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I ntroduction

The M assachusetts Business Roundtable, through its Infrastructure Task
For ce, hasworked on issues of trangportation and infrastructure for many years.
Trangportation planning and policy has a significant impact on economic
development in M assachusetts becauseit directly affects the movement of goods,

consumers and workers.

In 1999, the M assachusetts Business Roundtable’ s Infrastructure Task Force
commissioned a study by Pricewater houseCooper sthat resear ched the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts' ability to increase the state’s self-imposed $1
billion bond cap for infrastructure spending. While the state' s budget had grown,
the amount spent on transportation had not. The study demonstrated that the state
could raiseits borrowing limit for infrastructure investment up to $600 million
higher without hurting its Wall Street ratings. After sharing resear ch with
Governor Jane Swift’sadministration, the Secretary of Administration and Finance
raised the bond cap to $1.2 billion.

The Roundtable felt that increasing the amount of money available for
transportation alone was only phase one of the task. The next wasto find waysto
prioritize projectsthat had the most positive economic development impact and
ensurethat the money was spent in the most efficient and effective manner. Further,
the Roundtable sought ways to account for the statewide economic development

impact of projectsin different regions of the state.

This study beginsthe next phase. The Roundtable s Infrastructure Task
For ce commissioned resear chers from the Univer sity of Massachusetts's
McCormack I ngtitute of Public Palicy to research how the Commonwealth of

M assachusetts utilizes positive economic impact factorsin the decision-making
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process that selects which transportation projectsreceive state funding.
Additionally, this project includes reviewing 17 other states and how those states
factor economic development into state transportation planning and pr oj ect

salection.
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Transportation Planning and Development in M assachusetts:
Recommended Changes for the New Millennium

This report examines the trangportation infrastructure decision process and
selection criteriafor Massachusetts as well as 17 other states. Its primary purposeisto
highlight the current procedures in Massachusetts used for making decisions about where
monies for highways and public transportation will be invested and to suggest how these
procedures can be improved, based on recommendations in the literature and the current
practices used in other states. The primary take away message from this report is that
Massachustts is falling consderably behind competitor states in trangportation planning
and development. It needs to subgtantially improve its procedures to more clearly
ddineate the factors that are used in making transportation expenditure decisions and to
ensure that a much broader set of factors is consdered in the decision process.

The states selected for closer examination of thelr transportation decision
processes were chosen for their geographic location (all New England states) and the
likelihood thet they faced asmilar mix of urban and rurd transportation issues
confronted by Massachusetts. This motivated our selection of most of the northern tier
indugtrid states, many of which Massachusetts often measures itself againg, aswell as
the two largest continental states (Texas and Cdifornia). In addition, we looked at two
southern states (Virginiaand FHorida) that dso have large urban centersas well as
subgtantial rurdl aress.

Thisisonly afirg step in terms of examining the Massachusetts transportation
decision-making process. We did not have the resources to enable us to examine any
particular projectsin any of the states or to evaluate past projectsin terms of their
success. Nor, are we able to determine unequivocdly that any particular sate's
procedures necessarily result in more productive projects on average than any other.
However, we are able to show that Massachusettsis an outlier in particular areas that
mogt andysts a priori would fed are important to ensuring that transportation monies are
being put to their best possible use. It is dso worth noting, that in two aspects of
trangportation infrastructure, for which we have national data, M assachusetts ranks near
the bottom of dl states. It had the lowest percentage of roads classfied as being in good
condition (8% in 2000) and the second highest percentage of roads ranked in substandard
condition (32%) [TRIP analyss, Federal Highway Administration, 2000]. It dso hasthe
third highest percentage of bridges in substandard condition (50%) [U.S. Census Bureau,
Statistical Abstract of the United States, 2001].

Exiging Literature

The exigting literature on transportation project decison-making is extremdy
thin, as shown in the literature summary in Appendix A. Turochy, 2001 isthe only article
to directly address how states prioritize their transportation process. However, he only

Page 9



examines two states (Ohio and Delaware) and two local areas (Sacramento, CA and
Hampton Roads, VA). Thus, asfar aswe are aware, oursis the only study to date to have
examined the transportation processesin areaivey large number of sates.

There are severd key points, which Turochy raises that coincide with our
findings across the states. First, the pressures to create transportation programming
processes are quite recent, and discussions of these processes have been the subject of
workshops at trangportation conferencesin the last two years. Second, he notes that there
areavaiety of “rational” methods in effect for evauating trangportation projects,
ranging from relatively objective, largely quantitative procedures to more subjective
rank-ordering processes. Also, the evauation frameworks used are often applied to
particular types, or groups of projects, such as bridge replacements, widening of roads,
public trangportation, bikeways, or new interchanges. Third, he points out that most of
the current evaluation criteria do not adequately examine the externa affects of projects,
paticularly in terms of their “network” affects -- how they interact with existing
infragtructure. Findly, he argues that politica factors cannot be totaly ignored,
regardless of how quantitative the performance measures and therefore that any
eva uation measure should be used as atool for analyss and not the sole basis for the
decison.

Because of the dearth of literature in this area, we include in the literature
summary adescription of two methodological frameworks for evauating transportation
projects. The New Jersey Inditute of Technology distributed the TELUS software
product to al Metropolitan Planning Organizations and State departments of
trangportation in the summer of 2000. The modd is based on federd requirementsto
consder various criteriawhen evauating projects involving federa money and is
designed as “user friendly” software to dlow for the incorporation and andyss of alarge
number of criteria Interestingly, we found very few states had adopted this software,
athough some were experimenting with Smilar sysems, while others were Hlill deciding
whether and or how to implement TELUS. We ds0 note the recent recommendations of
the Virginia Trangportation Research Council to the Virginia Department of
Trangportation, listing a number of proposed criteriafor decision-making. These have not
been adopted as of yet.

Given thelack of research in this areg, it is worth noting that the economics
discipline would have a generic methodologica recommendation concerning the andysis
of any public project, including transportation projects. In theory, al expenditures of
public monies would undergo some form of cost-benefit andysisto help decide which
projects can ddiver the largest increase in resources per dollar of expenditure. Thiswould
imply that major highway projects, for example, should undergo scrutiny in terms of thelr
cogts, which would include materials and labor as well as any environmenta damages
caused by the project. These costs would then be compared to the benefits of the project
in terms of reduced congestion, increased value of land (due to enhanced economic
development), reduced trangportation costs to businesses (if not included in the
congestion reduction), to name afew. Thiswould alow for the comparison across
different projects of their ability to add to the value of the economy’ s resource base.

Redidticdly, conducting these analyses correctly requires far more resources and
time than most departments or agencies making these decisons have available to them.
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However, the largest projects could be singled out for more careful scrutiny and the
andytica framework of cost-benefit andys's can till be useful for andyzing proposed
trangportation projects even if the full andysis cannot be conducted. Aswe argue in this
report, some analytical framework, readily transparent to al parties, is an important
component of a good transportation decisionmaking procedure.

However, such economic efficiency andysis would only be onetoal in the
decision process. Digributiona affects of projects should aso be considered —which
groups benefit from the project and how the costs of the project are distributed. The range
of digributiond issues would include concerns dready listed in federd guidelines, such
as environmentad justice, as well as most palitical concerns, which tend to focus around
digtributiond impeacts.

Much more could be written on these topics, but it would detract from the primary
purpose of this study. We smply want to aert the reader to the lack of readily available
literature on trangportation decison-making processes and that, at least in the case of the
economics discipline, there are volumes of literature on how to evauate the dlocation of
public funds, much of which is gpplicable to the transportation field, even if it has not
been written with this context in mind.

The Context for U.S. Trangportation Planning

Because most highway expenditures are federdly funded, the federal government
has had considerable influence in setting common guidelines for state transportation
planning. Whet followsis abrief summary of the current regulations governing federd
trangportation expenditures.

Transportation planning in the United States occurs on severd levels of
government. The US Department of Transportation (USDOT) provides guidelines that
the states mugt follow to receive trangportation revenue in the form of amatching grant of
80% federd 20% Sate. The ates implement the actud transportation planning and
condruction with help from county, metropolitan, and city or town governments.

The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA), as
written in its satement of policy, attempts "to develop a nationd intermodal
trangportation system thet is economicaly efficient, environmentaly sound, providesthe
foundation for the nation to compete in the globa economy and will move people and
goods in an energy efficient manner.” The Act provided stable funding through 1997,
gave sae and loca governments more flexibility in determining trangportation solutions,
encouraged protection of the environment, and encouraged public trangit, bicycle paths
and other forms of intermodd transportation. ISTEA placed a strong emphasis on
planning and strengthened the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) role in the
planning processin order to make the planning process more transparent. MPOs are
required in al urbanized areas with populations over 50,000.

Building on the success of ISTEA, Congress passed the Trangportation Equity Act
for the 21% Century (TEA-21) in 1998. It guarantess level funding through 2003 and must
be reauthorized next year to ensure future funding. 1t identifies seven objectives:
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- Support the economic vitdity of metropolitan aress

- Increase safety and security of the transportation system
- Increase accessibility and mobility options

- Protect and enhance the environment

- Strengthen the intermodal aspect of trangportation

- Promote efficient sysem management

- Emphasize the preservation of existing infrastructure

ISTEA forced state DOTs to work with MPOs at a time when many states did not
work well with their MPOs. Because of alack of funding, some MPOs initidly were not
up to the chalenge. ISTEA increased funding for MPOs with the mandeate to improve
trangportation planning by making the process more inclusive and responsive to the needs
of increased use. MPOs attempt to represent the many facets of local government in the
planning process and are made up of directors and staff. The directors are responsible for
representing loca government in the trangportation planning process, while the saff
carries out al aspects of the plan

In particular, the MPOs develop a Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) that is
used by the dtate to prioritize transportation projects. Each MPO develops a TIP that
includes dl projects that have moved through the transportation planning process. The
TIPis adopted by the state DOT and depending on funding becomes a part of the
Statewide Trangportation Improvement Plan (ST1P) to guide trangportation planning for
the time period of the STIP, usudly three to Six years.

Summary of State Practices

We contacted officidsin 17 states, in addition to Massachusetts, in order to
determine the standard procedure used in identifying transportation projects and the
criteriaused for selecting particular projects. Mogt of the interviews were conducted with
date leve officids (often engineers or planners), as we did not have enough resources to
investigate several MPOs in each state. However, in some cases we were able to contact
MPO gaff and thisis noted in some of the state summaries provided in Appendix B.

In addition, we examined state web pages, as well as federal web pages for
supplementd information, where rlevant, reviewing a number of public documents
related to transportation issues. In some cases, Sate officias interviewed over the phone
sent us relevant public documents. Because we were focusing on Massachusetts, we met
and interviewed severd people involved in trangportation project developmert at both the
gate and locd leve in order to develop amore detailed picture of the highway planning
process in the Commonwedlth.

Finally, as a spot check on the accuracy of our impressions we were gathering
from interviews with various state trangportation officids, we interviewed journdigtsin
severd states (Ohio, Florida, and Oregon) who specidized in transportation related
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dories. In dl cases, these interviews confirmed our analysis of the rdlevant sa€'s
trangportation planning policies.

Our generd approach to dl of the sate summarieswasto divide the
transportation decision processinto two categories. procedura issues and evauation
criteria. Detailed information on each state is provided in Appendix B. Based on these
sources of informetion, the following tables were developed to summarize particular
characteristics associated with each state, divided by those associated with the process of
project selection and those associated with selection criteria. While the meanings of some
of the characterigtics listed are obvious, most require further explanation.

Under “Process’ characteridtics, “Legidative/Governor Role’ (classfied as
strong, moderate, or weak) describes the extent to which the governor and/or members of
the sate legidature take adirect role in alocating resources to specific transportation
infrastructure projects. “Intermoda Planning” isrequired by TEA-21. Herewe are
concerned with whether intermoda planning is clearly integrated into the transportation
decision process, as described by the people we interviewed. Likewise, “Land Use
Panning” refersto whether or not the andytic framework exigts for explicitly teking this
into account in trangportation infrastructure planning. “Alternative Funds’ refersto
whether or not the state provides supplementa transportation funds, often targeted to
particular uses not likely to qualify for federd monies, such as smdl projectsin
municipdities, or sometimes to meet particular economic development gods. This
category smply indicates whether such funds are available, dthough the size of the
monies can vary from year to year and varies consderably across states. The * State
Looking to Change’ category indicates whether or not the transportation department
and/or MPOs in the gtate are looking to change the way in which transportation
infrastructure decisions are made.

The firgt characteristic under “ Criteria,” “Level with Most Influence,” describes
whether the state tends to override the authority given to the MPOs under federd
legidation by dominating key pointsin the project selection/funding decision process.

The “Dollar Allocation Process’ describes whether dollars are divided among the state’ s
MPOs and non-MPO regions by formula, or by some other process. “Quantitative
Criterid’ refers to whether the sdlection processis quantified, and if so, whether this takes
place at the regiond (MPO) levd, the sate leve, or a both levels. Findly, the last
characterigtic indicates whether or not some measure of economic development is
consdered asacriticd variable in deciding on which of amenu of infrastructure projects
are carried out.

The interstate comparison reveds severd interesting patterns and also indicates
that in acouple of key areas, Massachusettsis an outlier. In the “ Process’ area, MPO
composition tends to be similar across the states, largely because the general make-up of
these bodies is dictated by federa legidation. However, explicit involvement in the
trangportation planning process by the governor and legidators is quite varied across our
sample of sates. This involvement iswesk in about half the states, with state bureaucrats
and MPOs given a somewhat unfettered hand in trangportation planning.

In one third of the gates, this involvement is quite strong. Ohio israted as having
high involvement because the Trangportation Review Advisory Council, which has fina
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approval over al new projects, consists of legidative and governor gppointees. However,
the evaduation processis highly quantitative, leaving little room for this group to

influence the process, so that in fact the actud involvement of the legidature and

governor isquite limited. Thisisin sharp contrast to the other three states (Vermont,
Florida, and Illinois) where direct politica involvement is quite frequent and explicit.
Ddaware, Massachusetts, Michigan, Pennsylvania, and Virginia have a mixed record in
this area— with some legidative/executive branch involvement, but aso cases where
some autonomy is granted to MPOs.

Two thirds of our sample has a satewide transportation commission or board
involved in the decision process and dl states, except Massachusetts have astrong
centralized department of trangportation. This requires some clarification. While
M assachusetts has the Executive Office of Trangportation and Congtruction, which looks
on the surface like a State department of transportation, it has far less power than any of
the other Sate trangportation departments we examined. Thisis detailed later in the

report.

There are only five gates, which do not have clear places in the decision process
where ether intermoda planning or land use planning contribute substantia input, and
Massachusetts is one of these. Sixty percent of the states, including Massachusetts, have
designated monies that are provided for supplementing the federd transportation funding
process. Some dates, such as lllinois, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin, have significant
monies designated for highway projects that enhance economic development goals.

