkage; and economic development impacts. 

The state implementation plan (SlP) and air quality con­
fomlity are specific considerations in the development of the 
RTP and the TIP. 

14. Transit improvement. 

CDTC followed a principle that a mixed strategy is the 
most effective to enhance mobility in the Capital District. As 
such, demand management strategies, enhanced tra11sit serv­
ices, and expanded transit services were evaluated a11d consid­
ered for both CMAQ and STP fund~ in light of the attainment 
of stated mobility goals in the development of the 1993- 1998 
TIP. Innovative thinking was encouraged and, as a result, 
$103 million or 11 percent of the 1993-1998 TIP focuses on 
demand management and transit services. 

Among CDTC's activities arc publishing the Commwer 
Register, which includes transit information and park-and-ride 
lot maps, the fixed gu ideway transit options effort, suburban 
mobility transit planning effort, the regional and Wolf Road 
dema11d management planning efforts, a non-CDT A transit 
development effort, COTA 's ongoing transit service planning 
efforts, a11d CDTC's support of transit planning. 

15. Transil securily. 

Transit security has not been identified as a major issue in 
the Capital District. CDT A was an active participant in the 
1993-1998 TIP development process, a11d did not propose any 
projects to address security issues. If security does become a11 
issue, CDTC will fairly consider these projects in light or 
other identified transportation needs. 

The advanced traffic management system (A TMS) project 
for both arterial and transit system management and incident 
detection will provide significant opportunities to incorporate 
advanced vehicle detection and reporting features to enhance 
tra11sit security and passenger safety. 

Planned Modifications In Process and 
Coordination of Activities 

As noted above, the plan is under development. 

Challenges and Next Steps 

CDTC had established a cooperative and effective program 
in the mid 1970s. which has improved progressively over the 
years. The ISTEA requirements provided additional motiva­
tion and funding to improve the MPO's activities in the fol­
lowing areas: 

• Public outreach and participation with the several con­
stituencies in the region-Although the region's participation 
with public agencies and electecl officials was viewecl as being 
very effective, the public, defined as citizens and various 



20 

interest groups, were not active participants. The new pro­
gram activities arc designed to fi ll that gap. 

• Freight issues-Some frei ght planning had occurred, but 
the focus was on commodity flows and not on integrating 
fre ight transportation needs. The private sector will now be 
more actively involved in the process. 

• The use of flexible funding-The state DOT has pro­
vided more extensive opportunities for input by the MPO on 
CMAQ funds as well as the national highway system (NHS) 
and STP funds. 

• lntermodal programming- The M PO has made a 
commitment to programming intermodal projects. The MPO 
is now in the process of developing stiategic mobility plans for 
the next 10 years that will incorporate intermodal activities for 
freight and passengers. 

• Land use planning- Cooperative programs have been 
established with several municipalities to fund the develop­
ment of transportation/land use priorities. But, al though sev­
eral key decisions have been made on possible actions, there is 
still a gap between when plans are developed and when ac­
tions can be taken. 

• A technical process for developing a congestion man­
agement system-Technical studies are currently underway 
for this purpose. 

• Performance measures-Technical methods are being 
developel1 to measure the benefits expected from various seg­
ments of the transportation system. 

Lessons Learned 

ln the Alb,my urbanized area, TSTEA broadened the per­
spective of all the participants in dealing with the issues of 
more global land use, transportation, and development that 
must be addressed as the region develops. ISTEA established 
expectations in the region that are being pursued because the 
funding has been made available to do so. As more diverse 
interest groups are brought into the process and issues are dis­
cussed, regional groups are beginning to establi sh a common 
set of priori ties in many areas. The transit levels that existed 
prior to TSTEA have been positively enforced, and now the 
region is actively engaged in a New Visions process aimed at 
developing a vision of the future that will meet a set of diverse 
goals. 

CASE STUDY TWO: THE BOSTON METROPOLITAN 

PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MPO), BOSTON, 
MASSACHUSETTS 

The Boston MPO is the designated MPO for the Boston 
urbanized area. The jurisdictions covered by thi s MPO arc 
Eastern Massachusetts, including Boston and 100 cities and 
towns. EPA has designated the Boston, Massachusetts urban­
i7.ed area as heing in serious violation of the national ozone 
standard. 

Agencies Included in MPO 

I. Executive Office Of Transportation and Construction 
(EOTC), Secretary, Chairman 

2. Massachusetts Bay Tran sportation Authority (MBTA), 
General Manager 

3. MBIA Advisory Board, Chairperson (who is a local 
elected official) 

4. M assachusetts Highway Department (MHD), 
Commissioner 

5. Massachusetts Port Au thority (MPA), Chairperson 
6. Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC), 

President. 

Transportation Planning and Programming 
Prior to ISTEA 

Jn1roduc1ion 

The agencies that comprise the Boston MPO have a long 
history of interaction that preceded the formal requ irements of 
the 1974 Federal-Aid Highway Act. 

In January 1973, a framework for regional transportation 
planning in the Boston area was institutionalized through a 
Memorandu m of Understanding signed by representatives 
from the EOTC, Massachusetts Department of Publi c Works, 
MBTA, and MAPC. These four agencies agreed that they 
would work together on the federally required transportation 
planning process and to ensure compliance with federally 
mandated planning documents. The agenc ies also agreed to 
establish a joint regional transportation committee (JRTC) to 
ensure citizen participation in regional transportation planning 
and a joint technical staff (central transportation planning staff 
(CTPS)) to support decision making. 

In 1974, the MBT A Advisory Board Joined the original 
fou r agencies and, in 1976. MPA joined the group of signato­
ries. This group of six agencies was designated the MPO in 
1975 and redesignated in 1980 as properly constituted with 
adequate representation of local elected officials through 
MAPC and the MBT A Advisory Board. 

The Massachusetts EOTC is a cabinet level agency that 
oversees the planning, desig n, construction, and mai ntenance 
of public transit services, general aviation programs. and lhe 
state and local highway network in the Boston metropolitan 
region and throughout the Commonwealth . 

MHD is responsible for the planning, design, construction, 
and maintenance of state highways and bridges. 

MBTA provides mass transit service by commuter rai l, 
rapid transit, trolleys, buses, and boats to the 78 cities and 
towns that comprise the MBTA district service area. 

MAPC is the regional comprehensive planning agency for 
the Boston metropolitan area, which consists of 101 cities and 
towns. It was established in 1963 by the legislature as an 
autonomous public agency comprised of municipal officials, 
state agency representatives, and independent gubernatorial 
appointees. 

The advisory board to the MBTA was created by the legis­
lature in 1964 as part of the legislation creating MBT A and 
consists of representatives of the 78 cities and towns that 
comprise the M BTA service distJict. The advisory board has 
specific powers related to MBT A budget and fare review, ap­
po intment of three board members, appointment of the general 
manager, and approval of the program for mass transportation. 

MP A was created by the legislature as an independent 
authority in 1956. MPA operates and develops major 



commercial maritime and aviation facilities and promotes the 
economic development of the entire region. It is a primary 
mover of people and products lo and through New England. 

JRTC is composed of representatives of municipalities, 
community groups, subregions, and various slate and regional 
agencies and is responsible for providing overall policy advice 
on regional transportation issues. Specifically, JRTC advises 
the six signatory agencies and the MPO on policy issues and 
reviews certification documents, such as the transportation 
plan, the transportation improvement program (TIP), and the 
unified planning work program (UPWP). JRTC plays a key 
role in providing for citizen involvement in the MPO urban 
transportation planning process. 

Although not memhers of the MPO, several agencies are 
also closely involved in transportation issues, including the 
Massachusetts Turnpike Authority (MTA), the Massachusetts 
Aeronautics Commission (MAC), and the Metropolitan Dis­
trict Commission (MDC). 

MAPC initiated a major planning effort in I 988 to develop 
a comprehensive land use plan for the region. The effort re­
sulted in a set of recommendations in 1990 that identified sev­
eral alternative growth scenarios and transportation and land 
use strategies for dealing with those scenarios. 

Prior to ISTEA, lhe last comprehensive plan was adopted 
in 1983. TIPs were adopted annually since 1986 (except in 
1991 ), in accordance with federal requirements. However, the 
TIPs were more of a wish list than a firm program, as now re­
quired by TSTEA. 

Until early 1993, transportation and land use planning 
were not integrated and the slate, regional, and local units of 
government were not fully integrated with transportation 
planning and programming decisions made by the MPOs. 
However, the 1991 !STEA changed this picture dnunaticall y 
as described below. 

Summary of Methods Used to Develop Plans and 
Programs Prior lo !STEA 

The initial requirements of the 1962 Federal-Aid Highway 
A<.:l calling for the formation of the continuing, comprehen­
sive, and cooperative (3C) process resulted in the collection of 
data, the development of a land use model, and lhe develop­
ment of traditional transportation planning models for the ur­
banized area. The resulting transportation plan published in 
1969 was met with opposition because of its reliance on 
highways to deal with future transportation demand. This led 
to the creation of the Boston Transportation Planning Review 
(BTPR) in 1970, and U1e eventual development of a transpor­
tation plan in 1972, which set the course for transportation 
programs for the next 20 years. 

In 1975, the Boston MPO created the CTPS, and MAPC 
was eventually funded to undertake complementary, compre­
hensive land use planning. 

As federal regu lations were modified through subsequent 
reauthorizations of highway and transit legislation, plans and 
capital programs were developed cooperatively by the MPO 
and MAPC. Several plans and programs developed prior to 
ISTEA include "Metro Plan 2000: A Plan For Future 
Growth," 1990 (a regional development plan for the Boston 
metropolitan areas by MAPC); "Transportation Plan for the 
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Boston Region," 1983, by the Boston MPO: and ' 'Transportation 
Improvement Program," annual. as noted above. 

Melhods to Achieve Coordination 
Prior to !STEA 

Until the early 1990s, the cooperative process established 
by the MPO worked relatively well . However, the state agen­
cies assumed a more predominant role because of the enor­
mous pressures brought about hy the need to plan and fund the 
$7 billion Central Artery-Tunnel Project. This state predomi­
nance resulted in a serious difference of opinion among the 
stale and the regional/local representatives on the MPO in the 
mid to latter part of 1993. Consequently, the MPO requested 
on September 30, I 993 that FHW A and Fr A grant a 90-day 
extension for the submission of lhe Boston MPO's regional 
transportation plan (RTP), which woulcl allow the time needecl 
to reach a consensus on the plan and avoid the need to submit 
a plan with a divisive vote by the MPO. 

FHW A and Fr A did grant a 45-day extension, and an 
agreed upon plan was submilled by the MPO on November 
15, 1993. 

The r.'xtent 10 Which the 15 !STEA Factors 
Were Incorporated Prior to !STEA 

The agencies that comprise the Boston MPO did incorpo­
rate virtually all the factors now required by ISTEA, prior to 
the federal legislation. However, the coordination of those 
factors was limited and plans and programs were not finan­
cially constrained. 

Influence of 1he MPO Recommenda1ions on 
State Plans and Programs 

Because the state operating agencies were part of the MPO, 
and in fact dominated the organization, features of the adopted 
plan and programs were eventually implemented. However. as 
was true in many urbanized areas, prior to !STEA those plans 
and programs were not financially constrained. 

The Impact of IS TEA-Current Status of 
Plans and Programs 

Introduction 

A mild crisis occurred during the summer and early fall of 
1993. Because of the manner in which the Boston MPO had 
operated since its formation in the mid 1970s, and because of 
the relative urgency of submitting an MPO endorsed transpor­
tation plan before October I , 1993, the state agencies did nol 
fully consult and reach agreement with the local elected offi­
cials and MAPC to the extent the lauer felt appropriate. Con­
sequently, at a meeting of the MPO in lhe spring of 1994, a 
vote on plan adoption was taken; the plan was approved by a 
margin of 4 to 2. MAPC and the MBTA Advisory Board 
voted against approval, because they felt the plan did not pro­
vide tor the selection of projects by local officials and did not 
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adequatdy consider the land use impacts of the projects 
included. 

This was the first time that an action was not approved 
umrnimously at the Boston MPO. This incident was historic 
for a number of reasons. First, the empowerment given to local 
elected officials hy ISTEA was real. The disagreement be­
tween local officials and the state agencies had been develop­
ing for some time, and the time had come for resolution. This 
was not unexpected and was vi ewed by many observers as 
being an inevitable development. 

A second historic event occurred as state officials recog­
nized that in their haste to meet new federal requirements, they 
had not paid adequate attention to the plea, of local officials 
(or their representatives) to rethink this process. The state 
agencies voted to establish a revised method and process for 
resolving this si tuation, which is described next. 

Organiza1io11al and fnstiturional 
Changes due ro !STEA 

The MPO structure remained the same, but the process was 
changed. As indicated earlier, the MPO agreed unanimously 
to request a 90-day extension to th.! deadline for sub mitting an 
adopted Lransportation plan. FHW A and FT A approveu a 45-
day extension, which was met. 'The Transportation Plan for 
the Boston Region" was publisheu and submitted to the U.S. 
Department of Transportation (USDOT) on November 15, 
1993. The plan, which was adopted unanimously by all MPO 
members, was successful fo r the following reasons: 

• The tlexible funding provided by lSTEA was established 
by the Boston MPO (and to the other MPOs throughout the 
state) as follows: 

- NHS funds-to be allocated by the state 
- Bridge funds-to be allocated by U1e state 
- STP funds-to be allocated by the MPO, with 

local input 
- CMAQ funds- to he allocated by the MPO, with 

local input. 

• Of significance is that local elected officials will make 
the recommendations for the use of STP and CMAQ fu nds. 
This is particularly relevant in Boston because the following 
levels of federal allocations for STP funds are expected: FY 
1995-$ 10 million: FY 1996- $250 million: and FY 1997-
$250 million. 

• The state agencies have agreed to assist in updating a 
regional land use plan that will affect how transportation in­
vestments are made. Current land use and lransportation 
models have verified that Janel use development directly affects 
lransportation demand. 

• City and town representatives have agreed Lo take a more 
realistic view of the transportation-land use interaction in their 
local decision making. 

Meilwds Used lo Develop lhe First 
Plan Under !STEA 

The major changes in philosophy and approach described 
above resu lted in the formulation of the first plan developed 

under ISTEA. However, this is still a work in progress, be­
cause many details must still be worked out in the develop­
ment of the TIP. 

The plan submitted on November 15, 1993 did specifically 
address the 15 requirements ofISTEA, as su mmarized below. 

Methods Used to Develop the First TIP Under 
!STEA (due on Ortober 1, /994) 

The TIP is currently being revised (as or the completion of 
this research). MAPC and the MBTA Atlvisory Board, hoth of 
which had voted against the original plan, have begun obtain­
ing recommendations for transit, highway. and enhancement 
projects from the cities and towns in the region to be funded 
by STP and CMAQ fu nds. 

Merhods Used ro Provide lnpw 10 and Approval 
for lhe State fmplementalion Plan (SIP) 
Required by CAA A 

The SIP is Lieu directly to the MPO and state transportation 
plans and programs. The consistency determination required 
by EPA on November 15. 1994 will provide another test of 
this entire process. 

Plans 10 Develop Six !STEA Managemenl 
Systems 

These systems are currently under development. The fol­
lowing responsibilities have been assigned for the member 
agencies of the Boston MPO: 

Management Systems 

Pavement 
B1idge 
Safety 
lnlcnnodal 
Congestion 
Public transportation 

Responsibility 

MHD and MAPC 
MHD 
MHD 
All 
MlID/MAPC/MBTA 
l'vIBT/\ 

Sunvnary of Issues and Achieving the Above and 
How They Were Resolved 

The urgency of time imposed hy the federal requirements 
resulted in a disagreement concerning the first plan, a primary 
reason of which was based on the absence of acceptable local 
input. However, when the approval process was significantl y 
mouified, the results were positive and the MPO accomplished 
the fo llowing: 

• Agreement was unanimously achieved an10ng all parties 
to cooperate: 

• 111c interim plan was improved to the satisfaction of all 
parties; 

• The TIP is being developed; 
• The state agencies agreed co assign funding decisions on 

CMAQ and STP funds to the communities: 



• Agreement was achieved to integrate lanct use and trans­
portation planning; 

• Significant compromise was made by slate agencies Lo 
provide fo r more local decision making: 

• The need to develop significantly improved analytical 
methods was recognized: 

• The need for cooperation to meet the requirements of the 
1990 CAAA was fully recognized; 

• Movement in the direction of full compliance with both 
the spirit ;u,d legality of !STEA was significant; and 

• All agreed that cooperative fu nding decisions arc the key 
to success. 

Response to Incorporation of the 
15 Factors 

The fol lowing material is taken from the MPO endorsed 
plan. 