Findly, there are only Six states that seem to bein the process of examining
their transportation decision process or aready undergoing revisions in the process.
Interestingly, four of them, including Massachusetts, are in New England. Of these dates,
only Maineis explicit about agod of moving toward a more quantitative set of criteria
for trangportation decisions.

Inthe “Criterid’ area, Sxty percent of the states, including Massachusetts, tend
to dominate the trangportation decision process, while in alittle less than one fourth of
the states the MPOs had relatively free rein and in the rest the power was split somewhat
equaly. Almost dl of the states use an agreed upon formulato distribute trangportation
monies among their MPOs and other trangportation regions. This means that
trangportation projects are judged within the MPO dlocation and seldom if ever
compared across MPOs. Therefore, it could be possible for a project that ooks more
vauable by some set of criteria compared to dl other projectsin different regionsin a
state not to be funded because the region it happens to be located in has exhausted its pre-
arranged share of trangportation monies. Ohio, Delaware, and Wisconsin are particularly
notable exceptions as they have processes for comparing projects across different regions
of the state and thus do not guarantee particular percentages of funding to specified
regions.

Half of the states use quantitative criteria somewhere in the process, with six
using them & the state and locd levels, two at only the locd level and one at just the Sate
level. Also, haf of the Sates use sdlection criteria that involve explicit recognition of the

economic devel opment impact of the proposed project. In about haf these cases, this
measurement enters a the regiond level, whilein the rest it enters at the state and
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regiond leve, with the exception of one state, where economic development is
consdered at the date level only. Neither quantitative criteria nor economic development

consderations gppear to play asgnificant role in most Massachusetts transportation

project funding decisions.
PROCESS M assachusetts California Connecticut Delaware Florida Illinois
- Loca
#?;nag?ﬁ'c'ds City and officials o Locad s
MPO Composition onGies county reps Transit Transit elected Transit
X State agendies rans officials rans
State agencies agencies
State
Role of Legisature and Moderate Weak Weak Strong Strong Strong
Governor
State Tran_spprtan on No Yes No, but Board Yes Yes No
Commission?
State Transportation No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dept?
Intermodal Planning? No Yes Yes Yes No No
Land Use Planning? No Yes Yes Yes No No
Alternative Funds? Yes Yes No No Yes Yes, Economic
Development
State Looking to
Change Process? Yes No Yes No No No
CRITERIA
Level with most State MPO 50/50 State MPO State
influence
Funds Allocation
Process
Formulas to MPOs? Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Other State L egidature
. o ; Yes, on both
Quantitative Criteria No Y es, on regiond No state and No No
Used? leve X
regional levels
" . Yes, on both
Economic Development Yes, on regiona
Criteria? No level No state and No No
regional levels
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New

PROCESS Maine Michigan . New Jer sey Ohio Oregon
Hampshire

Locd State DOT Locd Governor’s City and Locd
officids City and officials appointees county officids
Citizens county Citizens State DOT officids Citizens

MPO Composition Interest dected State staff State Interest
groups officids City and transit groups
State Transit reps county agencies State

officids
Roleof Legidaure Weak Strong Weak Weak Strong Week
and Governor
State Tran;pprtatl on No Yes No No Yes Yes
Commission?
State Transportation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dept?

Intermodal Planning? Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Land Use Planning? No Yes Yes Yes No No
Alternative Funds? No Yes Small amounts Yes No No

for rura areas
State Looking to
Change Process? Yes No No No No No
CRITERIA
Level with most MPO State 50/50 State State State
influence
Funds Allocation
Process
Formulas to MPOs? Yes Yes No Yes No No
Other State DOT State DOT State DOT
Quantitative Criteria Y es, on both state NoO Yes, on regiona NoO Yes, on state sté,ﬁon bgth
Used? and regiondl levels level level tale an
regiond levels
Economic No Yes, onregiond | Yes, onregiond No Yes, onstate | Yes, onregiona
Development Criteria? level level level level
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PROCESS Pennsylvania Rhode Island Texas Virginia Vermont Wisconsin
Local Interest Governor Loca State and Loca Governor’s
Groups and officids Locd officids appointees
MPO Composition State legislative officias County
appointees Transit representati
City and agencies ves
state reps
Roleof Legidaure Moderate Weak Weak Moderate Strong Wesk
and Governor
State Transportation Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Commission?
State Transportation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dept?
Intermodal Planning? No Yes Yes No No Yes
Land Use Planning? Some Yes Yes No Some Potential
Alternative Funds? Yes, Economic Yes No No No Yes, Economic
Development Development
State Looking to
N N Y Y Y N
Change Process? ° ° s s & °
CRITERIA
Level with most State MPO State State 50/50 State
influence
Funds Allocation
Process
Formulas to MPOs? Yes Yes Yes No No No
Other Commission, Legidature, META system
DOT DOT planning
" s Y es, on both Y es, on both Y es, on both
titative Crit '
Quanluslggo riteria No state and state and No No state and
) regional levels regional levels regiond levels
: Y es, on both Y es, on both Yes, on both
Economic
- No state and state and No No state and
Devel t Criteria? X ” -
evelopment Lriterla regional levels regiona levels regiond levels
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A Closer L ook at M assachusetts

M assachusetts appears to have the most fragmented transportation decision
making processes of any of the sates by far. Part of thisis dueto the lack of a strong
centra Department of Transportation and part due to the existence of separate
trangportation authorities, such as the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority, the MBTA, and
Massport, that each has control over various trangportation areas. While on the surface
the Executive Office of Trangportation and Congtruction (EOTC) oversees Satewide
planning processes, mogt of the planning s&ff isin the MassHighway Department, which
athough under the EOTC on an organizationd chart, in redlity appearsto function asa
Separate entity. This structure of highway authorities severdy impacts the ability to
evauate intermodal trangportation needs and thoroughly andyze whether train, road, or
even bike path expansion can work together to meet statewide and/or regiona
transportation needs.

The Massachusetts processis aso in agtate of flux. MPOs are still making
changes in response toTEA-21, which resulted in a 42% reduction in federa
transportation funds for the state, and adjusting to changesin Centra Artery funding and
the eventua winding down of the Artery process. Unfortunately, federd trangportation
money for Massachusetts is expected to decline again when TEA-21 isdue to be
reauthorized next year, so most involved in state transportation do not expect abig
increase in available federd monies for non Centrd Artery projectsin the next five years.

Process

Projects are proposed to a MassHighway Didtrict Office by the cities and towns.
From there it goes to the Project Review Committee (PRC). PRC isagroup of engineers
and managers from MassHighway. Projects are ranked by priority as high, low, or urgent.
If aproject isjudged to be needed and technically feasible, it gains PRC approvd, is
given a project number, and a MassHighway project manager is assigned. Thisis
consdered a key milestone. From this point, it goes through the process of project design.
MassHighway often tries to get the municipalities to do the design process because if
they have their own money in the project they arelesslikdly to walk away fromit. The
projects then have to get on the MPOS' (or equivalent for the western rura aress of the
state) TIPs.

There are no clear, publicly available criteria supporting this ranking process and
many MPOs fed that their control over transportation expendituresis much lessin
practice than the federa guidelines advocate. Mot find that they are outnumbered or
dominated by representatives from state trangportation agencies (MassHighway, EOTC,
MBTA, etc.) and that most expenditures are governed by MassHighway approva as
opposed to a bottom up planning approach from the MPO levd. Thisisin contrast to
many other sates. Even in Ohio, where the decision-making process is concentrated at
the state levd, a leadt the criteriainvolved and the weighting processes are transparent
and readily available for public scrutiny.
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Massachusetts received gpproximately $500 million in federd highway fundsin
2002. After the 50% of federd highway funding (previoudy 70%) that goes to the
Central Artery is deducted, additiona funding is taken off the top for MassHighway to
provide for statewide needs such as guard rails, etc. This amount is determined after
severd joint sessons with the MPOs, but MassHighway has the final say. The remainder
is digtributed to the MPOs based on a formula that takes into account population and road
mileage. Thisformulais being reopened for negotiation as a result of the 2000 Census
and that is sarting to generate cong derable maneuvering on the part of MPOs to expand
their shares. Currently, Boston gets about 42%, with other areas of the state dividing up
the rest (note thisis Smilar to the way Illinois carves out alarge chunk of trangportation
money for Chicago). The state chairs the MPOs through the Secretary of the EOTC.

In addition to the federal monies, as noted in the state summary table,
Massachusetts has dternative funds available for transportation projects. Trangportation
infrastructure projects can aso be funded by Chapter 90 monies, the legidative
trangportation bond hill ($400 million, 200-300 of which is eermarked by the gtate),
Public Works Economic Development (PWED) funds, and most recently through
Design/Build programs. Chapter 90 funds (currently approximately $150 million per
year) are alocated to the highway department for municipa projects. These funds come
under the bond cap, about $500 million of which is set aside for transportation projects.
The Chapter 90 funds are aid for cities and towns to maintain loca roads and bridges that
cannot go on the TIP or receive federal funds. They are dispersed based on aformulathat
considers population and road size. The municipalities propose uses of these funds
directly to MassHighway didtrict offices.

The legidative transportation bond bill gives legidators the opportunity to
earmark projectsin their digtricts. However, thisis not an appropriation of funds, so the
highway department does not have to spend it. Until recently, around $18 million of what
was |eft after the Artery went to the regions. Thiswas in sharp contrast to the pre-Artery
period. For example, the Pioneer Valey received $45 million in highway fundsin 1991,
but this had dropped to $1.7 million by 1998. USDOT forced MassHighway to work with
the MPOs on the digtribution of state funds and including state funded projects in thelr
TIP. Now, $400-$500 million annualy is required to be spent on nontartery projects
gatewide (by agreement with the Regiond Planning Authorities, which currently runs
through 2005). Of this, gpproximately $50-100 million per year in Sate fundsis
programmed by the MPOs. As aresult, Pioneer Valey received $10 million in highway
funds this year. The baance helps support MassHighway’ s operating budget, as well as
other capita projects, some of which are earmarked by the legidature. Some of these
projects are budgeted for, but some are not.

Public Works Economic Development (PWED) funds are less than $10 million
per year. These are grants that are managed by EOTC and the Secretary makes the
decison. These funds go to local government to benefit projects that will have a postive
economic impact on the municipality. Some fed these often are dlocated arbitrarily,
depending on politica influence, developer involved, etc.

Fndly, the newest highway funding mechanism involves the private sector and is
referred to as “ Design/Build”. Route 3 North is an example of a Desigr/Build that has
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awarded the project money to a private contractor, who has taken on dl therisk of the
project —i.e. it isafixed price contract. Bond money has been raised through the Route 3
Association. This money does not count against the bond cap because the state has not
sold the bonds; the Association has. However, once congtruction is over, the
Commonwedlth is obligated to take over payback of the bonds. The company hasa
twenty-year maintenance agreement as well the rights to development opportunities. Of
course, this highway decision was generated outside the norma mechaniams, largdy
through the legidature, and thus not subject to evauative comparisons with aterndtive
choices of highway placement or priorities.

The Desigr/Build process is being used on the Greenbush and Fall River
commuiter rail projects but the state legidature has added project labor agreements that
will differ, possibly sgnificantly, with the Route 3 Association project.

Criteria

The MPOs use widdly varying processes for sdecting and prioritizing projects.
Higtoricdly, this has taken place largdly through negotiation around the table. Boston is
trying to begin implementing a system that aso uses objective/quantitative criteria. One
problem with moving to a more objective system isthat projects that are currently on
TIPs may be bumped based on criteriathat did not exist when they were placed on the
TIP, causing some politica fdlout. Thus, Bogon is having adifficult time indtituting this
system and it is not clear at this point when it will begin or what criteriawill be used.

It should be noted that one of the prime motivations for doing this, was a highly
critica review of the Boston MPO by the Federd Transit Adminigtration as part of the
certification of the trangportation planning process. The final draft report, released in
January 2001, “strongly recommended that the MPO develop a process for prioritizing
projects.” Many other recommendations for process changes were made, including
expanding the involvement of business leaders in the planning process. The fact that as of
last year, the largest MPO in the Commonwedlth did not have a clear process for
prioritizing transportation projects isindicative of the current problems Massachusettsis
facing in terms of its trangportation decision-making procedures.

Thus, there are currently no uniform statewide eva uation processes for federaly
funded trangportation projects, as the monies are given out to regional bodies, such as
MPOs, by formula and within these bodies, no forma evauation processis used. While
many of these projects are examined at MassHighway, the chief criteria a thislevd,
while not obvious, gppear to be engineering and/or technica, with no formal concerns
about economic development potentia or overall benefit-cost analys's comparisons of
dternative highway projects.

Furthermore, there is no statewide planning process that includes the examination
of economic development issues, smart growth, etc. or any benefit-cost eva uation of
projects within an intermodal framework, where aternative modes of trangportation and
aternative expenditures to support some of these modes can be weighed againgt highway
expangon, maintenance, or infrastructure support.
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Recommendations

The Massachusetts trangportation decision-making processis dready in a sate of
flux. Severad aspects have been improved, particularly in improving communication
between the MPOs and the state agenciesin the last severa years and the MPOs,
particularly Boston, are trying to begin to phase in some sort of formaized prioritization
process for highway projects. At the sametime, the Centra Artery project iscoming to a
close, which may free up some federd monies for more widespread use around the
Commonwedth, dthough thisis dependant on being able to hold off asharp declinein
federa transportation funds coming to the state. Governor-elect Romney has advocated
bringing the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority under the EOTC. Given anew
adminidration istaking over in January and the current state of flux, this seemslike an
opportune time to implement substantial improvements in date trangportation planning
and project sdection.

Based on our examination of other sates, the literature, and the more detailed
examination of the Commonwedth’s transportation procedures, we have six basic
recommendations, which we fed will increase the likelihood that trangportation projects
will be prioritized and funded in away that ensures those projects that benefit the
Commonwealth the most will receive support.

|. Improve Transparency

Currently, the process by which a highway project moves from the proposa stage
to being sdected for funding is too muddied. Unlike many other Sates, the role of the
MPOs versus MassHighway versus the EOTC in its planning role is unclear. There
should be aregular set of procedures agreed upon by dl parties for evauating highway
projects and this should be accessible to the public. At the current time, the web pages for
MassHighway and EOTC give no guidance whatsoever on the basis for project sdection
or the criteriaused, if any, at different stagesin the process. Thisis not the case in many
other states. Opening the processisimportant for dispelling the current perception of
many we taked to that the selection project is subject to an unusudly large amount of
political and bureaucratic manipulation.

Il. Reorganize

We believe the Commonwealth needs a strong department of transportation.
Idedlly, the EOTC would have far more control than it currently seemsto have of the
overal planning processes for trangportation. Although, on the surface, it appears that
thisisthe primary responsibility of the agency, the current disconnect between
MassHighway, which houses most of the transportation planners, and the executive office
seems unproductive. Moreover, the separation of MassHighway' s budget from that of the
EOTC givesthe power mostly to where the money flows, and this ssemsto be
MassHighway.
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In other words, the current structure has the agency with the primary charge of
thinking about state trangportation policy with very little red resources, and thus
authority, to implement such planning. Thisis made worse by the other separate agencies,
such as MassPort, the Turnpike Authority, and the MBTA, each of which controls a piece
of the trangportation pie. Without true centra control of trangportation planning, it is not
likdly that the state is dways making the best trangportation decisons for the benefit of
the Commonwedlth asawhole.

The scope of this project is too limited to have conducted an in-depth andysis of
this structurd issue, and thus we cannot make specific recommendationsin this area.
However, we fedl we heard and read enough about the current proceduresto at least
advocate that thisissue should be serioudy examined by the new adminigtration.

[11. Establish Criteriafor Project Selection

It should be clear fromthis report that the Commonwedth does not have a clearly
delineated st of criteriafor project selection at any of the levels of decison-making. We
applaud the efforts of the Boston MPO to begin to develop these, but these efforts need to
move forward quickly. Also, given the current dominance of the state in most highway
decisiorrmaking, ingtituting sdlection criteria at the MPO level should only be consdered
afirs step.

Idedly, transportation projects decisions within the same category (bridges, road
expang onvinterchanges, road widening, intermodal) would be made by measuring al
possible projects against an agreed upon set of criteria. These criteriawould be well
known to al the parties involved and could be revisted from time to time to be surethey
dill encompass dl of theissuesinvolved. Just beginning to list anumber of criteria can
open a hedlthy debate about the proper weighting of different criteria and the room for
subjective interpretation of particular criteria

As noted in the state summaries, there are many types of criteriato choose from
ranging from the software friendly TELUS modd to less generic criteria, more applicable
to the particular state. We have attached a number of these criteriain Appendix C, aswe
do not have eectronic versons of these,

We would recommend that M assachusetts take a close ook at some of the more
quantitative criteria, best illustrated by Ohio and Rhode Idand (see Appendix B).
Although it would probably be too large alegp to move to the full modd used in Ohio
where dmogt dl decisons are governed by this quantitative modd, it would be abig step
for Massachusetts to at least consder using these modds as toolsin highway project
sdection and planning, till leaving room for other criteriato weigh in the find decison
process. However, dl criteria, whether quantitative or more subjective, should be
specified in writing and publicly available.

To be more specific, in Ohio, there are four mgjor categories for evauation, each
carying a specified weight: Safety (12%), Trangportation efficiency (42%), economic
development (23%), and other factors (23%). Safety is measured by reduction in accident
rate. Trangportation efficiency includes improvementsin dally traffic flow and
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contribution to state corridor plans. The consderation of corridor planning is notable as
this shows the ability to measure highway projects according to an overal grand scheme.
Texas dso gives corridor contribution heavy weight in its trangportation decis on-making
process.

Economic development is given prominence in this system, accounting for dmaost
one fourth of the weight. This is further broken down into categories, such asjob
cregtion, job retention, economic distress, cost effectiveness, and level of investment. As
far as we can see, the Commonwedth does not formally consider economic devel opment
factors at dl in itsmgor highway project seection decisions.

Within the “other factors’ category, funding gets the most consideration, followed
by urban revitdization and multi-modal impacts. Again, while they do not carry much
weight, at least intermoda impacts are explicitly brought into the evaluation processin
order that al can see what relative weight they are being given.

The Rhode Idand evauation system is quite Smilar (See summary in Appendix
B) but gives more explicit recognition to environmental impacts, intermodal benefits, and
politica acceptability. Five mgor categories are ddlineated, with each category able to
count for as much as 20% of the overdl weight. One category is mobility benefits,
gmilar to trangportation efficiency in Ohio, but defined more broadly to include criteria
such as*“ number of modes provided for” and “linkages among different transportation
modes.” Another category is“cogt effectiveness’, which measures the capitd cost in
proportion to travel benefit aswell asthe leveraging of federd trangportation funds.

Economic development is a separate category including measures of
contributions to tourism, job retention and creation, and benefits to disadvantaged
populations. Environmental impact is given prominence with its own category measuring
traditiona impacts on air and water quaity, but aso lesstraditiona criteria such as
“prevention of urban sprawl,” “greerway contribution”, and “ maintenance of integrity of
neighborhoods’. Thefina category measures the degree of public and loca and state
support in terms of planning and political support. Thisis an interesting category as it
gives explicit weight to politicd interests rather than leaving this ambiguous and asa
consequence often dlowing politica influence to pervade many of the other categories.

These examplesillugtrate how far behind Massachusettsis in opening up its
project selection process and being explicit about the relative weight of particular criteria
in decison-making.

V. More Explicit Recognition of Intermodal and Land Use Planning

Asthe previous section indicates, there are methods for integrating highway
project decision-making with intermoda trangportation options and land use planning.
Massachusetts does not explicitly do this now in its transportation selection process.
Through the reorganization recommended and the establishment of explicit criteriafor
project selection, this can be remedied and should have subgtantial benefitsto the
Commonwedth. Many loca areas are exploring smart growth and dealing with the cogts
of not sufficiently planning for rapid resdentid development and population growth.
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A staewide planning apparatus thet directly links highway investments with well
thought out growth and land use plans and thoroughly examined dternative modes for
achieving transportation gods could provide much needed support to loca communities,
particularly in the fast-growing suburban towns currently desling with severe highway
congestion. In other words, strong linkages among local, regiond, and statewide
economic development planning and trangportation need to be established and nourished.

V. Expand Alter native Funding Optionsin the Short-term

One way to ded help move dong projects that are likely to have particularly high
environmenta judtice or other environmenta benefits or subgtantial economic
development benefits at the locd leve isto have specidly designated funds for
promoting projectsin these categories. Severa states, including Massachusetts, have
these programs in place, but funding is often extremdy limited. In the short-term, while
Massachusetts is revamping its trangportation decision making procedure to better take
account of these criteriain project sdection, funding expansion in these areas can help
particularly worthy projects get started. Of coursg, if the Commonweal th does not expand
the weight of these criteriain project selection, such programs become dl the more
important in seeing that some funds are directed toward projects likely to enhance these
aress.

In the case of environmentd judtice, the Federd Trangt Administration was quite
critical of the current status of this criterionin the Boston MPO decision process. While
recognizing “the Boston MPO' s positive drategy and initid efforts to address
Environmental Justice,” it noted that “fina certification will be based on messurable
accomplishments.” The review goes on to recommend that adefinition of environmenta
justice be specified and measures to test its achievement defined.

V1. Think Carefully about Design/Build

Findly, we recommend that the Commonwed th do a more thorough andysis of
the implications of the design/build gpproach to highway and public transportation
funding and development. The Route 3 expangion project isthe “poster child” for this
gpproach and is due for completion in alittle over ayear. Therefore, thiswould be a good
time to serioudy evauate the gpproach and its implications for trangportation planning
and development in the Commonwedlth.

While the financing concept isinnovetive, we are concerned thet this pulls such
funded projects out of the traditional evauation framework for transportation projects, as
inadequate as that currently seemsto be. Thisis not agood precedent to set and we fedl
grongly thet al projects, whether financed through the desigr/build framework or any
other innovative private/public financing scheme should be evauated no differently than
traditionally funded projects. Once firm criteriaare in place, dl projects should be
assessed relative to these criteria

In addition, the financing concept itsdf is somewhat of a*smoke and mirrors’
attempt to get around the state’ s self-imposed bond cap restrictions. The bonds issued for
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Route 3 are not counted againgt the state’ s bond cap because a quasi- public “association”
as opposed to the state issues them. However, the state backs the bonds and is obligated
to pay them back whether it is caled a*lease payment stream” or traditiona bond
retirement. Therefore, the state is il incurring bond debt and al bond debt should be
treated the same.

In conclusion, Massachusetts gppears to be lagging considerably behind other
statesin terms of the innovativeness and openness of its trangportation infrastructure
planning and development. We have tried to highlight some of the key areas where
sgnificant changes should be considered and hope that the next adminigtration will give
serious thought to trying to bring Massachusetts up to the leve of trangportation planning
that existsin the other industrid statesthat it often competes with for businesses and jobs.
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A Guidebook for Performance-Based Transportation Planning
Cambridge Systematics, 2000

Transportation Research Board

NCHRP Report 446

This guidebook gives a structured gpproach to monitoring, evauating, and considering the
transportation planning process. It suggests a how-to approach for devel oping an efficient planning process
for any type of transportation planning agency.

The guidebook firgt gives basic principles of performance measurements that establish a
framework for performance-based planning. Next, a step-by-step generdized processisintroduced. One of
these gepsisaligt of eight categories with suggested goa's and objectives for each category. The categories
are asfollows Accessibility, Mobility, Economic Development, Qudity of Life, Environmenta and
Resource Consarvation, Safety, Operationd Efficiency, and System Condition and Performance.

Appendix B, the more informative of the appendices, provides examples of performance-based
criteriato evaluate these categories. It consists of a collection of non-weighted performance-based criteria
that are presently used around the United States. Data sources are dso examined to assist plannersin
becoming equipped with the best possible information to drive the planning process and to assst in
evduaion. Thisisafairly thorough compilation of performance measures and is a vauable resource.
However, not having references to the source of these criteriais aweskness because the reader cannot
contact the users of these criteriato understand their strengths and weaknesses. It aso should be noted that
the economic criteria are the least developed of the eight categories.

Appendix A ismerely asummary of anumber of short case sudiesfrom avariety of
trangportation planning organizations including state DOTs and loca MPOs. These are superficia
examinations of transportation planning agencies and lack detall to assist the reader in thoroughly
eva uating the implementation of the performance-based meesure.

Consderationsin Development of Proceduresfor Prioritizing
Trangportation Improvement Projectsin Virginia

John S. Miller

Rod Turochy

JamesH. Lambert

An unpublished paper by the Virginia Transportation Resear ch Council
Found at www.virginiadot.org/vtrc/main/online_reports/pdf/02-r6.pdf

In an effort to make the trangportation planning process more transparent and datadriven asa
result of TEA-21 legidation, the Virginia Department of Trangportation requested that the Virginia
Transportation Research Council develop this paper to assist them in developing a mechanism to prioritize
capital improvement projects.

A scoring template is developed based on a point scale that assgnsweights of 0 to 10 to the
following criteria. As aresult the highest score any project can receiveis 140 points. These criteriaare then
gpplied to two projectsin Virginiato demonstrate how the meesureis used.

1. Intermodal connectivity. Projectsthat favor multiple modes score better.
2. Freight mobility. Projectsthat include freight movement score better. This aiteria
would favor aproject that involves afreight transfer station or a heavy truck volume.
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3. Rdative unemployment rate. A county’s unemployment rate is related to the Satewide
rate. A project in an economically disadvantaged area scores higher.

4. Averageannual daily traffic. Roads with highest volume are favored regardiess of
congestion.

5. Rédativepriority in thelocal, MPO or PDC plan or TIP(Transportation
Improvement Plan). Projects with the greatest local community support are favored.

6. Community support/consistency with local and M PO plans. Community land uses
priorities are afactor dong with community support with the plan.

7. Environmental approval readiness. Projects with approved Environmental Impact
Satements are favored.

8. Growth management. Projects that support access management, travel demand
management, and specific land use practices are supported.

9. Volume-to-capacity ratio. Highwayswith higher congestion levels are favored.

10. Accident rate. Thisisacontroversa criterion because it does not use an absolute
number of accidents for ameasure. Urban areas with heavy traffic volume have ahigher
number of accidents, but often alower accident rate because of this higher volume and
thus score lower.

11. Geometric deficiencies. Safety should not be measured only through accident rate.
Exigting roads with substandard lane widths, grades and dignments are favored.

12. Bridgedeficiencies. Mgor bridge improvements should be construed as a congtruction
improvement and not solely a maintenance improvement.

13. Surfacerehabilitation. Pavement rehabilitation is acongtruction need not just a
maintenance need. ( In criteria 12 and 13, bridge and pavement needs as determined
through the management systems will enhance a congtruction project.)

14. Total estimate cost. Lower cost projects are favored.

Highway Finance and the Private Sector:
Issuesand Alternatives

C. Michad Walton and Mark A. Euritt
Transportation Research A
Volume 24 A Number 4 1990

The authors examine the use of public-private partnershipsin the United States. They providea
historical perspective of how private participation has existed in the United States. The turnpike is the most
popular form of this participation. Private efforts like this date back to the 1820’ s when private efforts
developed the Catskill Turnpike. With thishistorical perspective the authors focus on development in the
1980’ sin which private interests participate in solving transportation needs. This usualy focuses on
financing methods. Alternative methods include specid financing ditricts, impact fees, tax increment
financing, and toll financing. In these methods the private sector is coerced to participate in paying some
type of fees. By using private sector financing, joint development and cooperation between government and
private enterprise reportedly exists. This occurs through negotiated agreementsthat alow a private
developer to contribute funds for specific projectsin exchange for zoning, building regulations, or building
permits from government. One example given is of developer in New Y ork City providing $31 million for
arail system development in exchange for zoning changesto build ahousing and commercid project ona
commercid ste. The authors note that public private partnerships are not ardiable or predictable source of
revenue, but should be seen as an attractive option worthy of consderation. Thiswill require addressing
equality, legd, and logistical issues.
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Prioritizing Proposed Transportation | mprovements:
M ethods, Evaluation, and Resear ch Needs

Rod E. Turochy

Transportation Research Record 1777

Paper No 01-2197

2001

Because transportation improvement projects can cause controversy in the public and political
realms, aresponse has been to develop arationa tool to measure the criteria that influenced the decison
process. Often the decision processis controlled by strong political forces that garner the support necessary
to win gpproval for aproject regardless whether it is the best uses of transportation funds for the entire
gate. Turochy examinesfive criteriabased programsto determine the extent to which they assist the
prioritization process. He examines Ohio's Trangportation Review Advisory Council, Delaware's
Prioritization Process, Sacramento’ s Trangportation Programming Guide, Hampton Roads Project sdlection
Process, and Virginia Chamber of Commerce s* Taking the Politics Out of Planning.” The methods
attempt to combine quantifiable data from management systems and subjective datafrom expertsinthe
field to develop ascoring mechanism. As aresult, they vary in their objectivity with Ohio’s being highly
number’s driven and Virginia Chamber of Commerce s having low objectivity.

Turochy concludes that developing any method must consider palitical factorsin determining
performance measures. This weakens the method' s objectivity and can lead to manipulation of the results
to support aparticular project. No universd ideal method exists, and therefore amethod servesbest asa
tool to codify and objectify the decision-making process and not arule to be strictly adhered to.