I. Preservation of existing facilities. 

11,e Boston region transportation plan places a high prior­
ity on the full and efficient use of ex isting transportation fa­
cilities. The programming process seeks to emphasize system 
preservation. 

2. Energy conservation. 

The transportation plan recommends programs that support 
ridesharing, nonmolorized transportation, and transit. 

3. Congestion relief 

The Boston 3C process includes regional-level quantitative 
analysis of the highway and transit systems, using the CTPS 
travel demand model. This model, currently being updated, is 
used to identify existing congestion, as well as to forecast it. 
The MPO also has congestion management and intelligent 
vehicle highway systems (IVHS) studies underway to address 
this factor. 

4 . Land use. 

The MPO is preparing tools to evaluate the trru1sportation­
lru1d use relationship, including ;u1 enhru1ced travel demand 
model and a land use model. The plw contains goals ancl ob­
jectives reflecting the regional land use plan, MetroPlan 2000. 

5. Enhancement activities. 

The products of current bikeway and pedestrian planning 
efforts will be incorporated into a transportation enhancements 
section of the trwsportation pl;u1. The CTPS, at the request of 
MHD and affected towns, is preparing a MetroWest bikeway 
study. 
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6. Effects of all projects. 

The trru1sportation plan considers all significant projects 
whether funded with federal. state, local, or private resources . 

7. ln1ennoda.l arcess. 

The Lrru1sponation plan includes policies and data regard­
ing this element. This will be coordinated with the inlermodal 
management system5 work. The plllil explicitly addresses 
highway and trru1sit access Lo airports. 

8. Connectivity of roads. 

As a member of the MPO, MHD works to coordinate 
highway plrurning ,uid functional classi fication beLween the 
Boston area ;u1d adjacent regions. The recent functional clas­
sification work will contribute to Lhis element. 

9. Use of management systems. 

The trru,sportation plan will be updated to incorporate rec­
ommendaLions from lhe pavement, bridge, safety, intermodal, 
congestion, and public transportation mruiagement systems. 
Proposed federal guidelines have recently been published for 
these systems. 

10. Preservation of rights-of-way. 

The transportation plan update identifies potential future 
trru1sportation corridors Md the associated right-of-way needs. 

11. Efficient movement of fre ight. 

The transportation plan includes policies and recommen­
dations for integrating regional and interregional freight 
movement. 

12. Use of life-cycle costs. 

Where appropriate, the trru1sportation plan recommends an 
evaluation of life-cycle costs when comparing faci lity or pro­
gram alternatives. 

13. Effects of transportation decisions. 

The trru1sportation plan includes a systems and subregional 
assessment of environmental implications, particularly air 
quality. 

14. Transit improvement. 

The transit section of the plru1 includes a comprehensive 
walysis of trwsil options. 
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15. Transit security. 

A site has been identified and funding approved for the 
new META police headquarters. 

Planned Modifications in Process and 
Coordination of Activities 

The Boston MPO intends to use this long-range planning 
process to carry out a new mission -for transportation in the 
Boston region. The role of the transportation plan is to identify 
policies and investments to support a balanced multimodal 
system. The plan will be used to help evaluate proposed proj­
ect~ and programs and to identify areas (substantive and geo­
graphic) requiring further and more detailed analyses. 

The current transportation systems evolved in response to 
many factors: changes in economic conditions, relocation of 
jobs and housing to the suburbs, environmental constraints, 
demographic changes, and advances in technology. It is a 
mature transportation system that requires ongoing investment 
to preserve its capabili ties. 

The transportation plan must also evolve in response to 
changes in the economy, financial resources, land use patterns, 
and legislative mandates. The process used to develop the 
1993 plan will provide a good basis for future updates. It is 
still a work in progress and, as it develops, it will include the 
fo llowing elements. First, as in the case of the interim plan, 
the updated plan will specify the goals and policies for the re­
gional transportation system. Second, the plan will describe 
the process and institutions that will be key to ensuring sig­
nificant public involvement. Third, the plan will assess how 
each mode functions individually and then how each fi ts into 
the overall transportation system. Fourth, the plan will esti­
mate fu ture transportation needs and fiscal resources. 

Finally, the plan will present recommendations to improve 
the transportation system and to address the multiple require­
ments enumerated by federal and state laws and regulations. 
The recommendations will consider the environment, eco­
nomic development, and intermodal needs within a financially 
feas ible program. This acknowledges that transportation sys­
tems are not designed for a single function but for many paral­
lel ones including commuting, freight movement, economic 
development, emergency services, recreation, and tourism. 

Challenges and Next Steps 

The current plan is the first transportation plan develope{I 
for the Boston region since 1983. It is also the MPO's first 
plan since the adoption of JSTEA. It contains new and up­
dated policies for the region and begins to examine the effects 
of transportation and land use; it is intermodal ancl outlines a 
long-range financial approach. 

These are all significant accomplishments for the MPO. 
However, not every policy and technical issue could be ad­
dressed and not each of the ISTEA factors could be treated to 
the extent desired. Therefore, it is important to identify out­
standing issues with candor, and commit to examine them 
further in the next plan. 

The first plan endorsed by the MPO represents only a firs t 
response to recent federal legislation. The MPO recognizes 

that there is a need for more in-clepth study and evaluation of 
the region's transportation needs. The short time span between 
the promulgation of regulations requiring the transportation 
plan and the due elate restricted the ability of the region to do 
as detailed needs assessment of existing and future conditions 
as desired. 

As part of the update to the transportation plan, many tasks 
still need to be accomplished. A large number of tasks are re­
lated to improving the MPO's technical tools; others arc re­
lated to expanding the public ou treach process and implement­
ing the management systems required by ISTEA. 

The November submission is the fi rst plan to deal with in­
tcnnodal issues that influence the seaport, airport, freight 
movement. intercity rail, and bicycle and pedestrian move­
ments. Because of the need to expand the view of transporta­
tion to include intermodal connections for people and goods, 
each of these modes needs additional work in gathering data 
on existing conditions. A number of proposed studies deal 
with improving the database for and identifying and evaluat­
ing appropriate candidate projects, particularly those which 
will increase bicycle and pedestr ian usage. 

To address unmet needs. the Boston MPO is conunitted to 
updating U1e transportation plan by January 1995. 111is update 
provides the opportunity to allow the MPO to do the following: 

• Expand the public outreach process to help further refine 
the stated vision of this plan: 

• Incorporate ru ns of the improved travel demand/land use 
model: 

• Incorporate the products of significant current transpor­
tation studies and public fo rums dealing with transportation; 

• Undertake a needs analysis by corridor and/or sector, 
and identify corridors of concern; 

• Incorporate and analyze proposed future studies and 
ideas gathered during the public comment period; 

• Incorporate the funding principles established by the in­
teragency Capital Finance Review Committee; 

• Incorporate the results of Major Metropolitan Transpor­
tation Investment Studies: 

• Reflect the 1993 SIP for air quality as well as final 
regulations for determining confo rmity; and 

• Coordinate with the statewide transportation plan and 
incorporate the products of U1e required six management systems. 

Lessons Learned 

The Boston metropolitan area has a very complex organ­
izational and institutional structure. But, the methods of op­
eration and the products emanating from the process clearly 
recognize that ISTEA has made a change in the program. Al­
though significant challenges lie ahead, the degree of coop­
eration among state, regional, and local officials has improved 
significantly. 

CASE STUDY THREE: THE MECKLENBURG-UNION 
METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
(MUMPO), CHARLOTTE, NORTH CAROLINA 

MUMPO is made up of 10 municipalities , Mecklenburg 
County, Union County, and the Stace of North Carolina. 



MUMPO was established in 1993, replacing the Charlolle­
Mccklcnburg MPO as urbanization spread into Union County. 
EPA has designated the Charlotte, North Carolina urbanized 
area as being in moderate violation of the national ozone 
standard. 

Agencies Included in MPO 

MUMPO consists of the Chief Elected Official or a single 
representati vc apJ.X)intcd by the Chief Elcctel1 Official from the 
following Boards of General Purpose Local Government and a 
member of the North Carolina Department of TransJ.X)rtation: 

MPO Representative 
Voting 

Charlolle City Counc.ii 9 
Cornelius Town Council 1 
Davidson Town Council I 

Hunlcrsvilh: Town Council 1 
Matthews Town Council 1 
Mint Hill Town Council 1 
Pineville Town Council 1 
Indian Trail Town Council 1 
Stall.ings Town Counc.il I 
Weddington Town Council 1 
Union City Board of Commissioners I 
Mecklenburg County Board of Commissioners 3 
North Carolina Department of Transportation I 

To~ n 

One representative from each of the following bodies 
serves as a non-voting member: 

• Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Commission (CMPC) 
• Union County Planning Board 
• U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) 
• Other local, state, or federal agencies impacting transpor­

tati on in the planning area at the invitation of MUMPO. 

MUMPO elects a Chairman and Vice-Chairman and meets 
as often as it deems appropriate. A simple majority (weighted) 
vote determines all issues, except as provided below: 

• When any project is on a road that does not carry an In­
terstate, U.S., or N.C. route designation, and is totally con­
tained within a single municipality' s corporate limits or sphere 
of influence, its location shal l be detem1ined only with the 
consent of that municipali ty. 

• MUMPO cannot override the decision of any individual, 
local municipality 011 a project for a road that does not carry an 
Interstate, U.S., or N.C. route designation when any portion of 
the project is within that municipality's corporate limits or 
sphere of influence, except by three-quarters majority vote of 
all votes eligibl~ to be cast. 

Transportation Planning and Programming 
Prior to ISTEA 

fnlroduclion 

The original MPO for the Charlotte urbanized area was 
established in a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) dated 
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June 24, 1965, which established the first 3C transportation 
planning process. That MOU was revised and updated on 
April 8, 1975 and again on December 21, I 981 to comply 
with federal planning requirements. TI1e current MOU was 
signed by the participating organizations in October (on vari­
ous dates) 1992. 

Swnma1y of Methods Used LO Del'elop Plan and 
Program Prior to /STEA 

The major difference in the planning process established in 
the most recent MOU was the addition of several new partici­
pants. However, the process was basically the san1c before 
1992 as it was after the enactment of !STEA. The tradi tional 
transportation planning moclels were developt:<1 and used ef­
fectively by the North Carolina Department of Transportation 
(NCDOD, the City of Charlotte Department of Transporta­
tion, and the CMPC. 

Methods to Achieve Coordination 
Prior to !STEA 

The planning process has included all the key agencies re­
quired to coordinate plans and programs. Consequently, co­
ordination has occurred routinely. 

The Extent to Which the 15 /STEA Factors 
Were /ncorporaJed Prior to /STEA 

Since the 15 factors are considered to be goocl planning 
practice, to a large extent many were included in the process 
prior to ISTEA. However, as shown below, substantial work is 
required to consider all the factors in as comprehensive a 
fashion as requ ired by ISTEA. 

Influence of the MPO Recommendalions on 
State Plans and Programs 

According to interviews with state and local officials, the 
cooperative nature of the program has effectively provided for 
substantive MPO input to the process. 

The Impact of !STEA- Current Status of 
Plans and Programs 

fnl roduclion 

TI1e new MOU established a specific outline of methods 
and responsibilities for developing plans ancl progran1s. 
MUMPO was not able to submit a transportation plan for the 
region in 1993, but the MPO did obtain permission from 
FHW A and Ff A to delay its submission to the fall of I 994. A 
TIP for FY 1994-2000 was developed and adopted on Sep­
tember 15, 1993. 

OrganizaJional and Institutional Changes 
due to !STEA 

The same ba~ic organizational structure and methods were 
continued after !STEA. 
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Methods Used la Provide lnpul to and Approval 
for the Stalewide Implementation Plan 
(SIP) Required by CAAA 

The following procedures as outlined in the MOU are be­
ing used. MUMPO does the following: 

• In cooperation with the state and with publicly owned 
operators of mass transportation services, is responsible for 
carrying out the urban transportation planning process and de­
veloping the planning work programs, transportation plan, and 
transportation improvement program: 

• ls the fo rum for cooperative decision making by elected 
officials of General Purpose Local Governmem and therefore 
shall function as a Transportation Advisory Committee in 
conformance with the North Carolina Highway Action Plan; 

• Does not set policy for the planning area but will estab­
lish goals and objectives for the transportation planning proc­
ess reflective of and responsive to comprehensive plans for 
growth and development in the plan area adopted by the 
Boards of General Purpose Local Government: 

• Reviews and approves related air quality planning in 
conformance with federal regulations: 

• Reviews and approves energy conservation planning and 
energy contingency planning for the transportation system in 
conformance with federal regulations; 

• Is responsible for the distribution of planning funds dis­
tributed by the state to MPOs under the provisions of ISTEA: 
and 

• Also has the primary responsibility for citizen input in 
the continuing transportation planning process. 

A technical coordinating committee (TCC) was also estab­
lished with the responsibility for general review, guidance, 
and coordination or the transportation planning process for the 
planning area The TCC also has the responsibility for making 
recommendations to the respective local and state governmen­
tal agencies and MUMPO regarding any necessary actions 
related to the continuing transportation planning process. 111c 
TCC is responsible for development, review, and recommen­
dations for approval of the prospectus, UPWP, TIP, Federal­
Aid urban system and boundary, revisions to the transporta­
tion plan, planning citizen participation, and documentation 
reports on the transportation study. TCC members include 
technical representation from all local and state governmental 
agencies directly related to and concerned with the transporta­
tion planning process for the planning area. 

Administrative coordination for MUMPO and the TCC is 
performed by the Coordinator for Transportation Planning, 
who reports to the Director of CMPC. The Coordinator serves 
as the secretary for MUMPO and the TCC with the following 
responsibilities: 

• Arranging meetings and agendas: 
• Mai ntaining minutes and records ; 
• Preparing a prospectus and unified planning work 

program; 
• Assembling and publishing the transportation improve­

ment program; 
• Serving as custodian of the transportation plan; 
• Collecting certifications from local governments: 

• Monitoring the transportation planning process to ensure 
its execution is in accordam:e with goals and objectives: 

• Performing other coordinating fu nctions as assigned by 
MUM PO occasionally: 

• Taking lead responsibility for structuring public in­
volvement in the transportation planning process; and 

• Preparing the annual expenditure report. 

TI1e Coordinator for Transportation Planning is hired by the 
Director of CMPC and reports al its regu lar monthly meeting 
on the administrative coordination activities. 

Plans to Deve"/op Six !STEA Management 
Systems 

NCDOT is committed to developing and integrating the six 
management systems mandated by ISTEA imo the statewide 
and MPO planning and funding process. Highway congestion 
and safety have long been important criteria that have been 
used to determine funding needs. 

As regulations arc issued by FHW A and Ff A for the de­
velopment, establishment, and implementation of the six man­
agement system<;, NCDOT will work towards the develop­
ment of a process to ensure that project needs identified by 
these sys tems will be given consideration for funding. 

Summary of Issues Faced co Achieve 1he 
Above and How They Were Resoll'ed 

NCDOT has a long and successful history in urban trans­
portation planning. A 1959 Nortl1 Carolina General Statute 
has required all municipalities to have a long-range compre­
hensive transportation plan. The urban travel modeling proce­
dures are generally employed by the DOT's statewide plan­
ning when developing a thoroughfare plan in any urban area 
with 10,000 population. Consequently, the 15 facto rs required 
by !STEA have, by and large, bt:en a routine part of the stare·s 
planning program. The statewide planning bnmch has at­
tempted to individually address each of the l5 planning fac­
tors to explain how they arc now being applied in the planning 
programs. 

NCDOT has traditionally taken a lead role in the urban 
transportation planning process because the state assumes the 
major responsibility for city, town, and county highway plan­
ning, progran1lling, operations, and maintenance. Conse­
quently, the local jurisdictions in the MPOs have not been 
predominant in developing plans and programs. 

Response to Incorporation of the 
15 Factors 

Following is how MUMPO has responded to the 15 
!STEA factors. 

I. Preservation of existing facilities. 

Through local wning and subdivision ordinances, the ur­
ban area is continually attempting to protect the existing 



transportation system. rn addition, the MPO, as the coordinat­
ing body for the local jurisdictions, is developing policies and 
plans for access management along roadways to control 
driveways and median openings that might otherwise jeopard­
ize the efficiency of these facilities. A plan has been developed 
for the Harris Boulevard Circumferential, which will serve as 
the prototype for other facilities. 

2. Energy conservation. 

The prospectus for transportation planning provides for an 
opportunity to develop an energy contingency plan for the ur­
ban area. However, since the energy crisis of the l 970s, no 
serious planning effort has been made by the MPO to develop 
a separate energy plan. 