The TELUS Story:

Information Tool for Transportation Planning M akesits Debut
LouisJ. Pignataro and John W. Epling

TR News 210

September -October 2000

In June of 2000, the New Jersey Ingtitute of Technology distributed the TELUS softwareto dl
Metropolitan Planning Organizations and state Departments of Transportation. The software was devel oped
from agrant from the US Department of Transportation's TEA-21 funding. The software dlowsfor
Automation of a Transportation Improvement Program, improved scoring techniques, analysis of project
interreationships, improved project tracking, economic and land use impact andlyss, and handling freight
issues.

TELUS has been revised and verson 3.2 isnow available. The new versons have added an
economic and land use component. The economic component includes aregiond input-output model for
measuring the impact of both congtruction and total system operation and maintenance. These data can be
used to caculate the direct and indirect economic impacts on the county, the neighboring counties, the
MPO region and the state. The land use component uses existing land use modelsto stisfy TEA-21
requirementsthat alow for “smart growth.”

TELUSIisdesigned to prepare usersto meet federd objectivesin order to be in compliance with
the Transportation Equity Act for the 21% Century (TEA-21). The objectives of TEA-21 are to support
economic vitdity, increase safety, increase accessibility, protect and enhance the environment, enhancethe
integration and connectivity of transportation systems, promote efficient system management, and
emphasi ze the preservetion of the exigting trangportation system. The legidation was designed to give state
Departments of Transportations the flexibility to make effective decisions with respect to poterntial
transportation projects and to implement these objectivesin the manner that best fits each State.
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The default scoring system consists of eight categories as described in the TELUS users manud
for verson 2.0, March 2001. Thefirst seven are based on the objectives of TEA -21 legidation with the
eighth category added to alow the local agency to add factors of local importance. The scoring system has
amaximum number of 800 points. The system is broken down into categories that represent the goa
statements. The categories are weighted and each category has amaximum number of points. Within each
category are severd factors. Factors are the specific measures on which the projects are scored. Each factor
is then rated with O for no effect (receiving no points), 1 for minor effect (receiving 1/3 of the factor's
points), 2 for moderate effect (receiving 2/3 of the factor’s points) and 3 for major effect (receiving al the
factor’ s points).

Thefirst category is Economic Vitality, which includes data on characteristics that support the economic
vitaity of the metropolitan area especialy by enabling global competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency.

Promotes generd economic development

Specificaly improves or enhances tourism

Specificaly improves or enhances the movement of freight and services
Improves or enhances the movement of workers

Provides new access to jobs and opportunities

Improvesthe value of resdentiad or nonresidentia properties

Enhances welfare to work trips

Improves accessto termind (Seg, ar, multimodal)

Enhances the ability of the freight system to support product exports/imports

The second category is Safety and Security, which includes data on factors thet increase the safety and
security of the transportation system for motorized and nonmotorized use.

Reduces vehicular accidents

Denies unauthorized access to the system

Assigts the monitoring or patralling of the system

I ncreases access to accident incidences and or disabled motorists
Enhances the public safety of pedestrians

Enhances or adds the system of bike lanes and sdewalks
Contributesto areduction in traffic volume

Improves the handling of hazardous materiad movement

Thethird category is Accessibility and Mohility, which includes data on areas that increase the accessibility
and mobility options for people and freight.

Provides enhanced or new capacity or mobility to the trangportation system to move people
Provides enhanced or new accessihility to the transportation system to move people
Provides enhanced or new capacity or mohility to the trangportation system to move freight
Provides enhanced or new accessibility to the trangportation system to move freight
Enhances the range of freight service options available to loca business

Amdiorates Sze and weight redtrictions for freight or freight vehicles

The fourth category is Environmental/Energy/QOL, which includes data on aspects that protect and
enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, and improve the qudity of life.

Reduces vehicle emissions

Reduces vehicle noise

Decreases fudl consumption

Addsto the convenience or efficiency of the system
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Specificdly protects wetlands or other natural habitats
Decressesar or water pollution

Promotes nonmotorized travel

Promotestraffic calming

Supports cultural and or historic property retention or development
Supports community cohesion and design

Promotes environmenta equity

Enhances development of brownfields

Thefifth category is Integration and Connectivity, which includes data on factors that enhance the
integration and connectivity of the transportation system across and between modes for people and freight.

Improvesintermodal connectivity for people

Improves the integration/connectivity within people serving mode

Improvesintermodal connectivity freight

Improves the integration/connectivity within freight serving mode

Enhances the informati on/tel ecommunications network thet integrate freight serving modes
Enhances the informetion/telecommuni cations network that integrate people serving modes

The sixth category is Efficient System Management, which includes data on factors thet promote efficient

sysem

management and operation.

Uses I TS technology

Reduces transportation system costs

Offersvalue (congestion) pricing

Contributes to better vehicle tracking

Enhances adminitrate productivity/efficiency
Enhances dectronic processing of vehicleinformation

The seventh category is System Preservetion, which includes data on aress that emphasize the preservation
of the exigting trangportation system.

Contributes to better system maintenance

Emphasizes system rehabiilitation rather than expansion

Incorporates new technologies

Maximizes existing capacity

Provides technologies to dert traffic to road-conditions/aternative-routing

The eighth category is MPO Defined Factors, which include factors of loca importance.

Conformance with regiond or state plan
Project readiness for implementation
Provides benefits for multiple jurisdictions
Advances “ smart growth” objectives
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Traffic And Transport Planning in German Cities
UweKohler

Transportation Research A

Volume 29A Number 4, 1995

Kohler examines how three German cities were rebilt after World War 11 to describe how traffic
and transport planning strategies differed in Germany. Some cities rebuilt their cities asthey were before
the war and others made substantial changesto therr cities. Munich isan example of acity that invested in
public trangt including commuter rails tothe suburbs and this has influenced their trangportation
development. Thethree cities described are Frankfurt with a population of 650,000 Freiburg with a
population of 194,000 and Konigstein with a population of 17,000.

German transportation policy issmilar to that in the United States. Its some of its godsinclude:
to have more planning on alocd levd of acity or region, improvement of traffic safety, decrease of noise
and emissions, improved mohbility of the population with ability to reach siteswith more than one form of
trangportation. Frankfurt, the largest city cited, addressed its mgjor issues with an expanded public transit
system which included suburban railway, underground, tram, and busto decrease the number of carsonthe
roads. They expanded park and ride facilities to assist suburban commuters. Instead of substantialy
expanding the subway system, they expanded their tram network. One of the problems policy direction has
caused isthat the rgpid increase in urban freight and businesstransport is causing incressed traffic
problems. Frieburg isacity with large amounts of tourists and students from its universities. In order to
decrease auto use, the city closed the inner city to auto usein 1973. To keep businessesin the city center
and not moving to the suburbs, public transit was increased, amonthly pass program started, increased park
and ride facilities were built, and abicycle network was expanded. In Konigstein, the smallest city cited,
the population is much more dependent on the automobile, over 60% of the population uses carsfor their
primary transportation. It islocated thirteen miles from Frankfurt and it hosts the intersection of two
heavily used federd roads. As of 1992 a bypass road was planned to help dleviate the traffic congestion,
but politica reasons are ettributed for keeping the bypass form being built.
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Appendix B

State Summariest

! The overviews for each state are from Census data. compiled by NADO (National Association
of Development Organizations); web site at http://www.nado.org/rtoc/library/states.html.
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California

Oveview

Cdiforniaisavery large statein terms of both land area (3 largest) and population density (12" largest).
Approximeately 75% of its roads and 96% of itsland are non-urban. The Federa government owns 47% of
theland areain Cdifornia. The date is growing modestly in terms of population and dowly in terms of
employment.

Governmentaly, Cdliforniahas 57 counties, 472 municipaities, and 136 specid purpose governments with
trangportation respongibilities, avery large number compared to other states. Cdiforniahas 136
independent specia purpose governments with transportation responsibilities. Cdifornia has fifteen MPOs
and 22 Rurd Planning Agencies. There are ds0 29 Regiond Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAS)
some of which are concurrent with the MPOs and these are the agencies charged with coordination between
county transgportation commissions and other partnersin agresing on regiona transportetion priorities.

Process

By July 15 of odd numbered years, the California Department of Trangportation (Catrans) produces an
edtimate of STIP funds (both federd and state) that will be available for the next two-year cycle. The
Cdlifornia Trangportation Commission (CTC) formaizes this amount by August 15. Off thetop of this
amount comes funds in three categories. Catrans maintenance, administration, and operations; Safety
Rehab and Operationd Projects on State Highways, and Loca Assistance Funding. Of the remaining STIP
funds, 25% are for projects nominated by Caltrans for the Interregiona Transportation Improvement
Program (ITIP) and 75% are for projects decided upon by the Regiond Transportation Planning Agencies
and MPOs.

All transportation funds sub-alocated to MPOs and RTPAS are subject to a requirement that fundsin each
category are split 40% to the northern part of the state and 60% to the southern part of the state. Funds
subject to this division include Statewide Trangportation Planning, Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
(CMAQ), and Traffic Enhancement Activity (TEA) funds. Amounts of funds available are further sub-
divided to the RTPAs and MPOs based on population, road mileage, and, for CMAQ funds, levels of
pollution. Each RTPA and MPO knows the amount of funds they should expect for each two-year cycle
early onin the process so they can produce the required fiscally constrained TIP.

Once projects are developed and programmed into the local TIPs (in Cdiforniathey are cdled RTPs,
Regiona Trangportation Programs), they are referred to the CTC. The CTC holds public hearingsin the
northern and southern parts of the state in January and February of even numbered years. In concert with
Cdifornid s policy of devolving decison-making authority to the MPOs, the CTC can only accept or reject
the RTPinitsentirety. If it isrgected, the CTC must hold public hearingsin the effected region to explain
its rgjection and gather public input. In practice, this very rarely happens. The STIP must then be formally
adopted by the CTC no later than April 1 of each even numbered year.

The 25% of funds distributed through the I TIP iswhere there is competition for resources. RTPAs and
MPOswork with their local CalTrans offices to submit applications to the Cal Trans state headquarters for
these resources. Thisis one areawhere politica tug of wars may take place, particularly sincethisisa
relatively new process (since 1998) and some of theissues are till being ironed out.

The boards of the MPOs and the RTPAs are made up of locd elected officids and the CaTrans Didtrict
Director.
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Evduation

Cdiforniais currently in the process of considering the development of statewide performance
measurement and the development of statewide priorities for transportation planning but this has not been
doneto date. How thiswill interface with the current alocation of 75% of fundsto regiond entities has il
not been decided.

Individua MPOs and RTPAs are primarily responsible for evaluating projects and their capacities for
doing S0 vary widdly. Larger aress such as the MPOs for San Diego, Los Angeles, and San Francisco Bay
have sgnificant Saff capacities and are ableto produce excdlent technica eva uations of the needs for and
merits of specific projects. Smaller MPOs have far fewer resources and are less able to produce detailed
technical evauations. Regardless of size, however, the fact that the boards are primarily made up of locd
elected officias (or their designees) meansthat palitical considerationswill play an important part. Some
MPOs have an informal tradition of “taking turns’ when it comesto larger projects so that each city or
county receives mgjor improvementsin turn, rather than based on specific merits of the projects.

Thereisaforma scoring mechanism for projects nominated for Transportation Enhancement Activities
(TEA) funding. Scoring ison a 100-point scale with 60 points dedicated to genera merit (50 points
regiona and community enhancement and 10 points cost effectiveness/reasonable cost) and 40 points based
on the pecific type of project. While thisformal scoring mechanism isinteresting, it isimportant to note
that it isused for only asmall portion of thetota trangportation funding in California

Locd Trangportation Funds are made available to each county in the amount of 0.25% of the genera sdles
tax from that county for transit programs.

Key Learning Points

Cdiforniaseems to be operating more efficiently under its recent process of moving the decision-
meaking process primarily to the regiona (MPO and RTPA) level than it did when Ca Transwas
dictating more of the decisons.

For transportation decisions mede a the state level, lack of trangparency and clear objective
criteriaappear to be the biggest issues.

The requirement that the Cdifornia Transportation Commission accepts or rejects Regiond

Transportation Programsin their entirety provides protection for the regiond entities from the
State bureaucracy, which might otherwise wish to intervene for or againgt certain projects.
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Connecticut

Oveview

Connecticut isthe third smallest state in terms of land area, 29™" in terms of population, and the fourth most
densdly populated state. The population of Connecticut is stable and employment is growing moderately.

Connecticut is one of two statesin the country that do not have county governments. It does have %0
municipdities and 149 towns, for atotd of 179 sub-county divisions. Thisisthe 11™ lowest number of sub-
county governments. Connecticut has 49 specia purpose governments with trangportation respongbilities,
fewer than many other states. Connecticut has 15 regiona councils and ten MPOs

Process

Trangportation planning varies according to the source of funds and the statutory requirements attached to
each. For STP-Urban funds, MPOs make the decisions themsdlves. The methods they use vary
considerably across MPOs. For STP-Enhancement activities, the MPOs make recommendations to
Connecticut Department of Transportation (CDOT), which hasthefina say. Both MPOsand CDOT staff
say that CDOT usudly follows the recommendations made by the MPOs.

For the mgjority of funded projects that enter the STIP, the processworks asfollows. Theregiond planning
agencies and MPOs areinformed of the anticipated availability of funds for the upcoming year and of
projectsthat CDOT considersimportant, based upon technica criteria, in the region. In rurd aress, towns
apply to the RPAs. Larger cities and towns apply to the MPOsfor smaller projects. Larger projectsare
considered as discussed below. Once projects are prioritized by the RPA or MPO, they go to CDOT for
final approval. CDOT rdlies upon the RPAs and MPOsto adherefairly closaly to the estimated available
fund amounts that they were given. CDOT hasthe find gpprova of the projects but because they know the
amount of funds available, thereis generdly little need to dramaticaly cut thelists submitted by the MPOs
and RPAs. Once approved, projects are put into the end of the queue for implementation.

Approximately 1/° of all dollars go to very large projects, called “ projects of statewide need.” These
projects are generaly identified by CDOT and are evauated by the technicd criteriathat were contained in
the old Federal Highway Adminigtration mandates. These projects are put into the loca TIPsfor regions
with MPOs, and then into the STIP.

MPOs are made up of the chief dected officid of each town in the represented area and a representative of
each trangit agency operating in the area. Most MPOs and RPAs have an associated Transportation
Technical Advisory Group made up of CDOT gff, city and town public works engineers, and regiond
planners. The generd sense of people interviewed isthat most MPOs and RPAs rely upon this group to
prioritize projects so that those with the greatest technical need receive the highest priority.

Transportation infrastructure funds are provided to the regona planning council to provide them with
funds for administration and to support the planning and technical assistance they provide to rura towns
and aress.

In addition to the regular process, Connecticut recently developed a Transportation Strategy Board (TSB)
to look at developing a10-20 year strategy for al transportation modesin the state. The TSB is made up of
15 members, 5 from the business community, 5 state agency members, and 5 membersfrom the
Trangportation Investment Aress (discussed below). The TSB has the following working groups.
movement of people, movement of goods, land use and economic deve opment, funding and finance, and
evauation.

As part of the legidation, five Transportation Investment Areas were created for the five magjor
transportation corridorsin the state: 1-84, 1-91, 1-395, Coastd corridor, and the Southeast corridor. These
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aress are critica both in terms of the number of residentsthey contain and aso in terms of their importance
in moving freight and other business related concerns. They each contain multiple MPOs and RPAS so they
have the potentid to act aswider regiona planning efforts for transportation.

Connecticut does not currently have Transportation Commission, but the development of oneisbeing
considered in the work of the Transportation Strategy Board.

Evduaion

Because CDOT controls most of the evaluation process, at least from apractica standpoint, the evaluation
process focuses primarily on technical and demographic criteria. These incdude lanes miles, population,
accidents per lane mile, and the Structural condition of the current infrastructure. A criticism that has been
rased inthe TIA processisthat economic development and the needs of business are not sufficiently taken
into account in the process.

[Note: | have been told by severd sourcesthat the Capita Region Council of Governments has agood
planning process, using some sort of objective criteria. However, after amonth of calling and emailing |
cannot get the person to cal back so | don't think we will be able to get thisinformation. The MPO person
| did manage to talk to wasn't using any sort of objective criteriabut was following the projects outlined by
CDOT asdiscussed above]

Thelegidature occasiondly provides earmark appropriations to fund studies and very rarely to fund
projects. The Trangportation Strategy Board described above was funded by alegidative earmark, aswere
15 additiond projects funded in the same legidation.

In 1985, a Specia Transportation Fund was crested using gasoline tax revenues. Thisfund is used, dong
with bonds, to provide the 20% state match required to access federa funds.

Connecticut and its MPOs have been successful in obtaining both federd transportation earmarksand in
winning competitive grant competitions for funding in areas such as environmenta justice and
transportation, and intelligent transportation systems.

Key Learning Paints

Use of trangportation investment areas to target resources to areas of critica need, affecting both
resdentid commuting and business needs, is an innovation.

2 MPO Testimony on The Connecticut Department of Transportation’s Southwest Corridor Implementation
Pan-Year 2 Report - February 14, 2000. South Western Regiond Planning Agency.
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Delaware

Oveview

Ddawareisamoderately growing state in terms of population, and it has moderate growth in employment.
89% of Delaware' sland and 69% of itstotal roads are non-urban. In 1997, Delaware was one of Six ates
that had no independent specia purpose governments with transportation responsibilities. Delawareis
composed of three counties and 57 municipaities.

The State of Delaware has one regiond planning commission that covers 75% of the state and two
Metropolitan Planning Organizetions as required under federa law that cover two urban counties.
Delaware has onerura county.

Process

Dedaware Department of Transportation (DelDOT) developsasix-year transportation plan that is updated
annudly. Delaware has a system of prioritizations that categorizes projectsinto "pools'. These poolsare
set-up for similar type projects such as: bridges for painting, reconstruction and rehabilitation; intersections,
bicycle, pedestrians, transit access, roadway reconstruction, expansion, pavement rehabilitation and
corridor capacity preservation. Each one of the pools has adifferent prioritization selection criteriato rank
projects on a statewide basis. Once dl the projects have been prioritized in their individua pools, they are
sdected for incluson into the Capital Transportation Program (CTP), asix-year plan and enacted on the
basis of funding availability.

The Council on Trangportation (COT) is composed of citizen representatives from every county inthe
date. It condsts of business and community leeders who are appointed by the Governor. Each county hasa
minimum of two members. The COT is bipartisan with the difference in members palitica partiesbeing
only oneidentifying factor. The COT hasfind gpprova on the planning process, but thisismore of a
formdity in the planning process.

The DDOT has devel oped its Pipeline Process to make clear dl the stagesin the planning process. The
first step isthe idea stage. Trangportation projects are nominated by individuas, legidators, civic
associations, local governments, MPOs and DDOT gaff. This process requiresthat a Pipeline
Nomination Form be completed. A proposed project is assigned a Fipeline Manager who shepherdsthe
project through the planning process. The manager takes the project to the Project Development Committee
that is made up of engineers and other Saff, who make a preiminary evauation for immediate action for
small projects, return the nomination to the sender for revision, or moveit into the pipeline for project
development. If aprogram was returned, the MPO or DeDOT gaff should assist in further developing the
proposed project. If aproject moves forward severa dternative solutions are developed and the best one
moves forward taking into account its effectiveness, cost-efficiency, practicdity, and potentia impacts.
Plans are devel oped to the 20% stage for budget development. The MPO and the COT hold public
mestings and aproject isincluded in the TIP and the Capital Improvement Program. Whenthe CIPis
approved by the COT and Governor, it is authorized by the General Assembly. Thisleadsto thefina
design before construction.

The two MPOsfor the state devel op a proposed three year TIP annually that is used to coordinate
transportation planning for thelocal governmentsin their urban aress. They consist of anine-member
coundil that is made up of state, county, and municipa representatives. Two committees advise the
Council: the technica advisory council and the public advisory council.

The MPO agreed to give up control of its Metropalitan Mobility (MM) and Congestion Mitigation and Air

Quadlity (CMAQ) funding in order to have alarger rolein the alocation of federd transportation funding.
The MPOs do not alwaysfed asif this has been beneficial. When their projects are not approved, they
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never receive an explanation asto why their project did not move forward. From the MPO perspective, this
isthe place where the planning process does not work well and DlDOT does not receive high marks.

The state legidature does play asignificant role in transportation planning. The legidature passes an annud
bond hill that is used to guide DlDOT to dlocate funding to its different categories. The legidature dso
meakes project specific recommendations with the bond bill, usudly for larger capita projects. This

hampers the planning process from the MPO level because they have to wait for the bond bill to pass before
they can move forward with the development of the TIP.

DelDOT has made a strong effort to increase public involvement in the transportation planning process. It
has developed a series of public information materias (DelDOT FY1) in order to make the trangportation
planning process as transparent as possible. This series along with its web page demonsirates that DelDOT
has made increasing awareness of the planning process and public participation a priority.

Evduaion

DeDOT isin the process of updating its criteriafor capital improvement projects. The previous criteria
were developed in 1996 and are asfollows. It isscored by the scale of +5, +3, 0, -3, or =5 for each
criterion and averaged for each factor from their long-range plan. A project is measured by it total score of
the averaged factors.

Long Range Plan Goal #1. " Provide a Safe Transportation System Supplying Access & Mobility that
Sustainsor Improves 1996 L evels.”

Fector # 1. Sefety

High Accident Locations— Severity of Exigting Conditions

Project Scope — Extent or Comprehensiveness of Project on Safety
Factor #2: Mobility

Travel How — Degreeto Which Traffic Travels at Near Posted Speeds

Access Management — Extent Access Management Policy Addressed
Factor #3: Trandt

Location — Type of Investment Area Designation

Savice Levd — Number & Variety of Transit and Support Amenities
Factor #4: Bike

Location — Type of Investment Area Designation

Type— Type of Bikeway Improvement

Access/Connections— Extent of Bike Connections
Factor #5: Pededirian

Location — Type of Investment Area Designation

Effective Length — Extent of Pedestrian Connections

Access Connections— Types of Land Uses I nterconnected

Long Range Plan Goal #2: " Support the State’s Economic Well-Being While Remaining Sensitiveto
Environmental Needsand | ssues.”

Factor # 6. Support for Existing Communities
Plan consgtency — State, County, MPO, and Loca Plans
Right of Way — Existing vs. New RW
Traffic Volumes— Increese vs. Decrease of Traffic
Factor #7: Other Community/Environmental Impacts
Right of Way Category — Type of R/W Utilized
Trave Patterns— Diversion of "Thru Traffic"
Summary of Location & Environmenta impacts
Factor # 8: Other Economic Impacts
Freight Mohility — Commercid issues Passenger
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Mobility — Commuter issues
Economic Benefits

L ong Range Plan #3: " Achieve Efficiency in Operation and | mprovements on the Transportation
System."

Factor # 9: Sustainability
Project Duration — Y ears Before Additiona Investment Required
Intermodal Support — Number of Modes Access by Project

Fector # 10: Mitigation
Project Source — Congistent with Other Plans
Intersection Leve of service — Locationa ("Haot Spot™) Congestion
Corridor Delay — Corridor or Areawide Congestion

Key Learning Points

Ddaware has made strong efforts to inform and involve the public in transportation planning.
MPOs have given up some control over Metropalitan Mohility (MM) and Congestion Mitigation
and Air Quality (CMAQ) funding in order to have alarger role in the dlocation of federd

trangportation funding.
DeDOT suse of criteriafor trangportation planning decisions does not satisfy the MPO' s need for

transparency.
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Florida

Oveview

Floridaisahighly urbanized state, with 85% of its population residing in urbanized areas while 58% of its
roads are located in rurd aress. Horida has the nation’ s fourth largest population and is growing rapidly in
terms of both population and employment. Florida has 67 counties and 400 municipdities (ranking in the
middle of gate’ sfor number of sub-gtate governments) and five federaly recognized Native American
tribes.

Forida has 25 Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO), 11 rurd regionda planning councils, and 23
independent specia-purpose governments with transportation responsibilities.

Process

Florida, like most states, has multiple funding sources for transportation improvement projects. Federa
funds are available for both transportation improvement (infrastructure) and transportation enhancement
(environmenta and dternative usage projects). The usud federa rules apply, including the requirement
that MPOs devel op a Transportation I nfrastructure Program (TIP), which includes alist of prioritized
projects, which is sent to the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT). Projects must beincluded in
the MPO’ sregiond TIP to be digible for federd funding. Horida has chosen to use this process for stete-
funded projects aswell.

Floridal s MPOs have severd digtinct features that impact the transportation planning process. Florida
Satutes require that MPOs are comprised of solely of local dected officids. Because the MPO hasthefina
discretion, as defined under federd legidation, on whether to include aproject inits TIP, these officids can
block projects from receving federd funding, which in anumber of cases has made them unfundable. A
recent KPMG review of FDOT operations and organization pointed to thisfact as an impediment to
effective regiona planning and recommended the indlusion of other stakeholders on the MPOs. The report
found that “regiona planning and coordination with and through the Metropolitan Planning Organizations
(MPOs) is complex, inconsistent, and parochial, adding effort, time and cost to planning projects.”

Money is dlocated to each of the seven FDOT didtricts based two sets of criteria. For capacity building
projects, money is made available to the digtricts based on each digtrict’ s percentage of gastax generated
and the population of the district. The digtrict FDOT gtaff then work with the MPOs and county
governments to select projects. For preservation and safety-related projects, the money is divided between
districts based on the percentage of lane-miles of highway that are deficient.

An additiond part of the planning process comes for transportation projects that involve the transportation
needs of Indian Tribes. The Federa Highway Administration (FHWA) provides FDOT with alist of
projects that must be funded from the Indian Reservation Road Transportation Improvement Program and
the Public Lands Improvement Program. These projects are included in the annually developed Statewide
Trangportation Improvement Program (STIP).

The Horida Transportation Commission (FTC) has very different roles and responsibilities than
transportation commissionsin other states. The FTC' sroles are oversight of the FDOT and providing
trangportation policy recommendations to the governor. It was created in 1987 in response to fiscal
problems at FDOT and was designed specifically not to be apaliticized entity. FTC playsnorolein

3 "Organizational and Operational Review of the Florida Department of Transportation.” Prepared for and
in consulation with the Florida Transportation Commission by KPMG Peat Marwick LLC, January 12,
2001.
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sHection of projects; it only reviewsthefina FDOT workplan to ensure that it complieswith Forida
datutory requirements.

Evduaion

At the MPO leve, the board of the MPO does evaluation and prioritization of projects. While some MPOs
do have staff produce a prioritized list of proposed projects using nomindly objective criteria, dl MPO
staff that | poke to, aswell asthe FDOT MPO liaison staff person, acknowledged that fina prioritization
of projects was an essentidly politica process. We have the Orlando M PO priaritizetion policies and
criteriaand they are written so broadly asto be unusable for providing an objective basisfor decison-
making. In large part thisisto be expected given the legidative mandate for the composition of the MPO
boards to be made up soldly of eected officias.

In addition to state and federd transportation funding, Floridaaso has two other sources of funding to the
digtricts. Counties may levy agasoline tax of up to 12 cents per gallon, on top of federa and state gasoline
taxes, which stay in the county they originatein. A portion of the state transportation fundsis made
available to regions as Digtrict Dedicated Funds. These funds go to the seven regiona FDOT didtrictsto
fund loca projects, generaly of fairly smal scope. These projects are selected by FDOT district staff.

In addition to these funds, the state legidature each year approves approximately $100 million in specific
project funding through the Trangportation Outreach Program (TOP). The TOP program dlowsthe
legidature to program specific projectsin legidators didtricts based on the desires of the members of the
legidature and is seen by FDOT staff as circumventing the planning process. The TOP program was
initiated because members of the legidature fet their input was not being given sufficient weight in the
development of projects.

Key Learning Points

MPO membership, particularly the predominance of elected officias, biases project sdection

away from critica regiona trangportation issues and toward loca projects.

A more objective st of standards on which projects can be based and the results of the process
eva uated has been recommended.

A comprehensve planning process can be circumvented by a state’ s political leadership when they
fed the processis unresponsive to them.
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[llinois
Oveview

Illinoisisthe 23 largest sateinthe U. S.interms of land area, 5 largest in terms of population and 11t
most densely populated. Illinoisis adow growth state in terms of population, with moderate levels of
employment growth. Approximately 73% of Illinois roads and 26% of its population arerural.

Governmentally, llincisis complex, with 102 counties, 1,288 municipalities and 1,433 towns or townships,
for atotal of 2,721 sub-county governments. Thisisthe largest number of sub-county governmentsin any
date in the country. In addition, I1linois has 83 specia-purpose governments with responsibility for
trangportation issues, ahigher number than in many other states. Illinois has 25 regiona councilsand nine
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs).

Process

Federd trangportation infrastructure funds are distributed according to state and local needs. Projects are
primarily identified by Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) digtrict staff. There are nine didtricts
inthe state. The digtricts do bridge and highway assessments based on technica criteria

ThelDOT didtrict offices coordinate the regiond planning council and M PO planning processes. Each
regiond entity and each IDOT didtrict office produces a prioritized ligt, listing projectsin the following
categories. Resurfacing/Widening, Bridge Replacement/Rehabilitation, Interdate Maintenance, Safety or
Other Traffic Improvement, Capacity Improvements, Principa Arterids, and Loca Programs.