Planning and implementation of projects to improve air 
quali ty have been an ongoing effort of the local urban area 
since its designation as a nonattainment area. These plans and 
projects result in energy conservation since there is a direct 
relationship between air quality and energy conservation. Lo­
cal efforts have included numerous intersection improvements, 
carpool and vanpool programs, an inspection/maintenance 
program, and a continuing commitment to transit. 

3. Congestion relief 

The MPO continually updates its thoroughfare plan for the 
urban area as necessary based on traffic projections developed 
by local staff in cooperation with NCDOT. Coordination be­
tween land use and transportation plans has long been a prior­
ity locally since the adoption of the transportation and land 
development policy in the early l 980s. 

MPO staff annually reviews transportation needs for the 
urban area as pa.rt of the TIP process and recommends projects 
that respond to current and projected needs. The MPO works 
with NCDOT to target the appropriate projects for funding. 

4 . Land use. 

The lead planning agency (LPA) for the urban area is the 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Commission (CMPC). 
CMPC is primarily responsible for land use planning for 
Mecklenburg County, which ensures a strong e mphasis on the 
relationship between transportation and land use in all plans 
for the area. 

The 2005 generalized land use plan called for the develop­
ment of the 2005 transportation plan and a subsequent review 
of the land use policies based on the outcome of the transpor­
tation plan. This has become an ongoing process in U1e devel­
opment of any long-range plan in the area. 

Short-range development plans are always reviewed in 
light of their transportation impacts hy local staff, as are trans­
portation projects or policies on land use goals and objectives. 

5. Enhancement activities. 

Thus far, enhancement projects have been selected by 
NCDOT with little input from the local MPO. In the next 
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submillal of TlP candidate projects, NCDOT is requesting a 
list of potential enhancement projects from the local MPOs. 
Staff is currently preparing the candidate projects list for the 
MPO to consider. 

6. Effects of all projects. 

The list of candidate projects is developed based on several 
criteria, including congestion ratios, accident history, land use 
goals, connectivity, and impact on air quality. How the project 
will be funded is not considered in determining need. 

The MPO looks to the state to construct the major transpor­
tation improvements in the area. although many projects are 
funded either locally, privately, or through a public-private 
venture. In many cases, major developments are required to 
build facilities as part of their projects per the requirements of 
the subdivision and zoning ordinances. 

7. Intermoda.l access. 

The MPO includes in its list of priority projects improve­
ments that enhance access to some of the applicable facilities 
outlined above. Particular attention is given to the Charlotte­
Douglas International Airport and major freight routes in the 
area. The airport is the area·s international border crossing and 
global port. A light rail transit system is currently being stud­
ied for the area with its focus being access to the airport and 
uptown Charlotte. 

8. Connectivity of roads. 

The MPO recognizes the importance of regional connectiv­
ity and has worked with jurisdictions outside of the urban area 
for years. Since the origin of the MPO, the towns of 
Huntersville, Cornelius, and Davidson have been members of 
the MPO even though they were outside of the urban area. 

MUMPO has also worked cooperatively with the Gaston 
Area MPO on roadway and transit projects. Light rail transit. 
commuter bus service, and the US 74 Bypa.~s are some of the 
major projects that have been worked on cooperatively. 

9. Use of manageme111 systems. 

The MPO identifies its transportation needs based on in­
ventories maintained by MPO staff related to traffic volumes, 
roadway conditions, and traffic accidents, as well as adopted 
plans and policies for land development. This process is in­
cluded as part of the TIP development where a list of candi­
date projects are prepared. 

IO. Preservation of rights-of-way. 

The MPO maintains a current thoroughfare plan for the 
entire urban area, which is used primarily for right-of-way 
protection. Local zoning and subdivision ordinances based on 
tile adopted thoroughfare plan are used to enforce setbacks, 
dedication, and reservation of rights-of-way. 
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The 2005 transportation plan adopted by the MPO recom­
mends the protection and preservation of existing rail corridors 
as well. The MPO has worked with NCDOT to purchase rail 
corridors as they become available. 

11 . Efficient movement of fre ight. 

The MPO remains committed to the efficient movement of 
freight by maintaining an efficient highway system with the 
various methods mentioned above. Access lo major employ­
ment and production areas is one criterion by which transpor­
tation projects are ranked in priority. The Freedom Drive wid­
ening project is a very high priority project primarily because 
of its benefit to the movement of goods from the Paw Creek 
industrial area. 

J 2. Use of life-cycle costs. 

The use of life-cycle costs in the design of transportation 
projects is completed by NCDOT's design staff. 

13. Effects of transportation decisions. 

[n the evaluation of alternative corridors, the MPO spends 
considerable time and effort on impac;ts to the human and 
natural environments before reaching decisions. The MPO 
staff reviews and comments on all planning documents tor 
transportation projects in the urban area. 

NCDOT sub mits the results of its air quality analysis to the 
MPO for review and approval on an annual basis. 

14. Transit improvement. 

Marketing efforts have been ongoing for some time for the 
Charlotte Transit System using radio, television, billboard, 
and the print media to inform and attract new riders to the 
system. Pick-up areas for several routes have also recently 
been expanded coupled with the elimination of nonproductive 
express routes. 

Beginning in 1994, Charlotte Transit will begin two neigh­
borhood circular routes usi ng vans to access locations within 
the neighborhoods and give access to transfer to the regu lar 
routes. A new loop route around the uptown area is also 
scheduled to begin in 1994. 

As part of the 2005 transportation plan currently underway, 
an in-depth look at the existing transit service is being done as 
well as planning for future systems, including the possibility 
of fixed guideway transit. 

15. Transit security. 

Very little crime has occurred on the Charlotte Transit 
System. As a result, no capital investments have been made in 
this area For a few evening routes that have experienced some 
problems, Charlotte Transit is cooperating with Charlotte po­
lice officers to monitor and ride those routes frequently. 

Planned Modifications in Process 
and Coordination 

NCDOT has established guidelines for consideration by all 
MPOs statewide. In the state guidelines, a projection of future 
considerations is included. 

Challenges and Next Steps 

MUMPO and NCDOT are still in the process of develop­
ing the transportation plan for the region. The key challenges 
to be faced concern the need to make difficult decisions on 
pipeline projects that must fit into a constrained plan and pro­
gram. Also, decisions on the development of the six manage­
ment systems are still underway. 

Lessons Learned 

NCDOT and the MPOs in that state have a long history or 
cooperation and good planning practice. NCDOT has rela­
tively extensive responsibility for all roads, streets, and high­
ways outside municipalities. Consequently, process changes 
as a result of ISTEA may be minor. 

CASE STUDY FOUR: THE SOUTHWESTERN 

PENNSYLVANIA REGIONAL PLANNING 
COMMISSION (SPRPC), PITTSBURGH, 
PENNSYLVANIA 

SPRPC serves the Pittsburgh urbanized area. The jurisdic­
tions covered under this MPO include the city of Pi ttsburgh 
and the six counties of Allegheny, Armstrong, Beaver, Butler, 
Washington, and Westmoreland. EPA has designated U1e 
Pittsburgh urbanized area as being in moderate violation of the 
national ozone standard. 

Agencies Included in MPO 

Allegheny County (Chair) 
Armstrong County 
Beaver County (Vice Chair) 
Butler County 
Washington County (Secretary-Treasurer) 
Westmoreland County 
City of Pittshurgh 
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation 
Pennsylvania Departme nt of E nvironment.al Resources 
Governor' s Office 
Port Authority of Allegheny County (the Transit Agency) 
Transit Operator 
Pennsylvania Depru1ment of Community Affairs* 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development* 
Federal Highway Administration* 
Federal Transit Administration* 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency* 

*Non-voting members 



Transportation Planning and Programming 
Prior to !STEA 

lmrod11c1ion 

SPRPC was formed in 1962 as a forum lo reach consensus 
on common transportation issues. Tn 1974, it was certified as 
the MPO for the Pittsburgh urbanized area. SPRPC developed 
plans and programs in rnmpliance with federal regulations. In 
addition to long-range transportation planning, the MPO is 
also active in economic development: local government assis­
tance; business information services; and highway, transit, 
airport, and multi-modal planning activities. 

Sunvnary of Mezhods Used lo Develop 
Plans and Progrmm Prior 10 /STEA 

SPRPC developed transportation anc.J land use planning 
models and methods to undertake the requ ired planning and 
progra.imning activities. Much of the MPO's work was carried 
out for project planning. 

Ml'lhods to Achieve Coordination 
Prior 10 !STEA 

The MPO representation includes all of the relevant fed­
eral, state, regional. and local agencies required to coordinate 
transportation, environmental, and local transportation plans. 
However, as noted below, ISTEA established not only a man­
date, but an opportunity for more subs tantive input by al l 
participants. 

The Extenl to Which the 15 /STEA Factors 
Were Incorporated Prior 10 !STEA 

To the extent that limited resources were available to do so, 
most of the factors were incorporated. Their treatment is 
summarized below. 

Influence of the MPO Recommendations 
on Slate Plans and Programs 

Prior lo ISTEA, the MPO was int7uential in determining 
transportation plans and programs. However, typical of most 
planning processes, this was done without consideration of 
realistic fi nancial constraints. 

The Impact of !STEA-Current Status of 
Plans and Programs 

Tn addition to a long series of required planning factors in­
cluding fiscal restraint, management systems, air quality im­
pact, and community input, [STEA identifies 15 other issues 
that MPOs are obliged to consider in formulating their long­
range transportation plans. SPRPC did so, and the effects of 
its plan on these factors are documented next. SPRPC is also 
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actively working to improve its capabilities co integrate these 
factors into the modeling and analysis stages of future plans. 

Response to Incorporation of the 

15 Factors 

1. Preservation of e.xisling facililies. 

Preservation of the existing transportation system is a pri­
mary focus of SPR PC's long-range transportation plan. Over 
$6.7 billion (80 percent) of the dedicated highway funding is 
for upgrading and maintaining the existing highway system. 
Of this amount, over $2 billion is dedicated to future bridge 
repair, rehabilitation. and reconstruction in the region. 

The targeting of growth in the plan supports more efficient 
use of existing transportation facilities, particularly mass 
transit. Encouraging growth in transit service areas will en­
hance ridership on current transit routes and facilities. Lane.I 
use policy m.:ommendations in the pl,m further support this 
strategy of maintaining and more efficiently using the region's 
existing transportation facilities. 

2. t:nergy conservation. 

The long-range transportation plan is consistent with fed­
eral and state energy conservation goals. Regional transporta­
tion planning supports energy conservation through a variety 
of programs that improve the flow of traffic and mitigate con­
gestion. Transportation systems management, transportation 
demand management strategies, and a variety of specific proj­
ects that contribute lo the efficient use of energy. leading to a 4 
percent reduction in vehicle miles traveled, receives high pri­
ority in the plan . 

3. Congeslion relief 

Relieving and preventing traffic congestion is addressed in 
a variety of ways in the plan. In addition to strategies designed 
to improve the overall efficiency of the region's current tran -
portation facilities, a variety of specific projects in the plan 
demonstrate the range of approaches that can be taken to alle­
viate congestion. Five high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) projects 
are included in the plan. Extensions of existing busways and 
light rail transit are also being proposed at this time. Alloca­
tions have been made for future transportation dema.i1<l ma.i1-
agement projects. Most single-occupant vehicle (SOY) ex­
pansion projects are geared toward already congested 
corridors in the region. The long-range plan has also reserved 
$ 150 million in future IVHS/transportation system manage­
ment (TSM) projects that will be defined in the future. 

Most importantly, the assessment of plan performance, 
detailed in the mobility section, demonstrates a reduction in 
the hours of delay for regional travel from current conditions. 
The no-build scenario, in contrast, produces a doubling of 
hours of delay in regional travel. 

4. Land use. 

SPRPC has created a special land use allocation model to 
determine the impacts of transportation decisions on land use 
a.i1d development. This model, the Mature Economic Region 
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Land Use Allocation Model (MERLAM), uses data on acces­
sibility from the transportation model and produces input to 
the transportation model in the form of trip tables. In testing 
some initial land use and transportation options for the region, 
this combination of models succeeded in generating different 
outcomes for land use and transportation based on each sce­
nario's distinctive land use policy assumptions and transpor­
tation investments. 

In southwestern Pennsylvania, there were no regional land 
use and development plans before this long-range plan was 
developed. In SPRPC's land use allocation model, existing 
plans for major developments reported in the media and 
through consultations with county planning directors are con­
sidered. In Pennsylvania, zoning and land use planning are the 
domain of local municipalities, but such planning is not re­
quired. As a result, local plans and zoning ordinances are 
largely reactive and subject to change for tht: vast majority of 
municipalities. Only a very small number of municipalities 
have proactive planning efforts. Furthermore, there are more 
than 400 municipalities in the SPRPC region. For these rea­
sons, local zoning and plans were not inventoried for the long­
range plan, but county plm111ing departments did provide ex­
pertise on local planning in their own jurisdictions. Their 
judgments are reflected in adjustments to the MERLAM land 
use allocation. 

The forecast used as the basis for population and employ­
ment in developing the long-range plan also contains numer­
ous "hand set" adjustments that reflect planned local devel­
opments and localized impacts of new highway interchanges. 

5. Enhancement activities. 

Transportation enhancement activities have received prior­
ity treatment in the long-range plan. Twelve projects totaling 
almost $6 million are identified in the 1995-1998 TLP. These 
projects are included in the general allocation of $30 million 
for future enhancement projects listed in the long-range plan. 

6. Effects of all projects. 

The effects of transportation projects were considered in the 
plan regardless of their funding sources. The Airport Multi­
Modal Corridor includes a tolled multi-modal fac ility that 
would likely be financed privately. The Pennsylvania Turnpike 
Commission, a semiprivate road-building agency, is active in 
the region. Their Southern Beltway and Mon/Fayette Ex­
pressway projects have been integrated into the long-range 
plan. All of these projects are included in the modeling that 
SPRPC has done for the plan. 

There are other examples of projects generated outside the 
typical government-led planning process. Near Pittsburgh In­
ternational Airport, a public-private transportation authority 
and a special transportation district were set up to enhance and 
implement a program of local transportation improvements. 
The McCandless Transportation Authority is a similar ven­
ture. These organizations and their recommendations have 
been part of the long-range plan development process. 

7. lntermodal access. 

Access to the Pittsburgh International Airport is given 
major consideration in the plm1 as evidenced by projects such 

a, the Airport Multi-Modal Corridor, the Airport Busway, and 
the Southern Beltway. In addition, the plan includes $50 mil­
lion for future freight transportation projects, affecting every 
mode. Access to various other types of facilities, whether for 
transportation, recreation, business, or tourism. is addressed 
case by case with the affected municipality or combination of 
affected governing bodies acting as the lead agency. These 
bodies have had direct input to the plan. 

8. Connectivity of roads. 

A functional classification or roads within the region was 
recently completed. This effort included an assessment of die 
connectivity with roads outside the metropolitan area. The 
plm1 includes a number of projects identified in that assess­
ment. The upgrade work on Interstate 79 improves north-south 
movement within and outside the region. Interstate 70, Route 
30, and Route 22 upgrades improve cast-west connectivity. 
Other examples within the region are the Mon/Fayette Ex­
pressway, the Kittanning Bypass, m1d the Route 28 upgrade in 
Armstrong County. 

9. Use of management systems. 

Because ISTEA's mandated management systems will not 
be fu lly implemented until 1996, no regional transportation 
needs have yet been identified by these systems. However. 
many projects listed in the long-range plan concern the type of 
needs that will likely be identified by the management system, 
once they become operational. Several of the management 
system, called for in ISTEA are similar to programs adminis­
tered by the Pennsylvania Deparnnent of Transportation 
(PennDOT). An interim congestion management system 
(CMS) study process has been established, and projects in the 
development stage are being evaluated under its guidelines. 

I 0. Preservation of rights-of-way. 

Identifying and preserving rights-of-way to meet future 
transportation needs is now accomplished on a case-by-case 
basis. Needs typically arise when specific projects have been 
identified or when opportunities present themselves to acquire 
unused or abandoned facili ties. Consideration of uses for the 
Wheeling and Lake Erie railroad right-of-way is one exwnplc 
of a project that addresses this planning factor. 111c long-range 
plan allows for similar studies to be initiated as they arise. 

11. 'Efjicielll movement of freight. 

l11e long-range plan includes a number of projects whose 
primary justification is to enhance freight movement. Exam­
ples include the Donora Industrial Park Access Road and an 
industrial access road through the Lawrenceville section of 
Pittsburgh. The highway projects that improve the connectivity 
within the region and connections to other regions also sui:r 
port the more efficient movement of freight. 