Chicago receives 45% of dl STIP funding by an agreement that IDOT made with sate legidators and the
governor. The Chicago MPO prioritizes and oversees the expenditure of thesefunds, in consultation with
IDOT digtrict and heedquarters gaff. The remaining 55% of fundsis split among the remaining districtson
acompetitive basis, overseen by IDOT headquarters staff. In theory, thisis a competitive process among
the digtricts to bring forward the best projects. However, IDOT tries not to deviate too far from the
historical trendsin terms of dollars provided to each didtrict.

IDOT district staff control the process of prioritization and selection of projects. The MPO boards are
comprised of local dected officias or their designees, representatives of transit agencies operating in their
areg, and IDOT g&ff. Asapractica matter, the MPO roleis primarily relegated to rubberstamping the
selectionsthat the IDOT didtrict staff have made. The perception isthat if one doesn’t put a project on your
local TIPthat IDOT has sdlected, the money will go to another district.

Evduaion

IDOT does not use an andytica tool to prioritize projects. Each loca IDOT digtrict has aperson whois
responsiblefor prioritizing projectsin the digtrict and for ensuring that these projects are placed on the
regiona TIPs by the MPOs. Selection of projects appears to be based primarily on technicd criteria,
supplemented by adesire not to deviate too far from past funding levels. Thereis aso an extensive political
component to the process, both with IDOT and through legidators and the governor’ s office.

lllinoisis primarily a state funded transportation system. Approximately 65% of total transportation funds
spent in lllinois are from state sources. Compared to other states we have examined, thisisunusud. The
sate fudl tax is split 54% to local needs and 46% to statewide needs. The local component is split between
counties based on the amount contributed to the fund.

The state claims to pursue economic development rel ated trangportation improvements aggressively. New
or expanding businesses apply directly to the MPOs to access economic devel opment resources set aside
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for transportation infrastructure development and improvement. STP-Urban funds, which are programmed
by the MPOs, can be used to support economic development.

Extensive earmarks, both state and federd, help to fund transportation in lllinois. This may contribute to
the fact that one respondent referred to the process “ essentialy politica.”

Interestingly, the IDOT centra office officia that | spoke to wasthe only person | have spoken to on this
project who expected to see additiona federal transportation resourcesin the TEA-21 reauthorization.

Key Learning Points

Similar to Massachusetts, 11linois has divided off the largest share of its trangportation pieto its
main metropolitan area, Chicago.
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Maine

Overview

Maineisthe 12" smallest statein both land areaand population. It is primarily rura, with 91% of roads,
99% of land, and gpproximately 80% of both population and jobs being non-urban. Maineisadowly
growing state in terms of population and moderately growing in terms of employment.

Maine has 16 counties, 22 cities, and 467 towns or townships, a moderate number of governmentd
jurisdictions for its geographic size. In addition, Maine has 6 independent specia-purpose governments
with transportation responsibilities.

Maine has four MPOs and 9 regiona councils that cover the remaining non-urbanized aress of the Sate.

Process

Maine's primary funding mechanism for transportation projectsis the Biennia Transportation

Improvement Program (BTIP). The process for placing projects on the BTIP differsfor projectsin MPOs
and outside of MPOs. For areas covered by an MPO, the MPO knows how much money it will receivein
advance. The MPO then prioritizes projects, up to the total amount that it will receive, and forwardsthet list
to the MDOT and thelegidature for formal approva. This approval isaformdity only sinceit isviewed
that the money given to the MPO istheirsto spend asthey seefit a thelocd level. The membership of the
MPOsis diverse, including some, but not amgority, of dected officids, citizens, and representatives of
other interested groups including Maine Department of Transportation (MDQOT).

For areas not covered by an MPO, the MDOT requests municipalities to provide requests for projects
within their jurisdictions. These requests are accumulated and prioritized by MDOT gtaff and forwarded to
the legidature for approva and funding. Thelist includes projects up to apreliminary limit thet the
legidature gives MDOT early in the process and alist of other projects that need additiona funding in
order to beimplemented. MDOT gaff indicate thet the legidature has been very cooperative in finding
additional fundsin the past athough they are worried that thiswill not continue in the current economic
climate. Also, since apart of the funding for trangportation comes from the state portion of the gasoline tax,
more fud efficient vehides have been causing reduced revenuesin that areafor sometime.

Evaduation

Each MPO hasits own process of evaluation of projects and, because they each know how much money
they will get and are generaly independent, this eva uation process determinesin real ways which projects
will be done. Generaly, amunicipality proposing a project must provide astudy or other type of needs
andysisto the M PO, focusing first on safety issues, followed by maintenance of current system, and then
new additions to the trangportation system. The Portland MPO, the largest and the one perceived by MDOT
asbeing the most progressive, usesaformd scoring mechanism of nine different factors: traffic volume,
future growth, pavement condition, road geometrics, safety, volume-to-capacity, multi-moda, cost per lane
mile, and access management. They are currently engaged in amajor revamping of their evauation system
and arelooking into using TELUS. While acknowledging that sometimes outside (palitical) factors enter
into the decision making process, they are committed to using the system and an objective processfor
prioritizing as much as possible.

At the state level, MDOT g&ff have to evauate projects from al municipdities not located in MPO-served
aress and develop asingle prioritized list for legidative action. They dso use aforma evduation toal,
which they are sending. They claim to stick to the results of thistool pretty closdly, athough part of the
reason they have been able to do thisto date may be the legidature’ swillingness to provide additiona
trangportation funding.

Key Learning Points

Providing alump sum of resourcesto MPOs, rather than putting together a statewide list that requires
projects from other MPOs to compete for one pool of resources.
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Michigan

Oveview

Michigan isthe 22" largest statein the US in terms of land area, 8" largest in terms of population and the
14™ most densely populated. Approximately 38% of Michigan’s population and 79% of itsroads are rural.
Michigan isadowly growing state in terms of population and has the fastest growing rate of employment.

Michigan has 83 counties, 534 municipdities and 1,242 towns or townships, for atota of 1,776 sub-county
governmenta units. Thisisthe 7 largest number of dl the sates. Michigan has forty independent specid
purpose governments with trangportation respongbilities, more than most states.

Michigan aso has 12 Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) and 14 regional councils. The regiona
councils cover the entire state and may be coterminous with the MPO in heavily urbanized aress.

Process

Michigan’s transportation planning has atwo-tier structure, with alot of overlap between thelayers. The
MPOs govern urbanized areas. The regiona councils cover the entire sate. In heavily urbanized aress, the
two entities may be housed in the same agency, often theloca Council of Governments (COG).
Transportation projects developed a anumber of levels, including counties, cities and towns, the Michigan
Department of Transportation (MDOT) and regiond trangit authorities, are passed to the regiona council
for prioritizetion and decision-making.

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT), however, appearsto retain ahigh level of control
over the process. Since MDOT provides planning funds to the MPOs and regiona councils, those that
prioritize projects that MDOT does not agree with have to fear potentid funding cuts. However, MDOT
appearsto do agood job of reaching out to local officidsin their development of priorities. MDQOT, in
addition to itsregiond offices, has developed Transportation Service Centers throughout the state to help
MDOT maintain closer contact with local communities and their needs.

Michigan's MPOs have avoting mgority of memberswho areloca eected officias. Other members of the
MPOsinclude MDOT gtaff members, representatives of specia interest groups and local citizens. Not all
MPOs have members besides local elected officids and MDOT on their boards, but it is an option that
some MPOs have availed themsdlves of .

The Michigan State Trangportation Commisson (MSTC) isthe policy making body for al Michigan
transportation programs. It has six members, gppointed by the governor, with the advice and consent of the
date senate. Commissioners serve three-year terms, which are staggered so that two commissioners terms
expire each year. By the state congtitution, no more then three commissioners can be of the same palitica

party.
Evduaion

Projects are primarily evduated at the MDOT level on technicd criteria. Thisleve of evauation
predominates throughout the process as MDOT maintains quite asignificant level of control. At the MPO
level, some MPOs may put proposed projects through locally devel oped eval uation schemes using various
criteria. However, these efforts are not widespread and rarely form the basisfor find decisions.

Funding Sourcesand Other Innovations

Michigan state law requiresthat federd aid be split 75% to the state and 25% to local units of governments.
A portion of the 75% that goesto the state is then passed down to the MPOs and regiona councils.
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Michigan dso funds transportation infrastructure projects through state generated taxes. These funds are
digtribute, again according to Satute, 39.1% to the state, 39.1% to the counties, and 21.8% to the cities.
These funds by -pass the MPO process except when the recipients elect to use a portion of these funds as
meatching fundsfor federa grant programs.

Counties and citiesin Michigan are seen as being very active in seeking and receiving both competitive and
earmarked federd trangportation funds for engineering and congtruction of specific projects.

Key Learning Points
Thefact that Michigan’ s statutes have governed the division of resources so specificaly means
that it is not necessary to have amgjor debate each year over how the resources should be divided

and the various units of government can plan more effectively than would be the caseif the
funding levels were constantly shifting.
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New Hampshire
Overview

New Hampshireis ardatively dow growing, rurd statein terms of population, athough it doeshave a
rapidly growing rateof employment. 97% of New Hampshire sland and 90% of itstotd road mileege are
non-urban. In 1997, New Hampshire had 8 independent specia purpose governments with transportation
responsibilities, far lower than many other states*

The state of New Hampshire has nine regiond planning commissions, four of which cover urbanized aress
and S0 are the designated Metropolitan Planning Organizations required under federd law, and five that
cover the remaining non-urbanized aress of the Sate.

Process

The planning processfor trangportation infrastructure is biannua and beginsin even numbered years. The
planning process that will begin in fall 2002 is described below.® This planning processisiterative with the
ten-year Sate transportation infrastructure plan. This process has been in place for gpproximately eight
years.

Inthefal of 2002, the New Hampshire Department of Transportation (NHDOT) provides
information to the regiona planning commissions on itsideas of transportation infrastructure
priorities.

Theregiond planning commissions each take the input from NHDOT and develop atwo-year plan
of funding needsthat arein line with the 10-year Statewide trangportation plan. The development
of this plan of funding needs involves public processes. The regiond planning commission lists of
transgportation projects are required to be prioritized but this means different things to different
commissions. For some, it isalist of 1-n projectsin priority order; others providelists of high,
medium, and low priority projects. The NHDOT would like to be able to standardize this process,
but has not been able to do o to date.

By April 2003, the regiona planning commissions submit their prioritized liststo the DOT. The
DOT receivesthe ninelists and compiles them into one master list of Sate priorities. Thislistis
sent to the Governor’s Advisory Commission on Inter-modal Transportation (GACIT).

GACIT iscomprised of five Executive Councilors dected by the voters (Smilar to the
Massachusetts Governor’s Council) and the Executive Director of the DOT. They take the DOT
prioritized list and present it at 16-20 public hearings around the state. Based on hearing feedback
and their own internal discussions, they develop their own prioritized list and submit it to the
Governor by January 2004.

The governor then submits aproposd to the state legid ature that goes through the legidative
process and is enacted by June 2004. Projectsthat gain find gpprova are added to the end of the
rolling ten-year plan, so projectsthat are gpproved in 2004 will not be constructed until
approximately 2010-2012. Exceptions are made if safety needs dictate.

* National Association of Development Organizations, “New Hampshire: Therural context for
trangportation consultations,”  http://www.nado.org/rtoc/library/nh.html
® Information provided by Ansel Sanborn, New Hampshire Department of Transportation), July 2, 2002.
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Evduation

There are three separate places where eval uation and prioritization of projects occurs. first at the regona
planning commissions when they develop their lists of priorities, second at the Department of
Trangportation when they take the nine region planning commission lists and combine them into one
document, and at the GACIT process where they produce the find ligt that is submitted to the governor.

Thereisvaridion in the waysin which the regiona planning commissions determine their priority lists of
trangportation projects. In generd it seems that the metropolitan planning organizations are more likely to
have more forma processes, while the rurd regiond planning commissions are morelikdly to use
qualitative procedures. | interviewed a staff person at one of each type of organization. Their planning
processes are described below.

The Rockingham Planning Commission is a metropolitan planning organization. To develop their
prioritized list of projects, they have aforma gpplication process whereby municipalities, residents, and
other stakeholders can submit projectsfor consideration. Once these are received, saff usethe Telus
computer program, dightly modified for their needs, to score each proposal. They use an 800 point scale,
the percentage breskdowns are as follows: 10% economic vitdity, 12.5% capacity enhancement, 15%
environmenta congderations, 20% regiond significance, 10% integration and connectivity, 12.5% safety
and security, 10% system preservation, and 10% miscellaneous factors. Following the staff scoring, the
commission’ stechnica advisory committee tekes alook at the results and may make changes basad on
more quditative factors such as how often the project has been proposed, equity among the municipalities
in the region, etc. From thereit goes to the policy committee for final approval and submission to NHDOT.

The Lakes Region Planning Commissonisarurd regiond planning commission. They concentrate on
outreach and technical issuesin the prioritization of their projects. After proposals are made, the proposal
proponents are brought in to address the technical advisory committee and basicaly make a pitch for why
their proposal should be prioritized. The committee often goes out and visits proposed project Sites.
Qudltative factors are more important in determining which projects get prioritized. The Commission’s
board of commissioners votes on thefina prioritized list.

At the sate DOT levd, thereis not aforma or quantitetive process for taking the nine regiona planning
commission lists and combining them into one statewide ligt thet reflects dl of the proposed state
transportation infrastructure projects to be funded for the next two years. The prioritized list produced by
NHDOT isarrived a through a qualitative process of give and take between NHDOT taff, with informal
input from GACIT and the regiond planning commissions. In particular, NHDOT staff have been paying
more attention over the past two cycles on explaining their rationae to the regiond planning commissions
when they make changes. One of the reasons cited for thisisthat the head of DOT, who recently retired,
had been on the job for more than 10 years and had devel oped awedth of knowledge about what was
needed. It is an open question as to whether the process will become more formaized in the future because
of the knowledge that was ot

The perception of al peopleinterviewed isthat, under the current system, there is very little change at the
GACIT and legidative levels.

It isworth noting that the Governor is under no obligation to submit legidation that reflects the prioritized
list received from GACIT but it isthe sense of the peoplethat | interviewed that thisis not a problem and
that the legidation submitted by the governor is amost ways reflective of the prioritized list findly
produced by GACIT. The legidature did not always do this and often added in projects via specific hills.
Recently NHDOT has convinced them not to do this and rather to go with the prioritized list devel oped
between NHDOT and the regiond planning commissons.

There has dso been developed a process, outside of the TIP process, to fund small (less than $200,000)
betterment projects that were not scoring well because of their lack of sufficient regiona impact. However,
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these projects are often important to small, rural municipadities and fundingthem isaso important in
ensuring that local leaders participate in the required public process. The legidature provides a set amount

of funding to the NHDOT for these projects which the regiona planning commissions can then submit
proposasfor.

Key L earning Points

Thefact that the political leadership has been convinced to follow an objective process overseen
primarily by transportation professonals and to not legidate around the process.