There is also a line item in the plan to fund projects identi­
fied by the three modal committees reporting to SPRPC- a 



motor carrier task force, a rail task force, and an air cargo ad­
visory committee. One example of the plan's freight related 
projects is the creation of truck layover areas lo facilitate just­
in-time delivery in the region. Recommendations of SPRPC's 
recent air cargo study and its current rail freight study will 
also be considered. SPRPC is also working with Conrail to 
help site and improve access to a major new inter.modal rail 
freight center in the region. 

12. Use of life-cycle costs. 

The long-range plan has considered life-cycle costs by re­
serving much of the funding in the fi scal projections for sys­
tem preservation. PennDOT uses life-cycle information in its 
bridge management system and highway pavement manage­
ment system to establish priorities for repair project5. 

13. Ejfectsoftransportation decisions. 

These effects were addressed in a numher of ways during 
the development of SPRPC's long-range plan. For example, 
the social impacts of transportatio n decisions were considered 
at SPRPC's annual policy conferences in 1991, 1992, and 
I 993. This conference brings together 80 to 100 regional lead­
ers for intense discussion of key regional issues. These particu­
lar discussions affected the development of four initial options 
that SPRPC tested. In 1993, they contributed significantly to 
the definition and development of strategies for the plan's land 
use policy areas . 

SPRPC's transportation plan policy committee developed a 
series of criteria for evaluating the options, including social, 
economic, and environmental assessments. Through 
MERLAM and the various transportation network models, the 
performance results of the initial options were presented to 
highlight their effects on community qu ality, jobs/housing 
balance, land consumption, energy consumption, environ­
mental impact, and transportation effecrs. Simulations were 
also run to compare the economic impacts of the four options. 
Consideration of these findings influenced the goals and ob­
jectives that were developed for the final long-range plan. 

In addition to discussions and analyses related to the four 
preliminary options, a number of other forums were used to 
generate input on the social, economic, and environmental ef­
fects of transportation systems. SPRPC convened and met 
with its citi:ren's advisory panel as well as an independent 
working group on community development to discuss these 
subjects. These topics were also addressed in surveys and in­
terviews conducted during plan development. All of these 
st.reams of input had a direct impact on the goals and objec­
tives for the long-range plan. 

The plan discusses regional land use impacts, as well as its 
relationship to regional goals. ln general, however, the ability 
to assess the social, economic, and environmental impacts of 
transportation decisions is limited. These impacts are ad­
dressed extensively, however, in the discussions of growth 
strategies and policies for plan implementation. SPRPC is also 
seeking to improve its ab ility to assess these impacts in the 
future. A s tudy of the regional economi c impact of transporta­
tion investments, begun in April 1994, will enhance SPRPC's 
ability to assess economic impacts in the next long-range plan. 
Also, as SPRPC's geographic information system (GIS) is 
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furthe r developed, more detailed, insightful, and graphical ly 
oriented m1alyses will be possible. For example, the current 
plan looks at how much developmem occurs in sewer service 
areas: future plans will be able to consider sewer system ca­
pacities in assessing development impacts. 

14. Transit improvement. 

The long-range tr,msportation plan calls for several expan­
sions of the existing transit system. The most immediate proj­
ects are the Airport Busway/Wabash HOV and the extension 
of the Martin Luther King East Busway. The expansion of the 
light rail transit system to link the two busiest districts in 
Pittsburgh is one of the largest projects in the working p lan 
(estimated at over $1.4 billion) . Some $30 million has been 
allocated to regionwide park-and-ride projects to he deter­
mined at a future date. In addition, three intermodal transpor­
tation centers. which would intercept and transfer com­
muters onto public transit, are being proposed by the City 
of Pittsburgh. 

15. Transit security. 

Adequate fu nding for transit security is included in the op­
erating budgets of the area transit authorities. 

Accomplishmenz of Regional Goals 

Technical assessment of the plan shows that its transporta­
tion investments and land use distribution patterns substan­
tially meet regional goals and objectives as well as the re­
quirements of !STEA. While the analytical techniques 
available to SPRPC may no t be able to assess the full depth 
and range of issues related to the 15 metropolitan planning 
factors listed above, this assessment does show that the long­
range transportation plan reduces congestion, increases transit 
use, promotes more efficient development patterns, and real­
izes other plan objectives. 

Planned Modifications in Process and 
Coordination of Activities 

TI1e long-range plan will be implemented through a com­
bination of specific transportation projects, related public in­
vestments, and local government policies. Federally mandated 
studies and programming procedures will govern the advance 
of its capital projects. Regional economic cycles will have a 
significant influence on the pace of related public investments. 
But it is the willingness of state, county, and municipal offi­
cials to enact supporting policies that will have the most deci­
sive effect on the plan's success. These policies and their key 
implementation mechanisms are discussed next. 

Encourage and Facililate the Redevelopment 
of Abandoned Industrial Sites 

The redevelopment ot' abandoned industrial lands and the 
continued renewal of active industrial sites is fundamental to 



32 

accomplishing the plan ·s goals and objectives. This strategy 
will not only increase employment in older conu11unities, it 
will also create an impetus for people to live and shop in those 
towns. Furthermore, this strategy will reduce the pressure to 
expand public infrastructure into currently undeveloped areas. 
Three actions are c,itical for these purposes: relax environ­
mental regulations concerning the reuse of abandoned sites, 
give these sites priority in state infra~tructure spending pro­
grams, and give state tax advantages to industri es at these 
abandoned sites. 

Maintain and Update Public Infrastructure 
and Other Public Facilities 

Maintaining viable communities is also fundamental to 
implementing the long-range plan. These are communities that 
have already made significant investments in their infrastruc­
ture- investments that must be continuously maintained and 
updated. Helping these communities protect that investment 
will make the best use of availahle tax do llars, protect the re­
gion's environmental assets, and reduce the pressure to invest 
in entirely new infrastructure. Actions critical for these pu r­
poses are Lo give priority in grant and loan programs to the re­
habilitation and maimenance of existing public facilities and 
infrastructure, and to support public-private partnerships for 
commercial area management and renewal. 

~ncourage Proactive Areawide Planninx 

Proactive areawide planning is essential to keeping the cost 
of public infrastructure associated with development to a 
minimum. Areawide planning is also essential to maintaining 
the region' s environmental assets and to assuring the quality 
of community services. Actions critical tor these purposes are to 
promote opportunities for intergovernmental cooperation such as 
tax base sharing; to foster coordinated local, regional, and state­
wide planning: and to give priority to infrastructure grants that 
conform with local and regional development plans. 

Support and Strengthen Regional Assets 

Southwestern Pennsylvania has a variety of economic, 
cultural, recreational, and environmental assets. Prominent 
among them are the region's economic centers, rich cultural 
institutions. and network of parks and water resources. In 
keeping with the plan's focus on efficient public investments 
and quality of life, the region's assets req uire special attention. 
Critical ac tions include encouraging downtown development 
and fu nding implementation of management strategies, par­
ticularly in the Golden Triangle and Oakland; identifying re­
gional assets through natural and historic resource inventories, 
and then protecting and managing U1ose assets through local 
planning; and providing financial support to those communi­
ties that provide regional amenities. 

Encourage Community and Site Designs 
Thal Minimize Conges1ion 

Conventional wisdom holds that "we cannot build our way 
out of congestio11''- tilat more and more highways cannot 
eliminate tile congestion that harms the quality of life in cities, 

towns, and suburbs. The manner in which cities, towns, sub­
urbs. ancl the sites within them are bui lt can reduce conges­
tion. Critical actions for these purposes include encouraging 
high density developments ancl redevelopments that will sup­
port transit service, designing urban ancl suburban areas with 
pedestri,u, access both between parcels and between neigh­
borhoods, encouragi ng grid circulation pat.terns in new devel­
opments and infill construction at existing development sites, 
limiting curb cuts and other access points along arterials. and 
supporting transit in the culture of the community. 

Challenges and Next Steps 

Many of the challenges to be addressed by SPRPC were 
identified above. As of tile writing of this synthesis, the critical 
decisions on policy, program, and project priorities arc being 
discussed and debated. 

Lessons Learned 

The MPO is sti ll learning how to make decisions under 
ISTEA. To do so, local elected officials will need to look more 
broadly at regional issues, and not those associated with spe­
cific jurisdictions. However, because local officials arc elected 
locally and not regionally, the MPO staff is faced with a chal­
lenge to effectively analyze and present alternatives that will 
result in more regional decision making. Because there are 
simply too many projects desired, the fiscal constraints im­
posed by !STEA create an unprecedented challenge for citi­
zens and local elected officials to be statesman as those diffi­
cult decisions are made. 

CASE STUDIES FOR FOUR ADDITIONAL 
MPOS 

TI1e following sections summarize the responses to the 15 
!STEA factors as obtained from Chicago. Illinois; Houston, 
Texas; Portland, Oregon; and San Francisco-Oaklancl, Cali­
fornia. Interviews with representatives from these four areas 
provided additional insights to the MPO planning process. 

Chicago, Illinois 

Following is the response provided by the Chicago Area 
Transportation Study (CA TS). 

Fifteen Factors 

ISTEA lists 15 factors to be considered in the regional 
transportation planning and programming process. While all 
15 factors relate to the long-range regional transportation plan 
in some fa5 hion, few of them can be considered fully satisfied 
by this part of the regional planning process alone. In many 
cases, tile long-range regional transportation plan can only 
point to other aspects of the regional planning process to dem­
onstrate how certain factors are considered; while in some in­
stances it can provide guidance on how particular factors 



should be considered. The Strategic Plan for Land Resource 
Management provides a comprehensive set of regional goals 
that shou ld be used to detem1ine consistency of the transpor­
tation plan with the region's development policies. This sec­
tion contains a brief narrative for each factor describing how it 
is considered in the Chicago region. 

1. Preservation of existing facilities. 

Among the goals contained in this update of the 20 I 0 
transportation system deve lopment (TSD) plan is one making 
preservation of the existing transportation infrastructure a high 
priority. This goal was also contained in the original 2010 
TSD plan and year 2000 TSD plan. Each plan supported this 
goal by allocating most of the anticipated capital funds (i.e., 
84 percent of transit and 77 percent of highway in the 2010 
TSD plan; 65 percent of transit and 63 percent of highway in 
the 2000 TSD plan) to maintaining the existing transportation 
system. The Chicago region has developed and implemented 
programs over the years to increase the efficiency of its exist­
ing transportation system ranging from the TOPICS progran1 
of the 1970s to Operation GreenLight in the 1990s, to the in­
troduction of cab control cars in commuter rail service. 

2. Energy conservation. 

The 20 LO TSD plan is consistent with and supports all 
applicable energy conservation programs. The importance of 
energy conservation is clearly stated in the plan's goals and is 
shown by the use of transportation energy consumption 
minimization a5 an evaluation measure in plan development. 

3. Congestion relief 

Beginning with the year 2000 TSD plan, the identification 
and quantification of areas of congestion has been a major fo­
cus in long-range regional planning. Minimizing the amount 
and extent of congestion has been a primary factor in the de­
sign of alternative transportation plans, as well as an evalua­
tion mea5ure in plan selection. 

4. Land use. 

The 20 10 TSD plan has strong ties to land use planning. 
The socioeconomic forecasts used to es timate future travel are 
based on the region's adopted land use plan; and the projects 
that comprise the long-range transportation plan are important 
considerations in the development of future land use and so­
cioeconomic projections. The following recommendations 
contained in the Strategic Plan for Land Resource Manage­
ment are incorporated into this plan to help achieve consis­
tency between this region's transportation plan and its land 
use plan. 

• TI1e closure of major expressway or transit facilities 
should be considered comparable to additions to the system. 
Any closure of a major facility shou ld be the result of a corri­
dor study (including economic impact analysis) and be subject 
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to a regional decisio n process to an1end it out of the long­
range transportation plan. 

• Prior to construction, all new major expressway and 
transit facilities should be properly included in the long-range 
transportation plan; be coordinated with an intergovernmental 
land resource planning process covering the impacted area; 
and be subject to a full environmental review equivalent to the 
requirements presented in the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA). 

• For major expressway or transit fac ilit ies, the region 
should work to develop appropriate and reasonable local in­
tergovernmental land resource planning agreements and de­
velopment standards covering the impacted area. The devel­
opment standards will be applicable to both the project 
implementer amt local governments. These agreements and 
standards should give full consideration to the management of 
land use density consistent with the provision of transportation 
infrastructure. 

5. Enhancement activities . 

The improvement programming process for the Chicago 
region includes federally funded transportation enhancement 
activities in the TTP. The Illinois Department of Transportation 
(IDOT) has prepared guidelines for enhancement projects. The 
Northeastern Illinois Planning Commission (NIPC) and 
CATS are working jointly to ensure that enham:ement projects 
are consistent with regional p lans. The enhancement program 
emphasizes the following project categories: nonrnotori zed 
vehicle and pedestrian projects, historic projects, landscaping 
and scenic beautification projects, and control of outdoor ad­
vertising. 

6. Effects of all projects. 

The Chicago region has and will continue to include the 
effect of all regionally significant transportation projects re­
gardless of funding source in its reg ional planning process. 
The toll highway system in norlhea5tern Illinois was an iden­
tified part of the original 1956 CATS study. More recently, the 
North-South Tollway was a long standing element of the re­
gion's long-range transportation plan prior to the decision to 
construct it as a toll faci lity. Private sector capital improve­
ments, such as the new United Postal Service distribution 
center in Countryside, are integrated into travel demand fore­
ca5ting, and improvement project programming is coordinated 
with their implementation schedule. The region has included 
state-only funded projects in its TIP for some time. The region 
anticipates annual receipt of information of regionally signifi­
cant county only funded projects, and is exploring ways to ap­
propriately assemble information about regionally significant 
township and municipal projects in the future. Local govern­
ments' long and close working relationship with the CATS 
staff makes this level of detail achievable. 

7. lntermodal access. 

The Chicago region has historically been a transportation 
hub, including facilities from canals to railroads to air travel. 
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Addressing the items listed for this particular factor on a point 
by point basis would be excessively long and yet still likely 
not to be all inclusive. Thus, a matrix of modes by the items 
listed in this factor was prepared to provide examples of how 
this factor is considered. This region owes its vitality to good 
freight and passenger intem1oda.l connections with the rest of 
the world. 

8. Connectivity of roads. 

The connectivity of the roadway system within the Chicago 
region and to areas outside has been an important considera­
tion in the development of this area' s highway system. Much 
of the region has a strong grid system of roads based on range 
township geography. The 2010 TSD plan identified the stra­
tegic regional arterial (SRA) system. The roadways included 
in this system provide a high level of accessibility and con­
nectivity throughout the region. Coordination with bordering 
MPOs (Southeast Wisconsin Regional Planning Commiss ion 
(SEWRPC), Northeastern Ill inois Regional Planning Com­
mission (NIRPC)) on regional plans and programs, and IDOT 
liaison with adjacent states (as well as the portion of lllinois 
outside of the Chica.go area) on issues such as functional 
classification, are examples of how connectivity of the region 
with areas outside the Chicago area is considered by the 
planning process. 

9. Use of management systems. 

TI1e six management systems included in !STEA currently 
are at various states of definition. Bridge and pavement man­
agement systems represent current IDOT practice but may 
change somewhat when the relevant rule making is finalized. 
The other four management systems (intermodal, transit, 
safety, and congestion) are new initiatives yet to be function­
ally defined. Of the six, the CMS is the one where CA TS will 
be most directly involved and will build upon its Operation 
GreenLight program. As each management system is opera­
tionalized, it will be integrated into the regional planning 
process. 

10. Preservation of rights-of-way. 

The 2010 TSD plan includes several highway and transit 
corridors of the fu ture. Essentially, these are transportation 
facilities deemed potentially beneficial to the region' s trans­
portation system beyond the plan 's time horizon or beyond Ule 
plan's financial capacity. The plan 's intent in identifying these 
corridors is to preserve the rights-of-way for future construc­
tion and to indicate where corridor level studies should be 
conducted as pa.rt of ongoing plan refinemem. The regional 
transit authority (RTA) has retained a consultant to assist in 
developing a policy for identifying and preserving existing 
rights-of-way for fu ture transit projects. !DOT has funded the 
acquisition of property for the purpose of corridor preservation 
for a number of years and will incorporate any ISTEA re­
quirements for rights-of-way preservation. 

11. Efficient movement of freight. 

Enhancing the efficiency of freight movement in the Chi- • 
cago region has been addressed by seclions in previous long-

range transportation plans, and is an ongoing CATS staff ac­
ti vity. Resources have not always been available to carry on 
freight related planning at desired levels, or in a continuous 
manner. CA TS will include freight planning as part of the 
overall transportation planning process. The emphasis placed 
on freight movement and intermoda.l connections is therefore a 
welcome support to an a5pect of transportation planning this 
region has long ret:ognized. Efforts in this area include activi­
ties and projects done as part of the Operation GreenLight 
program, and large-scale commercial vehicle surveys con­
ducted in support of U1e travel forecasting process. 

12. Use of life-cycle costs. 

The use of life-cycle costs in the des ign and engineering or 
transportation improvements, with the exception of LOOT 
highway projects, is not currently standard practit:e in the Chi­
cago region. lt is anticipated that as Uley are implemented, 
several management systems will address the use of life-cycle 
costs. 

13. Effects of transportation decisions. 

The goals section of the 2010 TSD plan recognizes the im­
portance of transportation related decisions on the region 's 
overall social, economic. energy, and environmental status. 
The fo llowing recommendations contained in the Strategic 
Plan for Land Resource Management are incorporated into 
this plan to help achieve consistency between this region's 
transportation plan and its land use plan: 

• The planning and design of transportation facilities 
should be closely coordinated with the regional greenways 
plan to take advantage of opportunities for joint use of rights­
of-way and to ensure that continuity of the planned greenway 
network is preserved. 

• A priority of the long-range regional plan should be con­
tinued enhancement of public transportation services between 
housing rich and job-rich areas to respond to changes in re­
gional development patterns. 

• TI1e programming process for transportation fu nds 
should be designed so that one of the criteria will be com­
munity revival by promoting infill development and well­
planned redevelopment. Transportation investments along 
with other economic development initiatives in these areas, 
e.g., as planned in Lake Front Expressway (Amstutz corridor) 
in Lake County, or needed rehabilitation of existing transit 
faci lities in areas experiencing severe disinvestment may be 
used to leverage economic development in these areas. 

14. Transit improvement. 

The 2010 TSD plan supports the expansion and enhance­
ment of transit service by identify ing new transit fac ilities to 
be constructed and by allocating significant (approximately 
equal to that for roadways) capital funds to maintain and con­
struct transit facilities and equipment. In addition, there are 
the transit agencies' efforts to enhance and increase the use of 
transit service: 



• Market development policy (RT A) 
• Extended transportation agenda (Metra) 
• Land use in commuter rail areas: guidelines for 

communities (Metra) 
• Comprehensive operating plan (Pace) 
• Service criteria and performance guidelines for fixed­

route service (Pace) 
• Pace development guidelines (Pace) 
• Chicago Transit Authority (CT A) service standards 

(CTA) 
• A strategic framework: "Preparing for the Future" 

(CTA). 

Finally, Operation GreenLight task forces identified spe­
cific projects to enhance transit's ability to reduce traffic con­
gestion, as well as actions, methods, and practices that can 
contribute to reduction, stabilization, or redistribution of travel 
demand. 

15. Transit security. 

Through the TIP, capital funds for improved surveillance 
(e.g., video monitoring at stations) and communication 
(station emergency call boxes, radios for buses) are pro­
grammed as part of the Chicago region's effort to increase se­
curity on its transit system. 

Houston, Texas 

Following is the response provided by the Houston­
Galveston Area Council (H-GAC). 

Fifteen Factors 

The 15 !STEA factors to be addressed in metropolitan 
planning are discussed briefly below; they are all addressed in 
the issue papers that make up ACCESS 2010 REVISED. 
Each issue paper includes textual references to the factor or 
factors it addresses. 

1. Preservation of existing facilities. 

Many projects are planned within the 5- and JO-year hori­
wns of the metropolitan transportation plan (MTP), which 
employs both new technology as well as conventional ap­
proaches for increasing roadway capacity without new road 
construction. Paramount among these efforts is synchronized 
traffic signalization, centralized traffic monitoring with real 
time surveillance, enhanced incident management, and motor­
ist information systems. As existing freeway corridors undergo 
major rehabilitation or expansion, barrier-separated HOV 
lanes have been incorporated. 

2. Energy conservation. 

Although energy conversation has not been a major objec­
tive of the current MTP, the need to reduce motor vehicle 
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emissions has resulted in the adoption of several complemen­
tary strategies. The MTP contains two clean air strategies that 
are particularly supportive of energy conservation goals: 1) the 
use of alternative fuels (specifically natural gas and gasoline 
blended with ethanol); and 2) the emphasis on use of alterna­
tive modes, including mass transit, bil:ycling, and a variety of 
employer trip reduction strategies. 

3. Congestion relief 

Traffic congestion and its consequences are explicitly 
measured in the MTP and impact a number of the plan· s 
mobility and environmental goals. Anticipated levels of con­
gestion are measured in terms of vehicles per lane-mile for 
both the base year (1990) and a series of interim years (1996, 
1999, 2007, and 2010). The plan does not, at this time, in­
clude the measures of system performance that will be em­
ployed in the CMS. However, many aspects of traffic conges­
tion are captured in the plan's evaluation of air quality 
impacts. The process of prioritizing projects for the first 3 
years of the plan was based principally on congestion and air 
quality impacts. 

4 . Land use. 

The impact of transportation policy decisions on land use 
was addressed through a panel of experts' review of expected 
market response to transportation supply decisions. This re­
view was conducted at the beginning of the plan revision cycle 
based on the previous MTP. This review, therefore, could not 
fully reflect the plan's revisions to project timing or scope. 
Since the current transportation plan maintains some level of 
facility investment in all corridors identified in the previous 
plan, changes to the land use forecast were expected to be 
small. 

Only a small percentage of land area encompassed in the 
MTP is subject to roning, although subdivision controls and 
deed restrictions may apply. Where available, land use plans 
developed by local governments were reviewed for potential 
conflict with the MTP. In addition, expected near-term devel­
opment activities were assembled and compared to forecasted 
activity. 

H-GAC is in the process of implementing models, which 
will provide an explicit link between transportation access and 
land use. 

5. Enhancement activities. 

The MTP has been expanded to include bicycle and pedes­
triai1 plan elements. Because the selection of enhancements 
projects for funding under ISTEA is based on a statewide 
competition, programming of actual enhancements projects is 
restricted to the first year of the plan unless the project is sup­
ported by a local governmental funding commitment. 

6. Effects of all projects. 

Because of the need to recognize the air quality impacts of 
transportation projects, all projects of "regional significance" 
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are included in the MTP. Regional significance has been tk­
fined to include. at a minimum, added capacity roadway proj­
ects on facilities considered a principal arterial or higher and 
any new or expanded transit services. These definitions are 
applied regardless of the project 's funcling or financing source. 

1. lntermodal access. 

The current MTP does not include specific consideration of 
plans to develop the region' s ports and airports other than as 
major generators of automobile and truck traffic. However, 
two significant projects designed to improve rail access into 
the Port of Houston are supported with highway funding in the 
MTP. 

8. Connectivity of roads. 

Connectivity of roads inside and outside the metropolitan 
area is considered in the analysis of the regionally significant 
network and the travel survey data. Because projects included 
in this plan address transportation services based on geo­
graphically distributed demand, regionally significant connec­
tivity is incorporated as a priority. 

9. Use of management systems. 

The CMS, currently in development by H-GAC. is required 
for the analysis of approaches for meeting the increasing or 
unsatisfied demand for transportation services. The remaining 
five management systems-highway pavement, bridge, high­
way safety, public transportation, and intermodal transporta­
tion facilities-are being developed and implemented by the 
Texas Deparunent of Transportation (TxDOT) and will be in­
corporated into the MPO's long-range plan as appropriate. 

I 0. Preservation of rights-of-way. 

Similar to connectivity issues, preservation of rights-of-way 
is a key component of addressing future demand. The analysis 
of deficiency in "Issue Paper No. 7: Roadway Options" iden­
tifies corridors where rights-of-way preservation is being con­
sidered. In addition, right-of-way acquisitions and futu re fa­
cility feasibil ity studies are included in the project list. 

11. Efficient movement o_(freight. 

Goods movement planning is currently underway and will 
build on the intermodal management system discussed earlier. 

12. Use of life-cycle costs. 

Life-cycle costs will be among the variables considered in 
the management systems developed and implemented by 
TxDOT for bridges and pavement. There is one regionally 
significant tunnel and several smaller tunnels. 

13. Effects of transportation decisions . 

The public process for plan development and project selec­
tion provides consideration of social, economic, and environ­
mental effects of transportation decisions. Input is incorpo­
rated, in addition to the public comment period and meeting, 

th.rough the Transportation Policy Council, Regional Air 
Quality Planning Committee. and H-GAC Board member­
ships. " Issue Paper No. 8: Environmental and Land Use Con­
siderations" discusses these issues in greater depth. 1l1e i m­
pact of transportation decisions on energy use is accounted for 
by vehicle miles traveled in the conformity analysis, as dis­
cussed earlier. 

14. Transit improvemenl. 

The expansion, operation, and maintenance of transit serv­
ices in the H-GAC region will account for approximately $6 
billion of 35 percent of the MTP's financial resources by the 
horizon year of 2010. Much of the investment in new services 
and facilities will occur within the next 5 to 8 years of the 
plan. The plan relies on development of neighborhood transit 
centers, park-and-ride lots, and HOV lanes to increase the 
competitiveness of transit services. Al so included are basics 
such as provision of sidewalks and transit shelters. 

Traveler information system5 providing real-time schedule 
and route information to transit users are planned. Also in­
cluded is improved technology to facilitate formation of car 
and vanpools. 

15. Transit security. 

Increased security in transit systems is addressed in Issue 
Papers Nos. 4 and 6 on transit and in planning by the Metro­
politan Transit Authority and local transit operations. 

Portland, Oregon 

Following is the response provided by Tri-County Metro­
politan Transportation District of Oregon (Tri-Met). 

1. Preservation of existing facilities. 

This provision will be addressed in the policy section of the 
regional transportation plan (RTP). Although the existing lan­
guage is consistent with this planning factor, the new lan­
guage will more specifically relate to the federal requirement. 

2. Energy conservation. 

This factor will be addressed in a new appendix, along 
with new findings consistent with the Fifth Biennial Oregon 
Energy Plan. Energy issues will likely be significant in the 
next major update to the RTP, when newly formed land use 
policies are considered in detail. 

3. Congestion relief 

The revised RTP will describe the expected form and func­
tion of the management systems as part of the decision process 
and in terms of policy implications. The next major update 
will include details on how tl1e various management systems 
will be implemented. 



4. Land use. 

Under Oregon's statewide planning system, land use im­
pacts from transportation decisions are considered at the local 
level, when cities and counties adopt local transponation plans 
as part of an overall comprehensive plan. Local transportation 
plans must he consistent with the RTP. The next major update 
to the RIP will be more comprehensive in thi s respect, with 
the results of the Region 2040 project providing a regional 
analysis of land use impacts. 

5. Enhancement activities. 

This provision is addressed primarily in the TTP, with cor­
responding findings in the financial analysis element of the 
RTP. 

6. Effects of all projects. 

The RIP contains extensive findings on the effects of the 
recommended systems, and only minor changes to the lan­
guage in the performance section of the plan will be made. 

7. Intemwdal access. 

New text on intermodal facilities will be added to the sys­
tem concept portion of the plan, with a focus on 1he intermodal 
management systems (currently being developed) and regional 
attractions . 

8. Connectivity of roads. 

This subsection will be addressed in a text revision to the 
systems concept of the RTP, as well as the TIP, where specific 
projects that create connectivity with the region's hinterlands 
and other urban areas will be identified. 

9. Use of management systems. 

The various management systems will be identified and 
their implications addressed in the growth impacts and system 
concept portions of the plan. The ultimate form and function of 
the management systems will be included in the next major 
plan update. 

10. Preservation o_f rights-of-way. 

The interim update to the RTP will contain new findings on 
right-of-way planning issues as part of a discussion of the 
state's efforts to allow earlier acquisition on specific projects. 

11. Efficient movement of freight. 

The interim update to the RTP will include new findings on 
intermodal movements and freight systems as part of the sys­
tem concept discussion. 
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12. Use of life-cycle costs. 

This subsection will be addressed in the cost and financial 
analysis portion of the plan. Any S{X!cific projec1 contained in 
each TIP that typifies a life-cycle approach to design and engi­
neering will also be identified. 

13. Effects of transportation decisions. 

The RTP already contains extensive findings on the overall 
social, economic, energy, and environmental effects of trans­
portation decisions, and the interim update will expand on the 
existing language. Further. the next major update to the RTP 
will include the results of the Region 2040 project, and thus 
have a still broader scope of these issues. 

14. Transit improvement. 

The RTP specifically addresses the expansion of trans it 
services, and establishes a framework for cooperation with 
Tri-Met in coordinating transit services. Additional language 
addressing this provision may be added to the policy section of 
the RTP. 

15. Transit security. 

This subsection will be addressed on an interim basis in a 
new appendix to the plan: specific projects in each TIP that fo­
cus on improving existing facilities will also be identified. 

San Francisco-Oakland, California 

Following is the response provided by the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC). 

l. Preservation of existing facilities. 

This provision is being addressed by MTC as follows: 

• Thirty percent of RTP Track l investment is for main­
taining and preserving existing transportation facilities: met­
ropolitan transportation system (MTS) streets and roads re­
habilitation shortfalls arc fully funded ($3 15 million). 

• Non-MTS streets and roads rehabilitation is partially 
funded ($200 million, with $2 billion unfunded). 

• Transit capital replacement is nearly fully funded ($529 
million, with $87 million unfunded). 

• The RTP improves MTS performance by funding opera­
tional improvements such as traffic signals ($94 million), 
TransLink ($29 million), traffic operations system ($200 mil­
lion), and transit upgrades ($313 million). 

• Bridge seismic retrofit costs are expected to he largely 
funded in the RTP baseline. (The RTP currently devotes $125 
million toward seismic retrofit costs.) 

2. Energy conservation . 

The 1992-1993 California Energy Plan emphasizes the 
need to increase transportation system efficiency, and the 
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RTP improves system efficiency by investing in strategies 
to reduce traffic delays, increase carpooling, and up­
grade/expand transit. 

3. Congestion relief 

The RTP's investments in system expansion, operational 
improvements, and nonmotorized transportation are designed 
to relieve congestion. Average vehicle speeds are expected to 
rise slightly with these investments. However, the percentage 
of peak hour vehicle miles traveled under congested conditions 
is expected to increase significantly between 1990 and 20 l 0 as 
are vehicle hours of delay. This situation is due to the limited 
amount of funding available for capital and operating strate­
gies after maintenance needs have been accommodated. Addi­
tionally, travel is projected to grow at a greater rate than avail­
able transportation revenue. 

4 . Land use. 

The RTP travel analysis is based on the Association of Bay 
Area Governments' (ABAG) demographic projections, which 
reflect local policies for land use in the region. As required by 
lSTEA, these planning assumptions represent the most realis­
tic assumptions for forecasting travel in the region. The RTP 
environmental impact report (EIR) also assesses the impacts 
of RTP investments on the future distribution of jobs and 
housing in the region. This assessment is based on the RTP's 
effects on regional accessibility in ABAG's land use allocation 
model. 

Land use/transportation issues may also be addressed in 
future corridor studies that feed into RTP updates. 

5. Enhancement activities . 

MTC has programmed two rounds of enhancements, which 
are included in the RTP baseline. The Bay Area secured over 
$14 miUion for enhancements in the first round and antici­
pates receiving over $17 miUion in the second round through 
the state-administered process. The Bay Area's success is 
largely due to MTC's selection criteria and the quality of proj­
ects that have emerged. 

6. Effects of all projects. 

Transportation and air quality analyses for the RTP take 
into account all significant projects in the region, without re­
gard to sources of funding. 

7. lntermodal access. 

Criteria for defining the MTS explicitly consider access to 
interrnodal facilities, major recreation areas, and other re­
gionally significant activity centers. Airport and seaport access 
issues are addressed in greater detail through separate plans. 
Key reco1mnendations from the seaport plan and regional air­
port system plan are incorporated into the RTP. 

8. Connectivity of roads. 

The MTS criteria consider the connecuv,ty of highways 
that link the Bay Area with surrounding counties. MTC's co­
operative work with the state to define the Bay Area compo­
nent of the national highway system (NHS) also focused on 
interregional connectivity. 

9. Use of management systems. 

Application of the management systems must star! by de­
fining the system to be managed. The MTS is the basis for 
applying the management systems in the Bay Area. 

The RTP addresses transportation asset-based managemem 
needs through MTC's existing pavement management system 
and Transit Capital Replacement Model. These tools will be 
improved and expanded as appropriate through the develop­
menl of TSTEA required management system~ for pavement 
and public transit capital assets. 

Bridge seismic retrofit needs were estimated by the Cali­
fornia Deparunent of Transportation (Caltrans). Future devel­
opment of the state's bridge management system will provide 
infom1ation for subsequent RTP and programming decisions. 

The congestion, inrermodal, and safety management sys­
tems are under development. Implementation activities have 
been identified to help develop and apply these management 
systems. 