The differences between the rurd and urban area planning commissions and the way in which the
disparate parts are put together.

The development of the small grant processin response to an identified need that the larger
process did not serve.
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New Jer sey

Oveview

New Jersey is experiencing strong growth in terms of population but has dow growth in employment. 65%
of New Jersey’ sland and 38% of its roads are non-urban. In 1997, New Jersey had three independent
peciad purpose governments with transportation respongbilities. This number islower than that other
states.

The State of New Jersey hastwo regiond councilsthat cover haf of the state, and three designated
Metropolitan Planning Organizations required under federa law.

Process

The planning process for transportation infrastructure follows a three-year cycle presented in the 2003-2005
STIP. The current planning processis described below. New Jersey Department of Transportation
(NJDOT) New Jersey Transit Corporation (N J Transit) county and municipa planners and eected officials
contribute to this planning process.

The 2002-2004 STIP differs from previous ones by trying to identify future transportation needs and offer
drategic direction on asystemslevel based on technica analyss and extensive public involvement. This
STIP contained 5, 10, and 25-year el ements setting the investment agenda for the state.

The NJDOT scoping of projects occursin the Study and Development Program.  This program hasthree
distinct phases. concept development, feasibility assessment and final scope developnent. Not until it
clearsthe environmenta approvas doesNJDOT consder aproject onethat can moveforward. People
interviewed have different opinions about the effectiveness of Study and Development in moving a project
forward. Some see it asaway to dow up aproject and others seeit as an effective way to move projects
forward.

The state dlocates funding by aformulathat drives the planning process. The formula alocates money to
different regions of the state and to the different types of work to be done. These projectsfal under the
categories of maintenance and rehabilitation, mobility, and large mohility projects.

Evduation

The MPOs a one time used a scoring mechanism for the development of projects on their Transportation
Improvement Plans. The state does not have any scoring mechanisms for ranking projects. Their rationd
for not using any scoring mechanism isthat 70% of the projects remain in the three planning process from
year to year and the scoring process confused the rationa for decisions from one year to the next. Instead
the planning process attempts to build aregiona consensus on new projects based on information from
their management systems.

Project scheduleslargely dictate what gets programmed in a given year. There are not alarge number of
projects reedy for funding in excess of available funds. Fisca congtraint can push aproject to alater year or
aproject can remain an unfunded priority with the expectation that money will be made available during
thefirst year through schedule dippages of other projects, funds released from project closeouts, and
revisons of project cost estimates.

NJDOT saff believesthat the three MPOs priorities are amgjor determinant of what NJDOT projects are
developed. Thusthere are not alot of hard negotiations. NJDOT tries, and is generaly successful, in
funding MPO priorities and any project that has advanced to the point of needing funds. However, because
NJDOT seemsto control projects moving through the development and implementation process by using
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the Study and Development Program’ s environmenta review process as a gatekeeper, they control new
projects that become available. For each new STIP they then attempt to match projects to funding sources.
The MPOsand NJDOT develop aproject pool and negotiate which project make the next STIP. If aproject
does not make aplan, it isahigh priority for the following year' s STIP.

NJDOT has someflexibility initsfunding of projects. Because the sate has revenue from itstoll roads they
have a“ soft match” that enables them to use Federd funds. NJDOT is given credit for what the toll roads
spend on their facilitiesthat are on the federd-aid system. Thereis no direct connection to their projects.
The credit is enough to cover the locad match for the entire federd ad program. Thusdl federd fundingis

in effect 100% federd. This causes some frustration on the MPO leve because they are told not to worry
about the funding source, but NJDOT has room to shift funding sources around. As aresult the MPOs can
be skeptical of the funding process.

The lack of criteriafor project selection can even frugtrate the NJDOT gaff. In the abosence of articulated
criteria, apolitical pressurefillsthe void. NJDOT staff cited the example of one municipality with political
clout is able to keep a project that has the support of the municipaity whereit islocated. Because the other
municipality believesthat it will cause problems for them, they are able to use their politica muscleto stop
aproject intheview of NJDOT that should be developed. No one has the desire to confront this situation,
and the municipality that needs the project is unable to get NJDOT to moveonit.

Key Learning Points
Environment gpprovals are key to moving aproject beyond study and development
A credit because of itstoll revenue alows NJDOT to cover the stete match
A lack of planning criteria can frustrate NJDOT dteff a times
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Ohio
Oveview

Ohioisadowly growing state in terms of population, even though it has moderate growth in employment.
91% of Ohio’sland and 79% of itstotal road population is non-urban. In 1997, Ohio had 81 independent
pecia purpose governments with transportation responsbilities, higher than other Sates.

Process

The State of Ohio has sixteen regiona planning commissions, thirteen of which cover urbanized areas and
<0 are the designated Metropolitan Planning Organizations required under federd law, and three that cover
the remaining non-urbanized aress of the Sate.

The planning process for trangportation infrastructure follows afour-year process. Every year anew fourth
year isadded to the plan. The current planning process is described below. The planning processisiteraive
of the ten-year plan that was adopted in 1999.

The Ohio Department of Trangportation (ODOT) has creeted the Transportation Review Advisory Council
(TRAC,) that develops and modifies a project salection process and which approves major new project
funding. The state director of transportation providesthe TRAC with areport of funds available for the
next four years. New projects (those over $5 million) can only be developed after assessing that
preservation projects have been met. The TRAC has $300 million available of the $1.1 billion

transportation budget. The TRAC has responsihility over which projects recelve thisfunding. This selection
processis based on apoint scale and projects that fit under the available funding move forward. This
processis highly structured and fairly well held to.

New projects can be nominated by ODOT, MPO's county engineers, transit authorities, county
commissions, municipalities, and port authorities. The generd publicis discouraged from making
recommendations, but can seek sponsorship for a project through their local government. The TRAC is
responsble for publishing a selection process and explaining it’ s rationd for priorities.

The TRAC consists of eight appointed members. The house speaker and senate president each gppoint one
member. The governor gppoints the other six members who geographicaly represent the state.

Evduaion

The TRAC has 16 policiesand principles.

1. Open, Fair, Criteria-driven Process
Major new projects are based on criteria developed to promote State, regional, and local
transportation and economic development gods.

2. Long Range, Statewide Planning with Loca Approvd
The TRAC fallows ACCESS OHIO; the state long-range planning document that shapes
transportation decisions and works closaly with MPO' sto develop projects.

3. Presarvation First
Preservation, maintenance and management have the greatest weight in alocating funds.

4. Transportation and Development Factors

Transportation efficiency and effectiveness factors account for 70% and economic development
factors 30% of thetotal soorein the selection process.
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5. Trangportation Efficiency Criteria
Thisincludesthe project’s average daily traffic, volume-to-capacity ratio, roadway classification,
and macro corridor completion.

6. Sdfety Criterion
In order to increase safety by reducing accidents that will benefit d citizens and help control
accident cogts, the project’ s current accident rate as a selection criterion.

7. Non-ODOT Participation
Leveraging locd and privete fundswill help a project receive ahigher score.

8. Interchange Participation
50% of the cogt of anew interchange must come from private, local or non-ODOT funds.

9. Intermoda Connectivity
Projectsthat expand connectionsto water ports, airports, rail facilities, or transit facilities receive
additiond points.

10. Economic Development Criteria
Job cregtion, job retention, leve of investment, cost effectiveness, and economic distress
documented by the Ohio Department of Development impact this score.

11. Retail and Tourism
Tourismrelated projects are pro-rated over the length of the tourist season. No points are awarded
for retail development.

12. Fixed Trangt Line Evaugion
TRAC will attempt to develop surrogate criteriato compare public transit projects on a caseby-
casebads

13. Non-traditiona Projects
TRAC will consider projectslike high-occupancy lanes, shared ride facilities and freight rail
infrastructure acquisition if they improve the movement of the state's mgjor corridors.

14. BypassProjects

Bypass projects are scored differently. They are scored by average daily traffic, the percentage of
vehicles projected to divert from the current facility to the bypass, volume-to-capacity ratio on the
current facility, number of impediments avoided by the bypass, size of the community and macro
corridor completion. The criteria under economic deve opment, non-ODOT participation,
intermodal connectivity and Urban Revitdization remain the same.

15. Urban Revitdization
The TRAC awards extra points for projects that support re-investment in an urban core or helping
acity retain exiting jobs.

16. Intelligent Transportation System
ITSaedigiblefor federd and state highway projects. TRAC consders ODOT sponsored projects
through the deputy didtrict director and follow three principles.
Incident management receives primary focus
Attention is given to traffic management/control through ramp metering, lane control, and
freeway-to-freeway routed diversion viadynamic message sgns.
Minimize maintenance and operation cogts.

A project can score amaximum of 130 points. The division of pointsisafollows:
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Trangportation Efficiency
Average Dally Traffic 20
Volumeto Capacity Ratio 20
Roadway Classfication 5
Macro Corridor Completion 10
Sefety
Accident Rate 15
Economic Deve opment
Job Creation 10
Job Retention 5
Economic Digress 5
Cost Effectiveness of Investment 5
Levd of Investment 5
Additional Points

Funding 15

Unique Multi-Moda Impacts 5

Urban Revitalization 10
Key Learning Points

ODOQT has developed a clear and transparent planning process
Point system is used to rank projects
TRAC funding clearly identified in ODOT budget

Page 57



Oregon

Oveview

Oregon isamoderately growing state in terms of population, even though it has dow growth in
employment. 99% of Oregon’sland and 90% of itstotd roads are non-urban. In 1997, Oregon had 104
independent specia purpose governments with transportation responsbilities, far greater than other states.

Process

The State of Oregon hasten regiond planning commissions, four of which cover urbanized areas and so are
the designated Metropolitan Planning Organizations required under federd law, and six that cover the
remaining non-urbanized areas of the Sate.

The planning process for transportation infrastructure follows afour-year process that alows for
modification every two years. The current planning processis described below. The planning processis
iterative of the ten-year plan that was adopted in 1999.

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) has created the Statewide Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP) that alows ODOT to prioritize according to information from its management system,
schedule and fund transportation projects. These include interstate, federa, state, city, and county
trangportation systems. The STIP addresses highway, passenger rail, public transportation, bicycle, and
pedestrian projects. The 2006-2007 STIPis presently being devel oped.

The ODOT seeks citizen input through outreach to the public viameetings facilitated by the Area
Commissions on Transportation (ACT). Thefirst ACT wasformed in 1996, and as of July 2002 nine of the
twelve areas of the state have afunctioning ACT. Monthly meetings are held and the public is natified
through media announcements. An ACT makes recommendation to Oregon Transportation Commission
(OTC).

The OTC isafive-member body appointed by the governor for three-year terms. The OTC determinesthe
level of funding that will go to the different type of STIP projects. The mgor types of projects are
modernization, safety, pavement and bridge preservation, and public transit, but also include smaller
programs like abicycle and pedestrian program and arailroad crossing safety improvement program. The
current four-year STIP cycle (2001-05) has approximately dlocated $1.1 hillion in funding for projects.

The ODOT has developed many transportation plans—corridor, region, and system plans—that at various
stages have received citizen loca government input. These plans are for much longer time periodsthan the
STIP and are used to guide the planning process but not shapeit. ODOT uses its own management system
that is data driven to assist in developing these plans. They prefer their system to the TELUS system.

Projects are prioritized to match funding levels. After the OTC has set theleve of funding for different
types of projects, the selection processis fiscaly driven. Each of the five areas knowsiits dollar amount
alotted to the five project categories. Modernization, Preservation Safety, Bridges, and Operations. The
funding dearly givesacut line, and if funding for one of the areas does not match the project it does not
move forward. The ACTswithin each region meet to determine which projects move forward. When a
management system prioritizes aproject to be the decision is easily made. When new projects are discussed
the ACTs may not have their firgt priority funded, and have to wait until the next STIP cycle to move their
project forward.

This process does not diminate political pressure to move projects forward. When the regions make their
decisons, political pressure can be exerted. However the OTC makesfind decisonsand if an ACT’s
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project did not warrant being recommended over another’s, the OTC hasthe ahility to changea
recommendation if the Situation warranted. The OTC may reject a project because it does not match the
priorities of the Oregon Transportation Plan or a corridor plan. Once OTC approval takes place the project
isimplemented within the STIP timeline.

The STIPis cost driven and does not require the Sate legidature’ s gpprova. The Oregon Trangportation
Commission gpprovd is contingent on available funding, which has driven the planning process. Most of
the projectsin the STIP get completed within 4 years. Large Modernization projects can take longer to
bring to contract, sometimes 6 to 8 years.

Evauation and prioritizetion of projects can occur on three levels. The ODOT develops long-range
transportation plans that help shape trangportation development. This development is data driven through
its management sysem. Another key part of the processisthat the OTC decides how the transportation
funds will be divided before the planning process starts. The ACTsdlow for direct citizen involvement in
the planning process. The ACT isdesigned to pick up what the ODOT and its management system miss.

Because Oregon isthe 10" largest state in area but the 28™ in population atension existsin funding of
urban and non-urban transportation projects. For example, the South East ACT isthe stateslargest and has
apopulation average of one person per square mile. Asaresult, atension exigtsin the dlocation of
trangportation fundsin the state. ACTs have been given the flexibility to develop differently depending on
the needs of an area. The urban areas have amore defined and professiona presence, while the non-urban
ACTsare somewhat more loosely formed and more open to direct citizen involvement. The following two
examples of ACTs demongrate how they differ in their functions.

The Cascades West ACT encompasses Lincoln, Benton, and Linn counties and is chaired by the Lincoln
County Commissioner. Itslargest city is Corvallis with a population of 55,000. This ACT has been
organized for four years. There are thirty seatsthat arefilled by loca government officias and business
executives. They consist of county commissioners, city councilors from three major cities, representetives
from the port district, Indian tribes, and loca business. They work closaly with the Technical Assistance
Committee that has representatives from public ingtitutions like public works departments and advocacy
groups. The ACT firgt identifies aproject and relies on the technica assistance committee to get agood
understanding of the scope and cost of a project. They then use criteriathet are more encompassing than
ODOT’ s management system and include the socid, economic and environmenta impact of a proposed
project. An executive committee then reviews the proposa and bringsit to the full ACT who usesa
consensus modd of decision-meking. If this process breaks down, a project needs three quarters mgority to
move forward. These recommendations then are taken to their region for another round of cuts. There are
fiveregionsin the state. This processis not aswell defined. Region 2, to which Cascades West belongs,
congsgts of nine counties. In aday long meeting chaired by the Regiond ODOT Director, another round of
cuts are made before inclusion in the STIP. By thistime, discussion has aready occurred between the ACT
chairs attending the meeting, asthey try to recommend the best projects. Asaresult, ACT chairswithina
region must develop strong trusting rel ationships.