10. Preservation of rights-of-way. 

A number of railroad rights-of-way are being considered 
for extensions of mass transit systems, or for operation of in­
tercity/commuter type rail service: 

• North Western Pacific (WP) right-of-way in Marin/Sonoma 
counties 

• Southern Pacific (SP) branch line in San Mateo County 
(for BART-SFO extension) 

• SP Vasona branch line in Santa Clara City 
• SP/Union Pacific lines for a Fremont-South Bay 

connection 
• Dumbarton Bridge (undefined future rail service). 

Various road improvements may require right-of-way pro­
tection as well . The RTP includes fu nding toward right-of­
way needs for Doyle Drive, an 1-880/1-680 connector, and 
Route 84. 

11. Efficient rrwvement of fre ighl. 

In general, RTP investments that relieve or prevent in­
creases in congestion also benefit truck mobility. MTC's 
Freight Advisory Council has been instrumental in identifying 
improvements for freight in the RTP, including intermodal ac­
cess improvements at the ports of San Francisco and Oakland, 
a truck bypass lane at J-205/1-580, and truck weigh-in-motion 
facilities. 

12. Use of life-cycle costs. 

MTC' s pavemen1 management system determines op­
timum rehabilitalion cycles and improvement needs to 



min imize long-term maintenance costs. This system was used 
to estimate local streets and roads maintenance shortfalls 
throughout the region. MTC's Transit Capital Replacement 
Model considers life-cycle costs to estimate asset replacement 
schedules, and was used to estimate long-range capital re­
placement needs in the RTP. 

13. Effects of transportation decisions. 

MTC prepares an EIR for the RTP, which complies with 
the California Environmental Quality Act. This document is a 
program-level EIR. which provides a comprehensive assess­
ment of U1e overall social, economic, energy, environmental, 
and other RTP effects. 

14. Transit improvement. 

The RTP places a priority on maintaining existing transit 
systems, an essential investment to support transit ridership. 
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Over $529 million is included in the RTP Track l for main­
taining existing transit systems. The inability to fund operating 
shortfalls with existing funding sources is the most important 
constraint to expanding and enhancing transit. The RTP Track 
1 includes $313 million to upgrade existing transit services 
and $8 19 million to expand transit. These investments will 
improve the Bay Area Rapid Transit System (BART), light 
rail, and intercity/commuter rail systems over the next 20 
years. 

The RTP includes funding for TransLink. a universal 
fare collection system to simplify transfers between transit 
operators. 

15. Transit security. 

RTP funding for existing transit services addresses security 
issues. Details are found within operators' short-range transit 
plans. 
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CHAf'f ERHVE 

CONCLUSIONS 

The lntermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991 (ISTEA) requires metropolitan planning organizations 
(MPOs) to consider 15 factors in developing plans and pro­
grams. Those 15 facwrs now represent the fundamental ele­
ments of the metropolitan planning process. 

The purpose of this synthesis is to summarize the ap­
proaches that were being used to meet those requirements 
during a specific period in time-the summer and early fall of 
1994. This synthesis summarizes how several MPOs, repre­
senting a small, unscientifically selected sample of urban 
transportation planning processes around the country, ad­
dressed the challenge presented by ISTEA. 

In selecting MPOs for that purpose, an attempt was made 
to include a range of sizes (by population), located in various 
geographic attainment and nonattainment areas of the country. 
However, it was soon discovered that all MPOs at that time 
were deeply involved in meeting the first set of federal dead-
1 ines for developing and submitting plans and programs. Con­
sequently, it was very difficult for many to find the time 
needed to participate in this project. Thus, it was possible to 
obtain info rmation fro m eight MPOs only, during the time 
and within the resources available to complete this project. 

This is one of a series of research projects recently com­
pleted or still underway to document and better understand the 
manner in which MPOs arc meeting the requirements for met­
ropolitan planning as defined by ISTEA. This document pro­
vides one perspective from the vantage point of a limited 
number of MPO staff members who have the responsibility for 
meeting those requirements. 

However, in spite of the above limitations, there are a 
number of important conclusions that can be drawn from this 
work: 

• The 1991 ISTEA and 1990 CAAA have required that 
renewed and serious attention be given to the urban transpor­
tation planning process in all metropolitan areas throughout 
the nation. All MPOs contacted during this study are doing 
everything possible to meet those requirements. 

• A concerted effort is underway al the MPO level to take 
fu ll advantage of the opportunities provided by !STEA to de­
velop effective multimodal metropolitan transportation plans 
and programs in full cooperation with other public agencies, 
the private sector, and citizens. 

• ISTEA has helped to place more emphasis on planning 
elemenL~ that, due to limited resources, had been viewed as a 
lower priority in the past, such as freight planning, land use 
planning, and intermodal considerations. 

• The requirements to develop fiscally constrained plans 
and programs represent one of the most powerfu l tools in the 
MPO battery of requirements. If highway and transit agencies 
implement these requirements seriously, more effective plan­
ning will be possible. 

• The need to deal with the preservation of existing high­
way and transit systems has the potential for focusing energy 
and resources on immediate needs rather than on actions to 
deal with old pipeline problems and adding new projects to 
the pipeline. 

• Whereas in the past many MPO activities have been 
dominated by simply meeting the requirements established for 
state and federal programs and the funds that are available to 
implement them, now many MPOs are experiencing more ex­
tensive input by those agencies. This is due to the more spe­
cific requirements for MPO approval of plans and progran1s, 
and the more active participation by MPO staffs in those 
activities. 

• The requirement to undertake major investment studies 
provides the motivation for all participants to establish a new 
and innovative planning process that could eventually help to 
meet many of the expectations created by ISTEA. 

• A number of concerns were fo und to exist: 
- ISTEA has raised the expectations of citizen groups and 

local offi cials beyond reasonable levels of possible results, at 
least within the short run. 

- Some MPOs have expressed concerns about the need for 
more extensive coordination with the state DOTs that arc de­
veloping statewide plans to meet the requirements of ISTEA. 
The MPO goal is to be able to provide more substantive input 
to statewide decision making. 

- Policy and technical decisions will be made on the basis 
of technical models that often need updating. Consequently, 
public officials must be made aware of this situation, and seri­
ous consideration and adequate resources must be given to de­
veloping more effective analytical tools that deal with today's 
problems and issues. 

- The MPO staffs need technical ass istance from state and 
federal sources to enable them to meet their objectives mcire 
effectively. 

The significance of this synthesis is that it summarizes 
some of the early struggles and successes by several MPOs in 
meeting the new federal requirements imposed by ISTEA. It 
documents some of those evolving experiences provided by 
MPO directors and their staffs in transforming the urban 
transportation planning process to meet the new challenges of 
the 2 1st century. Since the time when research for this project 
was completed, significant progress has no doubt been made 
in going beyond the summaries contained here. However, 
there are several issues that might be considered as the work 
of MPOs proceeds throughout the nation. 

• There is great value in providing opportunities for MPO 
directors and staffs to meet regularly to discuss issues, suc­
cesses, failures, and innovations that have helped to advance 



the state of the practice. This fom1 of technology transfer could 
reap benefits relatively quickly. 

• There is a definite need for a series of technical assis­
tance programs to be initiated and continued to provide the 
ass istance needed by MPOs to deal with the issues addressed 
in this document. 

• One of the most immediate needs in the entire planning 
process is that more ex tensive research :s needed to improve 
existing data and analytical procedures. (As noted earlier, 
some MPOs are spending considerable funds to do so.) 

4 1 

• A continuous series of issue papers dealing with techni­
cal, process, and institutional successes and failures in this 
newly invigorated planning process would be very helpful to 
MPO staffs. This would provide for a continuous dialogue 
among all the actors involved. 

• The private sector transportation partic ipants. including 
shippers and carriers as well as other, perhaps nontraditional 
participants such as port authorities, need to be included more 
extensively in the planning process. 
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AASHTO American Association of State Highway and JRTC Joint Regional Transportation Committee 
Transportation Officials 

ABAG Association of Bay Area Governments 
ADA Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 LPA Lead Planning Agency 
APTA American Public Transit Association 
ATMS Advanced Traffic M,magement System 

MAC Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission 
MAPC Metropolitan Area Planning Council 

BART Bay Area Rapid Transit System MBTA Massachusett~ Bay Transportation Authority 
BTPR Boston Transportation Planning Review MDC Metropolitan District Commission 

MERLAM Mature Economic Region Land Use 
Allocation Model 

CAAA Clean Air Act Amendments of L 990 MHD Massachusetts Highway Department 
CATS Chicago Area Transportation Study MIS Major Investment Study 
CDRPC Capital District Regional Planning MOU Memorandum of Understanding 

Commission MPA Massachusetts Port Authority 
COTA Capital District Transit Authority MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization 
CDTC Capital District Transportation Commit.tee MTC Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
CMPC Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning MTA Ma5sachusetts Turnpike Authority 

Commission MTP Metropolitan Transportation Plan 
CMS Congestion Management System MTS Metropolitan Transportation System 
CMAQ Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality MUMPO Mecklenburg-Union Metropolitan Planning 

Program Organization 
co Carbon Monoxide 
CTA Chicago Transit Authority 
CTPS Central Transportation Planning Staff NCDOT North Carolina Department of Transportation 

NCHRP National Cooperative Highway Research 
Program 

DOT Department of Transportation NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
NHS National Highway System 
NTPC Northeastern Ill inois Planning Commission 

EIR Environmental Tmpact Report NIRPC Northeastern lllinois Regional Planning 
EIS Environmental lmpact Statement Commission 
EOTC Executive Office Of Transportation and NOx Oxides of Nitrogen 

Construction NYSDOT New York State Department of 
EPA Environmental Protection Agency Transportation 

NYSEO New York State Energy Office 

FHWA Federal Highway Administration 
FfA Federal Transit Administration PennDOT Pennsylvania Deparunent of Transportation 

PMS Pavement Management Systems 
PTMS Public Transportation Management System 

GIS Geographic Information System 

RTA Regional Transit Authority 
H-GAC Houston-Galveston Area Council RTP Regional Transportation Plan 
HOV High-Occupancy Vehicle 

SEWRPC Southeast Wisconsin Regional Planning 
Commission 

SIP State Implementation Plan 
IDOT lllinois Department of Transportation SOY Single-Occupant Vehicle 
IM Interstate Maintenance SPRPC Southwestern Pennsylvania. Regional 
TMS Intermodal Management System Planning Commission 
ISTEA Jntermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency STP Surface Transportation Program 

Act of 1991 
IVHS Intelligent Vehicle/Highway System (also 

referred to as ITS-Intelligent Transporta- TCC Technical Coordinating Committee 
lion System) TCM Transportation Control Measure 



TDD 
TIP 
TMA 
TSD 
TSM 
Tx.DOT 

Transportation Development District 
Transportation Improvement Program 
Transportation Management Areas 
Transportation System Development 
Transportation System Management 
Texas Department of Transportation 

UPWP 
USDOT 

JC 

Unified Planning Work Program 
United Stales Department of Transportation 

Continuing, Comprehensive, and 
Cooperative [Transportation Planning 
Process) 
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APPENDIX A 

OTHER RELATED STUDIES AND RESEARCH EFFORTS 

The following describes a number of related studies on the 
operations of MPO and statewide planning as required by 
ISTEA. It is not an exhaustive list by any means, but does in­
clude the most current, relevant activities. 

Completed Activities/Studies 

• NCH RP Project 20-24(9), "State Departments of Transpor­
tation: Strategies for Change"-May 1955 

Purpose: To provide the state departments of transportation 
with the best possible guidance on responding effectively 
and timely to challenges and changes. 

Final Report: NCHRP Report 371 

Contact: 
Crawford F. Jencks 
Transportation Research Board 
National Research Council 
2101 Constitution Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20418 
Tele: 202-334-2379 

• AASHTO Standing Committee on Planning in cooperation 
with the National Association of Regional Councils and 
the American Public Transit Association. 

Purpose: This work is based upon a survey of state DOTs 
and MPOs conducted during the period July-September 
1993. The purpose of the work was to examine the rela­
tionships between state DOTs, MPOs, and transit agen­
cies and how they are affected by ISTEA. 

Final Report: Survey and Summaries of MPOs and 
State DOTs, November 1993 

For more information contact: 
Mr. David Clawson 
AASHTO 
444 N. Capitol Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20001 
Tel: 202-624-5807 

• U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) Survey of 
MPOs 
December 21, 1990 (pre ISTEA) 

Purpose: To determine the present and future role of 
MPOs. 

Contact: 
James J. Crosson 
US General Accounting Office 
Room5844 
441 G Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20548 
Tel: 202-512-3000 

• GAO Survey of MPOs-November 13, 1992 (post 
ISTEA) 

Purpose: To determine the role of MPOs concerning 
efforts to meet federal ambient air standards for ozone 
and carbon monoxide. 

Contact: 
Micha.cl Hartnett, Catherine Colwell 
GAO 
200 W Adams Street 
Suite 700 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 
Tel: 312-220-7600 

• National Association of Regional Councils (NARC) 
MPO Conformity Issue Survey- April 1, 1993 

Purpose: To provide feedback from the NARC member­
ship concerning the implementation of the Clean Air 
Act Amendments and conformity. 

Contact: See below. 

• NARC Public Participation Survey-June I, 1993 

Purpose: To help MPOs understand and apply collabo­
rative decision-making models in intermodal transpor­
tation planning concerning community and private 
sector participation in U1e MPO planning process. 

Contact: See below. 

• NARC-May 29, 1992 

Purpose: To determine how MPOs are implementing 
the requirements of !STEA. 

Contact: 
NARC 
1700 K Street, NW 
Suite 1306 
Washington, DC 20006 
Tel: 202-457--0710 

• National League of Cities-June 8, 1992 



Purpose: To gauge progress on how ISTEA is shifting 
federal tra.nsJX)rtation dollars between highway and 
transit programs and involving local decision makers 
in the process. 

Contact: 
National League of Cities 
Center For Policy and Federal Relations 
130 I Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20004 
Tel: 202-626-3000 

Ongoing Studies and Activities By NARC 

National Association of Regional Councils (NARC) MPO 
Baseline Survey 

SJX)nsor: 
NARC 
1700 K Street, NW, Suite 1300 
Washington, DC 20006 
Tel: 202-457--0710 

Contact: John W. Epling, Executive Director 
Consultant: Professor Robert Gage, University of Colo­
rado at Denver 
Expected Date of Report: late 1994 

Related Ongoing ISTEA Transportation Planning 
Research Sponsored At Least In Part by the 
Federal Highway Administration 

• NCHRP Project 8-32(1), "Innovative Practices fo r 
Multimot1al Transportation Planning for Freight and 
Passengers" 

Contractor: Transmanagement Inc. 
Mallhew Coogan, Tel: 802- 295- 7499 

NCHRP Contact: Ronald D. Mccready 
Tel: 202-334-3034 

• FHW A Interagency Agreement with the U.S. Advisory 
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, "Analysis 
of MPO Institutional Capacity" 

Contractor: Bruce McDowell 
US Advisory Commission on 
Intergovcrnment Relations 
800 K Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20575 
Tel: 202--653-5540 

FHWA Contact: Sheldon Edner (HEP-21), Tel: 202-
366-4066 

• FHW A Work Order B-93-03, "Synthesis of Intermodal 
Statewide Transportation Planning." This work is 

summarizing the "model intermodal planning grant" 
activities funded out of special !STEA funding for Ohio. 
Florida, Louisiana, Alaska, New Mexico, and the New 
England Consortium. 

Contractor: James Covil (Wilbur Sntith) and Michael 
Meyer (Georgia Tech) 
Wilbur Sntith Associate~ 
PO Box 92 
Columbia, South Carolina 29202 
Tel: 803-738-0580 

FHW A Contact: Lee Chimini (HEP-50), Tel: 202-
366-4068 

• FHWA Contract DTFH6 l-94-Z-00022, "Synthesis of 
Best Practices in Statewide Transportation Planning." 
This project is documenting "best" state practices in 
eight subcategories of the Statewide Transportation 
Planning process. 

Contractor: Robert Reish 
Balloffet and Associates 
1444 Wazee, Suite 225 
Denver, Colorado 80202 
Tel: 303- 534--7545 

FHWA Contact: Dee Spann (HEP-12), Tel: 202-
366-4086 

Other Studies and Activities 

• FHW A Contract for Development of a new NH! 
Course: "Statewide Transportation Planning Process" 

Contractor: Wilbur Sntith Associates, J. Covil, P.T. 

FHWA Contact: Phil Hazen (HEP- 12) 
Tel: 202-366-4053 

• NCHRP Project 8-32(2), "Multimodal Transportation: 
Development of a Performance-Based Planning 
Process" 

Contractor: Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 
Steven M. Pickrell, Tel: 510-873-8700 

NCHRP Contact: Ronald D. McCreac.Jy, 
Tel: 202-334-3034 

• NCHRP Project 8-32(3) "Integration of Land Use 
Planning with Multimodal Transportation Planning" 

Contractor: In process 

NCHRP Contact: Ronald D. Mccready, 
Tel: 202-334-3034 
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• NCHRP Project 8-32(4) "Developing and Maintaining 
Partnerships for Multimodal Transportation Planning" 

Contractor: K.imley Hom and Associates, Lnc. 
Dr. Edd Hauser, Tel: 919-677-2000 

NCHRP Contact: Ronald D. Mccready, 
Tel: 202-334-3034 

• NCHRP Project 8-32(5) "Mullimodal Transportation 
Planning Data" 

Contractor: Jack Faucett Associates 
Jack G. Faucett, Tel: 301-961-8800 

NCHRP Contacts: Crawford F. Jencks, 
Tel: 202- 334-2379 

• FHW A/FT A Contract on Innovative Techniques for 
Public Involvement in Transportation Planning and 
Project Development 

Contractor: Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates 

FHWA Contact Florence Mills (HEP-32), 
Tel: 202- 366-2062 

Federal Certification Requirements for the 

MPO Planning Process 

One final item of information is relevant as ba(;kground 
and context for thi s synthesis. All MPOs having a popula­
tion of 200,000 or more (designated as Transportation 
Management Areas (TMAs)) arc subjected to a self­
certification pro(;ess, as well as an in-depth verification that 
is carried out jointly by FHW A and FIA ln l 992 and 
1993, pilot in-depth certification activities were concluctecl 
by FHW A and FT A in six metropolitan areas-Chicago, 
Houston. Pittsburgh, Kansas City, Minneapolis-St. Paul, 
and Southern California (the Los Angeles area). The titles 
of the final report~ for those activities are included in the 
references for this synthesis (references 9-14). 

One hundred thirty MPOs must be certified by FHW A 
and FI A before October I, l 996 for those areas to continue 
to be eligible for federal transportation funds under !STEA. 
During the summer of I 994, plans were made to complete 
20 such activities. Federal reviews have been scheduled 
and will be made in Nashville, Tennessee: Omaha, Ne­
braska: Spokane, Wa~hington: San Diego, California; Al­
buquerque, New Mexico: Provo, Utah; Worcester, Ma~sachu­
setts; Indianapolis, Indiana: Albany, New York: Richmond., 
Virginia; Louisville, Kentucky: and Orlando, Florida. Other 
reviews will be scheduled soon thereafter. 

Those reviews were not available prior to the publi(;a­
tion of this synthesis . However, they will provide additional 
detailed information on a number of MPO activities as they 
relate to ]STEA requ irements and will be made available 
by FHWA and FIA in the near future. 



APPENDIX B 

A Sample of How the 23 Statewide Factors Were Addressed by Wisconsin DOT 

Following is a summary of how the !STEA requirements and the 23 ISTEA factors were addressed in the 
Wisconsin Siatcwidc Transportation Planning Process. 

STATEWIDE TRANSPORTATION PLANNING PROCESS: FACTORS 
23 CFR Pan 450.208 

(a) Each state shall, at a minimum, explici t ly consider, arrnly1...eas appropriate and reflect in planning process products 
the fo llowing factors in conducting ils continuing statewide transportation planning process. 

(b) The degree of consideration and analysis of che factors should be based on the scale and complexity of many 
issues, inc luding transportation problems, land use, employment, economic development. environmenta l and housing 
and community development object ives, the extent overlap between factors and other circ umslances slatewide or in 
sub-areas within the Slate. 

!ST EA PLANNING FACTORS T RANSLIN KS 21 Pl{ODUCTS 

( I) The transponation needs (strategics and Of the six management systems, the Congestion and 
other results) ident ified through the lntermodal systems are the most re lated to the purposes of 
management systems requ ired by 23 U.S.C TRANSLINKS 2 1. 

303: 
The U.S. DOT rules for all 1he management systems were 
not issued until December 1, 1993. Work plans for lhese two 
systems are required by Ocrober \, 1994, a rid 1he syslerns are 
to be fully operat ional by October I, 1996. 

WisDOT is well ahead of schedule. Draft work plans 
(attached) have already been submitted to U.S. DOT for lheir 
review and comments. 

(2) Any Federal, State, or local energy use "Transpona1ion and the Environmen1." a T RANSLINKS 2 1 
goals, objectives. programs, or requ irements; strategic issue paper, and a more deta iled appendix (attached) 

considers a number of s trategies to conserve energy, 
mcludmg vehicle fuel efficiem:y, certain alternate fue ls, 
alternate modes. and many other issues and stra1egics. 

"Environmental Evaluation Guidance '' provides gu idelines for 
MPOs in evaluat ing environmental impacts of melropolitan 
system plans. 

(3) Straiegies for incorpora1ing bicycle "Wisconsin Dicycle Planning Guidance" and " Wisconsin 
transportation fac ili t ies and pedestrian Pedestrian Planning Guidance" provide guidelines to he used 
walkways in appropriate projects throughout by MPOs, communities, and counties as they p lan am..! 
the State. develop bicycle and pedestrian faci lit ies. The bicyc le 

guidel ines include identification of bicycle travel corridors 
and accommodation standards for streets where bicycles are 
penniued. The pedestrian guidelines include goal setting, 
inventory, facility planning, education, and enforcement, land 
use and s ite design, and implementation. 

!STEA PLANNING f ACTORS 

(4) International border crossings and access 10 

ports, a irports, intenuodal transportation fac ilit ies, 
major freight d istribution routes, national parks, 
recreation and scenic areas, monuments and historic 
sites, and military inslallations: 

(5) The transportation needs of nonmetropo litan 
areas (areas outside of MPO planning bounc!aries) 
through a process that includes consultatio n with 
local elected offic ials with jurisdiction over 
transportation; 

T RANSLINKS 21 PRODUCTS 

The Intercity Passenge r and Freight Elemen1s of 1he 
"lntegraled Staff/Consultant Work Plan" ca ll for 1hc 
development and analysis of alternative future 
scenarios for all passenger and freight modes 
including integrat ion among modes and intermodal 
access. A comprehensive passenger and freight 
t ravel data base of intcrcounty movcmen1s w ill 
include a ll major generators. 

T RANSLIN KS 2 1 background papers en1i1led 
"Intercity Passenger Rai! Transportation." "Freight 
Ra il T ransportation," " Waterborne Freight 
T rnnsporta1ion," "Passenger Ferry Service." 
"Intercity Bus Transportation" and "Intercity Air 
Transponation" provide background information, 
overview o f issues, and four alternative scenarios for 
inlercity transportal ion_ "Corrido rs 2020 Review and 
Update" updates the Corridors 2020 plan for a 
s ta tewide highway network designed tO provide 
essential links to key centers throughout the state 
and beyond. 

TRANSLINKS 21 four Alternatives For Our 
Transportal ion Future," which includes a 
"Preliminary Environmental Review," is a 
comprehensive document of the TRANSL INKS 21 
process that presents four alternatives for 
Wisconsin 's multimodal transportat ion system . 

The scope of the "lntcrn1odal Management System 
\Vork P!an" is to develop system leve l perfonnance 
measures and identify system level deficiencies in 
intcrrnoda! connectivity. 

Wisconsin's proposal for 1he Na1ional H ighway 
System links together the various sectors of the 
s tate 's economy and is a key component of the 
s tair's intermodal transportation system. 

The "Rural Transportat ion Forum Summary" 
presents •:1e results of a forum held in Wausau on 
December 8. 1993, wh ich addressed the maJor issues 
related to rural transponation. The- issuc-s we-re 
d iscussed by 32 panelists representing business. 
industry, special interest groups and municipal and 
county govemmenl-.. There were also 19 audience 
particip<.ints. 

T he "Summary of Regional Forums" summarizes the 
issues and concerns discussed in nine regional 
foru ms held throughout the slate. The 15 major issue 
topics include rural as wel l as urban issues. 

Papers on "Local Roads Financing" and "Rural and 
Specialized Transportation" discuss rural 
l ransportat ion needs a nd issues in these areas. 

-IS­
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AP PEN DIX B (Continued) 

!STEA PLANNING FACTORS TKANSLINKS 2 1 PRODUCTS 

(6) Any metropolitan area plan developed pursuant TRANSLINKS 2 1 will incorporaie each MPO plan 
to 23 U.S.C. 134 and section 8 o f the Federal into the planning process. The MPO Guidance 
Transit Act , 49 U. S. Capp. 1607; reports provide consistent , but not mandated, 

metropol itan planning standards and guidelines for 
the MPOs to use as they address a wide variety of 
issues. The report "Working Together to Shape 
Wisconsin's Future Transportation System'' 
describes, on page 9, the llrocess of integrating the 
MPO plans into T KANSLINKS 2 1. 

"TRANSLINKS 21, Four A lternatives For Our 
Transportation Future," which includes a 
"Preliminary Environmental Review," includes, on 
pages 23•25, a further description of the process for 
coordinating MPO plans wtth TRANSLINKS 2 1. 

(7) Connectivity between metropolitan planning The Intercity Passenger and Freight Elements of the 
areas within the State and with metropolilan "Integrated Staff/Consultant Work Plan" requires the 
planning areas in other States; development of a comprehensive passenger and 

freight travel data base of intcrcounty movements 
that will include all me1ropolitan areas and major 
generators. Connectivity between metropolitan areas 
is fundamental to the intercity planning process. TI1e 
intercity plan clements or T RANSLJNKS 21 will 
include connections with metropolitan areas in 
adjacent states. See a lso the repons referred to in 
(4). 

(8) Recreat ional travel and tourism: "Transponation and Tourism Forum" presents the 
results of the forum held in Milwaukee on February 
6, 1994. Tourism and transportation issues were 
discussed by I 8 panelists representing the 
Governor's Council on Tourism , toe.ii and regional 
tourist and visitors bureaus, hotel and resort 
operators, and tourism agencies. Topics included 
highways essential to tourism, environmental issues, 
increased rail service, air service, intennodal 
options, rustic roads and country roads, and winter 
tourism promotion. 

"Transportation & Economic Development" report 
sets forth altemative development strategies I hat 
include direct consideration of tourism benefits in 
transportation projects. 

See a lso the reports referred to in (4). 

(9) Any State plan developed pursuant to the federal ''Transportation and the Environment" addresses 
Water Pollution Control Act, 33 U.S.C. 125 1 et seq. physical environment issues that include stonn water 
(and in addit ion to plans pursuant to the Coastal runoff, wetlands, leaking storage tanks, contaminated 

Zone Management Act); soil, and harbor dredged material all of which can 
impact water qua! ity. The repor1 sets forth 
environmental strategy packages that include 
compliance with state and federal requirements. 

IS l' EA PLANNING FACTORS 

( I 0) Transportation system management and 
investment strategies designed to make the most 
efficient use o f existing transportation facilities 
(including cons1dera1ion of all transpo11alion modes)~ 

(11) The overall social, econom ic, energy, and 
environmental effects of 1ransponation decisions 
(including housing and community development 
effects and effects on the human, natural and man 
made environments); 

(12) Methods to reduce traffic congestion and to 
prevent traffic conges1ion from developing in areas 
where it does not yet occur, including methods 
which reduce motor vehicle travel, particularly 
single-occl1pant molar '.'chicle tra,..el; 

(13) Methods to expand and enhance appropriate 
transit services and to increase the use of such 
services (including commuter rai l); 

TRANSLINKS 2 1 PRODUCTS 

The section on Access Management in ··corridor 
Preservation & Access Managcmen.t Guidance" sets 
forth one tool for managing transportation in a 
corridor that will preserve the functional integ rity of 
the highway sys1em and serve desi red land use 
goals. "Transpor1ation Demand Management" 
describes alternative TOM policies. TOM is the use 
of devices to shift travel on to higher occupancy 
modes, reduce travel demand, or shift travel pattems 
to achieve more efficient use of transportation 
systems. 

Severa! reports provide strategic issue analysis and 
guidance to MPOs and forum resuhs on the O'.'erall 
social. economic, energy and environmental effects 
o f transportation. These include "Transportation and 
the Environment," "Transportation and Economic 
Development," "Transportation and Land Use," 
"Impacts of Highway Facility Improvements on 
Travel & Regional Development, " "Long-Range 
Plan Alternatives, MPO Guidance," "Environmental 
Evaluation-MPG Guidance," "Economic 
Development Fornm," "Trnnsportation & 
Environment Forum," and "Urban Transportation 
Forum Summary. 

"Reference Document for Preparation of System 
Plan Environmental Evaluations" presents procedures 
o n the preparation of SEE'S. The SEE process will 
apply to al l elements of T RANS LINKS 21. 

The reports referenced in ( 10), especially 
"Transporiation Demand Management" address 
methods to reduce traffic congestion. "Transportation 
and Land Use" describes alternative land use-
transportation po licies for DOT consideration. The 
report recognize!; lhe dose relationship between land 
use and transportation and the positive impact that 
proper land use decisions can have on reducing and 
preventing traffic congestion. 

"Transit in Wisconsin" sets forth five alternat ive 
visions of the role transit should play in· Wisconsin. 
These range from meeting basic mobility needs of 
1he transit-dependent to making tran!i.it a competitive 
and attracti'.'e altem<1tive to 1he single occupanl 
vehicle. The two Transit Planning forums and the 
Urban Transportation Forum addressed transit issues 
in depth. 

Vl 
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APPENDIX B (Continued) 

!STEA PLANNING FACTORS TRANSLINKS 21 PRODUCTS !STEA PLANN ING FACTORS TRANSLINKS 21 PRODUCTS 

( 14) The effect of transportation decisions on land See reference 10 "Transportation and Land Use" in ( 19) Methods to enhance the efficient movement of The Intercity Freight Elements of Lhe "Integrated 
use and land development, inclu(! ing 1he need fur (12). "Impacts of Highway Facility lmprovcmcms commercial motor vehicles; Staff/Consultant Workplan" includes highway/truck 
consistency between transportation decision making on Travel and Regional Development'' explores how commodity flow movements as part of the 
and the provisions of all applicable short-range and the transportation system interfaces with land use multimodal fo recasts for the freight scenarios. T he 
long-range land use and development plans (analyses development. The paper presents policy o ptions for "Wisconsin Freight Forum" presents a summary of 
should include projections of economic, improving traffic forecast ing and evaluation the key issues discussed by Wisconsi n fre ight 
demog raph ic, environmental protection, growth capabi lit ies. shippers and operators at a forum held in Appleton 
management and land use activities consistent with on April 7, 1993. Prom inent trucking discussion 
development goals and transportation demand The "Long Range Plan Alternative Guidance" points included full implementation of Corridors 
rrojections); addresses the need to evaluate a range of future 2020, congestion in Chicago causes delays for 

land-use scenarios and alternative transponat ion Wisconsin firms, increased conges1!011 c,in be 
systems to serve them. expected on 1-94 south of Milwaukee, and double 

( 15) Strategies for ident ifying and implementing The Statewide Transportation Enhancements 
transportation enhancements where appropriate Program began in 1993 and includes projects in the 
throughout the State; ten different activi1ies eligible for funding under 

IST EA. The MPOs and the DOT arc involved in the 

trailers can reduce congestion and energy 
consumption. Effi cient movement o f commercial 
molor vehicles were prominent concerns at the 
Economic Development Forum. 

project selection process. (20) The use of life-cycle cos1s in the design and Life-cycle costs will be included in the Pavement 

( 16) The use of innovalive mechanisms for financ ing The Prospectus of the TRANSl ,TNKS Finance 
engineering of bridges, tunnels, or pavements; and Bridge Management Systems Work Plans. 

projects, including value capture pricing, tolls, and Committee includes optio ns for new revenues. These (2 1) The coordination of transportation p lans and Sec (6). 
congestion pricing; include new and expanded revenue sources, as well programs developed for metropolitan planning areas 

as sources that have been considered in the past. of lhe Stale under 23 U.S. C 134 and section 8 of 
the Federal Transit Act with the s1atewide 

WisOOT has engaged Cambridge Systematics to transponation plans and programs developed under 
work with a diverse advisory group 10 define the this sub-part, and the reconci liation of such plans 
relationship bc1ween I ravel behavior and !he cosl of and programs as necessary to ensure connectivity 
auto use, within lransponation syste ms; 

( 17) Preservation o f rights-of-way for conslruction The Corridor Preserv,uion secliun of "Corridor (22) Investment strategics to improve adjoining State See (5) and (8). 
o f futu re transpona1ion projects. including Preservation & Access Management Guidance" and local roads that support rural economic growth 
identification of unused rights-of-way which may be describes me1hods o f corridor preservation and the and tourism development, Federal agency renewable 
needed for fu1ure transponat ion corridors, MPO role in corridor preservation . resources management, and multipurpose land 
identification of those corridors for which aclion IS management practices, including recreation 
most needed to prevent destruction o r loss (including deve lopment; and 
strategies for preventing loss of rights-of-way); 

(23) T he concc:rns of Indian tribal governments Concerns about transportation needs on reservat ions 
(18) Long-range needs of the State transportation The Intercity Passenger and Freig ht Elem ents of the having jurisdiction over lands within the boundaries were expressed at the Rural Transportation Forum 
system for movement of persons ,uuJ goods; "Integrated Sta ff/Cunsullant Workphtn" includt.:s of the State. and the Spooner Regiun~1I Forum. 

development and analysis o f a lternative future 
scenarios for all passenger and freight modes. 
Multimodal travel forecasts will be made for each 
scenario that will he inpul to detenn ine system level 
deficiencies. 

See also the reports referred (4). Long range needs 
are identified in all those repons. 

"Transportation Needs Assessment Guidance" 
provides guidelines for MPO's in assessing street 
and highway and public transit improvement needs 
in their communities. 

V, 



APPENDIX B (Continued) 

STATEWIDE PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
23 CFR Part 450.212 

PUBLIC INVO LV EMENT REQUIREMENTS TRANSLINKS 21 PRODUCTS 

(a) Public involvemen1 proces.~es "hall be proactive, Wi~DOT has completed the first (outreach) stage of 
and provide complete information, timely public ,rn t1mbi1ious public involvement process for 
notice, full public access to key decisions. and TRANSLINKS 2 1. All possible interested and 
or,portunities for early and continuing involvement. affected parties from throughout 1hc state have been 
1 he process shall provide for: included. The second (choices) stage is currently in 

process. 

(1) early a nd co ntinuing public involvement The TRANSLINKS 21 planning process was 
opportu 111l!es througho111 1he transportation planning initiated during early 1993 and the public has been 
and programming processes; involved ~ince the heginning, rece iving 

TRANSUNKS publica11uns, at1cndi11g forums, and 
having ample opportun ities 10 comment on plans. 
During the summer and fall of 1993. WisDOT 
j oined regional p lanning commissions in sponsoring 
nine regional forums lhroughoul Wi<iconsin At each 
regional forum, 20-30 leaders representing 
1ransporta1ion, econo mic developmen1 and business. 
environmental concerns. tourism, elderly and 
disabled interest,;, and local government joined 
WisDOT in discussing the transpor1,1 tion issues 
affecting the region. Eight 1hematic foru ms, 
addressing specific transportation issues, were also 
held al various locations around the state. To he lp 
the Department prepare for the thcmat1c forums. 
scoping sessions were held with a select group of 
experts on each topic. 
Detailed sum maries of all regional and thematic 
forums are availab le from WisDOT's Office of 
Public Affairs. 

At the current lime, the second (choices) stage of 
public involvement is being conducted. During the 
summer, 1994, this will include ten additional 
regional forums. 11 focus groups. meetings \\.' ith I 6 
statewide organizations and 15 meetings with 
Chamhers o f Commerce. Each of these meetings 
will review :md comment on four transportat ion 
alternatives. Qucstio nn.:uri.:s wi ll be used to record 
the public's preferences. 

(2) timely infomrnt 1011 about transporta1ion issues Newsletters, issue papers. and guidance documents 
and processes to (all affected constituents); have provided limely, profes..c;ional analyses of a 

wide range of transportation issues affecting 
Wisconsin residents. Sixteen news letters, 7 issue 
papers, 11 MPO guidance documents and i modal 
papers have heen published. WisDOT expects to 
complete two additiona l issue papers, 1hree more 
guidance documents. rwo modal papers, and g.JO 
newsletters. 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT REQUIREMENTS 

(J) reasonable public access to technical and policy 
in formalicm 11,;ed in the developmenl of the plan and 
tht: STII': 

{4 ) adequate public notice o f public involvement 
activities and time for public review and comment at 
key decision points. 

(5) a process for demonstraling explici t consideration 
and response to public input during the planning and 
program development process: 

(6) a process for seeking out and considering the 
needs o f I hose tradit ionally underservcd by ex isting 
transport;Hion sys1ems, such as low-income and 
minority househo lds which may face clmllengcs 
accessing employment and other amenities; 

(7) periodic review of the effecliveness o f the public 
mvolvemenl process IO ensure that the process 
provides full and open access to all and re vision of 
the process as necessary. 

TRANSLINKS 21 PRODUCTS 

Issue papers and guidance documents, ,\-·hich were 
the primary planning documents prepa red twcr the 
pasl ye,ir, arc m;1dc re ,1di ly ,1v;1ilablc to all 
constituents. T heir availability is announced in the 
newsletters. In addition. a ll 1he issue papers, with an 
accompany ing questionnaire, were senl to a list of 
approximarely 1,000 people for review am1 
comment. The results arc being summarized and 
documented. The draft plan alternatives are also 
being sent to this mailing list. 

All pubhc mvul••emenl acl1v1l1cs arc announced m 
1hc newsletters. Invitations arc mailed 10 all forum 
participan1s well in advance of the forum date. The 
public has the opportunity to comment on lhe plan 
.it every step o f 1he process. 

Dcpanment staff have reviewed forum summaries 
and issue paper comments sent in by those asked to 
review the alternatives in 1he issue papers The 
"C hoices" document which has been prep;;1rcd for the 
second stage o f public involvemcn1 renccts 
comments rece ived during the first s tage of public 
involvement. Like,,..·ise, the final plan will reflect 
cor11111cn1s received on the four a lternat ives 

T he Department has a made a special effort to 
consider the needs of those traditionally neg lected 
hy ex ist ing transportation systems. All organ izations 
representing minority group interests, includ ing 
low-income, e lderly. and handicapped. arc included 
on the TRANSLINKS mailing list. Minority groups 
have been well represented at forums around the 
start:. During lhe second siage o f public 
involvc-mcn1, (choices) individua l focus group 
meetings are being held with a number of minority 
groups (African-Americans, l-lispanic, Indian. etc.) 
10 learn lheir specific reaction ro alternative plans 
being developed. 

Now that the first stage of public involvement has 
been completed, WisDOT is reviewing lhe 
cffecuvenes~ of its public mvolvement proccss to 
ensure that it provides opportunities for all 
constituents to comment and generates information 
that will be usefu l in the development of the fina l 
TRANSi.iNK S 2 1 pla ns. The second stage of public 
uwo lvemcnt (choices) includes a(!diliona l newslet1ers 
and staff papers, a v ideo presenlallon o f the choices, 
meetings with statewide organizations. a second 
round of regional forums, meetings with chambers 
of commerce. foc us group meetings, media outreach, 
lcgislalive briefings, questionnaires, ornd public 
comment on a report on four transponation 
a lternatives. The Department is always open to 
suggestions on how the p ublic involvement process 
could be improved. 
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APPENDIX B (Continued) 

PUl3 LIC INVOLVEMC:NT REQUIREMENTS TRANSLINKS 21 PRODUCTS 

(b) Public involvement activities carried out in a An Urban Syslem Planning Team cons1stmg of slaff 
mciropolitan area in response to metropolitan from the Division of Planning and Budget, Division 
planning requirements in SS 450 . .322 (c) or SS of I lighways, Division of Transportat ion Assistance, 
450 324 (c) may by agreement of the State and the and various metropolitan planning organiza1ions, has 
MEPO satisfy req1 1irem ents o f th is section. met regularly s ince January, 1993 . The g roup h;1.s 

developed a series of technical assistance (guidance) 
documcn1s to assist MPOs as they develop their own 
multi.modal plans. One of the guidance documents 
addresses public involvement a l the rnt!l ropllli tan 
level. 

(c) Duri ng the initial development and major From the early stages of the TRANSLINKS 21 
rev1,;iom, of the 5tatewidc transportation plan planning process. all interested and affected 
required under SS 450.2 14, the Stale shall provide constituents have had the opr,o11unity to review and 
citizens ... a reasonable opportunity to comment on comment on bolh lechn ic.11 documents and proposed 
the proposed plan. The proposed plan shall be plans. The TRANSLINKS 21 mailing list consists of 
published, with reasonable notification of its around 3,500 constilucnts and continues to grow. A 
availabili1y, or otherwise made read ily available for sampling of the lis1 includes mayors legislators, 
public review and comment Likewise, the official transit operators, labor represen1a1ives, Indian Tribal 
statewide transportation plan shall be published. \\.'ith Governments, metropolitan planning organizations, 
reasonable notification of its availability, or regional planning commissions, environmental 
otherwise made readily available for public groups, consultants, bicycle/pedestrian advocates, 
information. business and industry, airports, major daily 

newspapers, minority/inner cily groups, 
representatives of the elderly and handicapped. 
passenger rail interests, state government agencies, 
and statewide organizations (e.g., AAA, Alliance of 
Cities, Fann Bureau, NAACP, Pedestrian Rights 
Coalition . Native American Tribal Council , etc.). 
Open access to all planning documents and processes 
will continue throughout the development o f the 
p lan, including at the proposed plan and official plan 
stages. 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMEN r REQUIREMEN1 S 

(d) During development and major revision of 1he 
statewide transportation improvement program 
required under SS 450.2 16, the Governor shall 
provide citizens ... 

(e) The t ime provided for public review and 
comment for minor revisions to the statewide 
tr..mspurlation plan or statewide 1ransportation 
improvement program will be determined by lhc 
State and local offi cials based on the complexity of 
lhe revisions. 

(f) The State shall, as .ippropnate, provide for public 
commen1 on existing and proposed procedures fur 
public involvement throughout the statewide 
1mnspur1a1ion planning and programming process. 
As a minimum. the Stale shall publish procedures 
and allow 45 days for public review and wntlen 
comment before the procedures and any major 
revisions to existing procedures are adopted. 

(g) The public involvement processes will be 
considered by the FIIWA and the FTA as they make 
the planning finding required in SS 450.220 (b) to 
assure thal full and open access is provided 10 the 
decision makmg process 

TRANSi.iNKS 21 PRODIJCTS 

Division of Highways staff have produced a public 
involvement document related to the Statewide 
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). 

Revisions will be documented and noted and are 
always open for public comment. Through the 
regional forums and other activities. WisDOT is 
working closely \'r'ith local officials statewide. All 
final decisions will be made coopera1ively with local 
officials. 

The second TRANS LINKS 2 1 newsle1ter outlines 
the public participation plan. It was distributed three 
months prior to the first regional fornrn In general, 
the Department is always open 10 suggestions on 
how the TRANSLINKS 21 Public Involvement 
Process could be improved. 

The FHWA and WisDOT are currently conducting a 
joint review of public involvement procedures 
related to the Stacewide Transport.it ion Improvement 
Program and the TRANSLINKS 21 Multimod.il 
Transportation Plan deve lopment - WisDOT central 
office. The public participation procedures for the 
State and each MPO will be reviewed. 

V\ ..,, 
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APPENDIX C 

INTERVIEW GUIDE 

National Cooperative Highway Research Project 20-5, Topic 25-13 

Procedures MPOs Use To Consider the 15 Factors In Developing Plans and Programs Under !STEA 

The National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) has convened a panel of experts from around 
the country to develop a synthesis of the best practices currently underway on the topic: Procedures MPOs Use 
to Consider the 15 Factors in Developing Plans and Program~ Under !STEA. 

Several selected MPOs are being requested to provide current information on this topic. We request that you 
take the time to provide that information through a telephone interview to our consultant on the project, Mr. 
Thomas F. Humphrey. The enclosed interview guide will be used for that purpose. It should take no more 
than 30 minutes of your time. 

Also, we request that you send any written documentation that you may have on this topic: this includes 
information that your agency may have prepared as well as guidelines you may have received from your State 
Department of Transportation. 

All information should be sent directly to 

Thomas F. Humphrey 
MIT Center for Transportation Studies 
77 Massachusetts Avenue, Room 1-153 
Cambridge, MA 02139 

If you have any questions, please call Mr. Humphrey at 617-253-4978. Fax 617- 258-5942. 

Procedures MPOs Use to Consider the 15 ISTEA Factors 
MPO Case Study Interview Outline 

Description Of Each MPO Interviewed 

NameofMPO 
TMA or not 

The Jurisdictions Included 
(Indicate if area is bi-state or tri-state) 

Status of Air Quality Attainment 

Agencies Included in MPO 
(Highway, Transit, Port, Turnpike, State, local, 
etc ... . ) 

Population and Transportation Statistics 

Director's Name and other Contacts 
Address, etc. 

Date of Interviews (telephone or in person) 

Transportation Planning and Programming 
Prior to ISTEA 

Introduction (Overview/ History) 

Summary of methods used to develop plans and programs 
prior to !STEA 

- Urbanized area plan (dates of plans) 
-TIP and updates 
- SIP and updates 

Methods to achieve Coordination prior to ISTEA 

- Stale transportation plans 
- State air quality plans 
- Land Use and economic planning activities 

The extent to which the 15 !STEA Factors were incorporated 
prior to ISTEA 



Influence of the MPO recommendations on state plans and 
programs 

The Impact of !STEA-Current Status of 
Plans and Programs 

Introduction 

Organizational and institutional changes due to !STEA 

Methods used to develop the first plan under !STEA 

Methods used to develop first program under !STEA 

Methods used to provide input to and approval for the 
Statewide Implemental.ion Pian (SIP) required by CAAA 

Plans to develop six !STEA Management Systems 

Summary of issues faced to achieve the above and how they 
were resolved 

The Response To the Incorporation of the 15 Factors 

Reproduced as submitted. 

Planned Modifications In Process and 
Coordination of Activities 

Narrative to discuss anticipated future activities 

Challenges and Next Steps 

Schedules anticipated 

Institutional / organizational issues 

Analytical procedures to be used-same or different 

Anticipated effectiveness of new process 

Input from local officials 

Input from citizens 

Input from private sector 

Lessons Learned 

Narrative 
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THE TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH BOARD is a unit of the National Research 
Council, which serves the National Academy of Sciences and the National Academy of 
Engineering. It evolved in 1974 from the Highway Research Board, which was established in 
1920. The TRB incorporates all former HRB activities and also performs additional functions 
under a broader scope involving all modes of transportation and the interactions of 
transportation with society. The Board's purpose is to stimulate research concerning the nature 
and performance of transportation systems, to disseminate inforn1ation that the research 
produces, and to encourage the application of appropriate research findings. The Board's 
program is carried out by more than 270 committees, task forces, and panels composed of 
more than 3,300 administrators, engineers, social scientists, attorneys, educators, and others 
concerned with transportation; they serve without compensation. The program is supported by 
state transportation and highway departments, the modal administrations of the U.S. 
Department of Transportation, the Association of American Railroads, the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration, and other organizations and individuals interested in the 
development of transportation. 

The National Academy of Sciences is a nonprofit, self-perpetuating society of distinguished 
scholars engaged in scientific and engineering research, dedicated to the furtherance of science 
and technology and to their use for the general welfare. Upon the authority of the charter 
granted to it by the Congress in 1863, the Academy has a mandate that requires it to advise the 
federal government on scientific and technical matters. Dr. Bruce Alberts is president of the 
National Academy of Sciences. 

111c National Academy of Engineering was established in 1964, under the charter of the 
National Academy of Sciences. as a parallel organization of outstanding engineers. It is 
autonomous in its administration and in the selection of its members, sharing with the 
National Academy of Sciences the responsibility for advising the federal government. The 
National Academy of Engineering also sponsors engineering progran1s aimed at meeting 
national needs, encouraging education and research, and recognizes the superior achievements 
of engineers. Dr. Harold Liebowitz is president of the National Academy of Engineering. 

The Institute of Medicine was estab lished in 1970 by the National Academy of Sciences to 
secure the services of eminent members of appropriate professions in the examination of policy 
matters pertaining to the health of the public. The Institute acts under the responsibility given 
to the National Academy of Sciences, by its congressional charter to be an adviser to the 
federal government and, upon its own initiative, to identify issues of medical care, research, 
and education. Dr. Kenneth I. Shine is president of the Institute of Medicine. 

The National Research Council was organized by the National Academy of Sciences in 
1916 to associate the broad community of science and technology with the Academy' s 
purposes of furthering knowledge and advising the federal government. Functioning in 
accordance with general policies determined by the Academy, the Council has become the 
principal operating agency of both the National Academy of Sciences and the National 
Academy of Engineering in providing services to the government, the public, and the scientific 
and engineering communities. The Council is administered joinlly by both Academies and the 
Institute of Medicine. Dr. Bruce Alberts and Dr. Harold Liebowitz are chairman and vice 
chairman, respectively, of the National Research Council. 