The South East ACT encompasses Grant, Harney, and Maheur counties. This ACT makes up dl of Region
5 and averages less than one person per square mile. The ACT chair believesthat he hasagood

relationship with the ODOT, but because of distance, communication can be a problem. The chair strongly
believesthat the ACT dlowsfor better representation of hisarea. Even though heis reminded that non-
urban transportation projects are funded by urban transportation money, the process alowsthe region’'s
representatives to promote safety and maintenance projects. He chairs amonthly meeting in which
attendance varies. He believes that a quarterly meeting might be sufficient. The ACT dructureis
developing. Discussonswith other ACTs are ongoing and atempts are being made to givethe ACT more
structure. For example he was elected chair but histerm has not been defined.

Both ACT chairs bdieve that the ACT structure makes the ODOT more accountable. ODOT did not

initially embrace the new structure, but has come to gppreciate the benefitsthat it creetes. Loca
government has been empowered to make decisons that better influence their communities. The ACT now
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is seen as being respongble for the trangportation decisons and ODOT has held them accountable for
decisonsthat have not worked well. Because the ACT can take the heat for bad decisions, the ODOT has
developed amore trusting relationship with the ACT.

A weakness that the ACTs need to address is the complexity of the trangportation issuesinvolved.
Members might initialy participate to help their local interest become apart of the STIP, but soon are
cdled upon to make recommendations about surface, marine, air and transportation sefety. Asaresult
training has become a part of meetingsin order to hedp ACT members become knowledgesble of al
transportation issues.

Along with the ACTsthe OTC aso plays akey rolein determining funding for trangportation projects. The
commission incorporates recommendations from the ODOT, the ACTS, and loca government to make findl
decisons about available revenuesfor the different programs and regions of the date. They do givea
priority to safety and the preservation and management of existing. The key issue of funding controlsthe
decision process. The bottom lineisthat fisca constrains are cut lines for proposed transportation projects.
If aproject coststoo much, it will not fitinto OTC' s approved STIP.

Evduaion

The OTC has developed the fallowing Project Eligibility Criteriaand Prioritizing Factors. They rely on
advice and recommendations from the ACTS and regiond advisory groups.

These groups use the following criteriawhen developing their plans.

1. Project readinessisthefirgt criteria. The timeliness of construction is an important factor. If
too many factorslike environmenta and land use requirements, purchase of right of way, or
final congtruction and traffic flow management plansare not in place, this can be detrimenta
for aproject to be approved by the OTC.

2. Modernization projects must meet certain criteria. The following are examples: partnerships,
traffic safety, rail and highway compatibility, interchange and access management aress,
dternative passenger modes, efficiency of freight movement, and environmental resources.

3. Presarvation projects are based on certain criteria. The following are examples that are used:
major improvements, patnerships, traffic safety efficiency of freight movement, and
environmental resources.

4, Bridge prioritization uses the following criteria. All bridges are inspected every two years. A
Bridge Management System (BMS) uses this information to identify, prioritize, and develop
bridge improvements. Through aformula distribution 27% of the federd Highway Bridge
Replacement and Rehabilitation Project funds go to locd bridges. This criterion is based on
the desire to maintain and improve transportation’ srole in Oregon’ s economy. Theinterstate
Highway and Freight Route System considers bridges that are load restricted, that need
temporary repair but till have some load restrictions, and that have deterioration that will
cause load regrictionsin the near future

5. Leverageand public benefit are used to select projects. The ACTs are advised to consider
how the project might leverage additiond funding.

6. A recommendation must be consistent with comprehensive plans and transportation system
plans developed by ODOT.

Key Learning Points

The Area Commissions on Trangportation are astrong effort to increase participation in
trangportation planning. They are given flexibility to determine their Structure.

Equity in funding to different regions of the state is abig concern that isimproving but il is
not resolved.

Oregon Trangportation Commission sets funding priorities.
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Pennsylvania

Oveview

Pennsylvaniaisthe 33 largest statein land areaand hasthe 6™ largest population. It isthe 10™ most
densaly populated. Approximately 40% of Pennsylvania s population and 71% of its roads are not urban.
Pennsylvaniais adow growing state in terms of both population and employment.

Pennsylvania s government includes 67 counties, 56 citiesand atotal of 2,655 loca governments. Thisis
the largest number of government unitsin any state in the union. Pennsylvaniaaso has 148 specid-purpose
districts with transportation responsihilities, larger than in many other states. Pennsylvania has 10 regiond
councils, coveringthe state! srura areas, and 15 Metropolitan Planning Organi zations (MPOs), which
cover the gat€ s urbanized aress. There are dso five counties that are not included in any of the regiond
council or MPO service aress.

Process

The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) in Pennsylvania consigts of four years of projectsand is
updated every other year. Projectsthat are developed a the loca leve by counties or municipditiesare
forwarded to the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) locd district office. In addition,
PennDOT brings bridge and pavement projects, identified by technical criteria, to the TIP. PennDOT aso
has contracts with two of the five independent counties to prioritize planning projects for them and get their
projects on the STIP.

PennDOT provides regular fisca guidance to the MPOs and regiond councils. Digtribution isbased on a
formula, with anumber of exceptions discussed below.

The MPO and regiond council board of directors include representetives from al PennDOT districtsin the
sarvice areg, arepresentative from PennDOT centrd office, representatives of specia interest groups
including economic development and environmental groups, and representatives of counties and/or cities
and townsin theregion.

Pennsylvania has both a state transportation commission and a state trangportation advisory committee. The
state trangportation commission hasfifteen members. Ten members are private citizens appointed by the
governor to Sx-year terms. The Secretary of Trangportation chairs the commission. The remaining

members are the chairman and minority chairman of the sate senate and house committees of

trangportation. The commisson’s charter isto review and approve for submission to the governor and the
legidature the Twelve-Y ear Trangportation Program every two years. The commission dso reviews and
updates project category priorities on aregular basis. The state trangportation advisory committee conssts
of the Secretary of Transportetion, the Executive Director of the Governor’s Policy Office, the Chairman of
the Public Utility Commission, the Secretaries of Community and Economic Development, Education,
Environmental Protection, and Agriculture, two members each from the state House and Senate, and

nineteen additiona public members. The Governor gppoints seven of the public members, the Spesker of

the House and President Pro Tempore of the Senate appoint six each. The committee meets quarterly and
providesinput into planning for al transportation modes, but it has no statutory authority with regard to the
STIP process.

Pennsylvania Department of Transportation staff describe the process of working with the MPOs and
regiond planning agencies as collaborative. However, MPO and regiond council staff, particularly a
smaler agencies, described the process asfairly directive, with PennDOT gtaff providing most of the
projects to the MPOs and expecting them to see through the process of putting these projectson the TIP.
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Evduation

Most of the work of project evaluation goes on at the PennDOT district offices, with significant input from
the PennDOT centra office. The criteriaused are primarily technica for the mgjority of projectsthet are
funded in the traditional manner. However, as described below, there are severd dternative funding
mechanisms for programs that may not have ahigh level of technical need but that do have importance to
support other priorities such as economic development. PennDOT has not added many new projectsto its
STIP over the past few years dueto fiscd conditions.

Some MPOs and regiona councils have devel oped methods of prioritizations, according to PennDOT taff.
However, according to the MPO and regiona council staff interviewed, these prioritization schemes are at
avery rudimentary level, primarily because of PennDOT’ s primacy in the planning and prioritizing
projects.

A small pot of money is adso available to support economic development projects. Currently, thisamount is
approximately $25 million per year. Federd funds may beincluded in thisamount if individua projects
mest the federd criteria. Businesses can access this fund through the Governor’s Action Team, which acts
to ease the way for businessto locate or expand in Pennsylvania. This gives the governor and the secretary
of trangportation away to directly impact the transportation planning and programming process without
directly circumventing the federa process.

Thereisaso ahold back of 209 of the trangportation infrastructure funds. This hold back is spent at the
discretion of the Secretary of Trangportation and may include state and federa funds, depending on
whether theindividual projects meet the federd criteria

Pennsylvania has, over the past two years, been attempting to link transportation planning with land use
planning. PennDOT awards small competitive grants to municipaities, MPOs, and regiond councilsfor
studies that coordinate transportation and land use planning. In addition, aland use planning questionnaire

is required as part of the highway occupancy permit application process.
Key Learning Points

Pennsylvaniais one of the few statesto update its TIP every two years, rather than every year.
What cost savings are associated with moving to every two years and whet efficiencies are gained
should be studied.

The various pots of money that are held back for particular purposes may offer projects that would
not be prioritized on technica need to be implemented due to their impact on economic
development or the environment.
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Rhode Idand
Oveview

Rhode Idand is unique because of its geographic Size. It isthe smdlest state and ranks 43rd in totdl
population. Asaresult, the entire state is considered a M PO that has a state wide planning program. Rhode
Idand isdivided into 39 municipdities, ranging in size from 1.3 to 64.8 square miles. Thereis no county
government. Rhode Idand ishometo the Narragansett Tribe, and they areincluded in the planning

process.

Process

The planning process for transportation infrastructure follows atwo-year Transportation Improvement Plan
(TIP) process. Every two yearsanew plan is developed. The draft of the current planning processfor
2003-04 was presented in May 2002 and will be adopted in August 2002.

The Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) advises the State Planning Council on transportation
planning and encourages public involvement in the process. The TAC reviews and providesinput into the
trangportation planning documents that are the responsibility of the State Planning Council. The Council
established the TAC in 1994. The 26 membersinclude four loca officids, three Sate agencies plusthe
Rhode Idand Public Trangt Authority, organizations representing a variety of trangportation interests, and
citizens from different parts of the state. TAC members are appointed by the State Planning Council (also
the MPO). They have anominating committee that meets once a year to fill vacant postions.

New projects can be nominated by city and towns, neighborhood groups, non-government agencies, and the
Narragansett Tribe. The RIDOT sponsors community meetings to assist people and organizationsin
developing aproject. The current TIP received 170 project proposals. The state is divided into four regiona
aress and each area scores and then prioritizes devel opment projects. The top three in each region usualy
move forward.

Projects are divided into three categories. Preservation, System Management and Expansion. The TAC sets
guiddinesfor each TIP for the percentage of the budget that each category will receive. The new TIP has
allocated 34% to Preservation, 46% to System Management, and 14% to Expansion.

Project proposals must pass through the Study and Devel opment Program, which serves as the gatekeeper
tothe TIP process. It isherethat RIDOT is able to determine the worthiness, feasibility and utility of
proposas. Engineers make recommendations, propose dternatives, and send projects through the TIP
process. The Study and Development Program takes project ideas (the highest scoring onesfromthe TAC
regiona subcommittees) and gets them to 30% design. At that point, the Study and Development
subcommittee meets and makes arecommendation to the TAC (through the TIP process) asto whether
projects should be programmed for find design and construction, or otherwise wait until the next TIP. A
complaint from loca government isthat projects can bounce around the Study and Development Program
for too long without much public awareness of aproject’s tanding for further consideration.

After Study and Development releases a project, matching the project to the gppropriate level of funding is
important. Each region is able to recommend three projects in accordance with funding to the draft TIP.
The executive committee of the MPO givesfina gpprova to the TIP. By thistime there are usualy no
surprises, but the board has refused a project because the proposed benefits did not match the costs of the
project.

The state legidature last year appropriated $42 million for local municipalities to spend on transportation
projects. Each year $6 million is available to municipdities for development of locd projects. This money
isoutsde of the TIP, and its digtribution isintended to help elected officias secure money for small
projects. No criteriaexist for ranking these projects, and the sdlection can be very palitical.
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Evduation

The TAC has developed a Project Evauation Criteriathat the regiona subcommittees use to scoring and
rank its projects. A project can receive amaximum of 100 points. The projects are scored in the following
manner. Each meesure can receive up to five points, but each of the five categories can receive amaximum

of twenty points.

|. Mobility Benefits.

N A~WDN P

numbers of travelers served, or volume of freight transport

correction of ahigh-priority safety program

levd of serviceimproved, congestion reduced, or efficiency of freight service improved
linkages among different trangportation modes (intermoda)

number of modes provided for

regiona scaeimpact

mobility provided to populations without vehicles

improvement of user comfort, convenience, or information

I1. Cost-Effectiveness

1

2,
3.

4.
5.

capital cost proportion to travel benefit (time, distance or delay reduced) or economic
benfit

improvement in pavement

utilization and preservation of existing infrastructure, consideration of future

mai ntenance/operating costs

potentid to leverage federa transportation funds with other public or private investment
smdl-scale, innovative, pilot projectsto improve efficiency

[11. Economic Development Impact

1

2.
3.
4.
5.

creation or retention of jobs, as by improving access to employment centers
facilitation the movement of goods

encouraging tourism

benefit to economically disadvantaged populations

support of state-designated enterprise zones

IV. Environmentd Impact

abrwdpE

© 0N

ar quaity

energy conservation

water qudity

protection and enhancement of environmental resources

preservation and enhancement of scenic and hitoricd districts or viewscapes, or
improvement of visua apped

contribution to agreenways system

maintaining integrity of neighborhoods, retaining community and quality-of-life vaues
consistency with environmental justice of minority and low-income populations
prevention of urban sprawl

V. Degree of Support to Locd and State Gods and Plans

1

2.

3.
4.

priority given by local government compared to other projects
past commitment such as completion of studies or design

locd funding share

linkage with other local projects
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o1

cooperation among two or more municipdities

contribution to achieving planned land use and other gods and palicies of loca
comprehensive plans

contribution to achieving goas and palicies of the state transportation and other State
Guide Plan dements

degree of public support

Key Learning Points
Thedivision of funding alows for a more equitable distribution of funds.
A clearly defined criteriais seen as making the planning process more trangparent.
A small amount of funding is set aside for “political projects.”
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Texas

Oveview

Texasisafast growing ate in terms of population, even though it has minima growth in employment.
99% of Texas land and 93% of itstotd roads are non-urban. In 1997, Texas had 29 independent specia
purpose governments with transportation responsibilities.

The State of Texas has twenty-five regiond planning councils, and twenty-five MPOs. These organizations
help coordinate the 254 county governments and 1205 incorporated cities.

Process

The three-member Texas Transportation Commission governs the Texas Department of Transportation
(TxDQT), which is headed by an executive director selected by the commission. The governor, with the
advice and consent of the Texas Senate, appoints commisson members, serving overlapping six-year
terms. The commission dso findizes the funding levels for the twelve categories of project funding based
on criteriafrom TEA -21 guidelines and determined needs of the Sate.

Texas officidly has developed its Unified Trangportation Program (UTP) that represents aten-year plan for
trangportation development and congtruction. It is updated annually and includes alist of projectswith
funding authorization, schedule of congtruction contractsto be awarded in FY 2002, and aligt of projects
scheduled to be awarded construction contracts over the next threefiscd years (FY 2003 through 2005).
The plan dso indudes aligting of projects being developed for the following seven years.

Because the process has not been fully implemented, transportetion isin a state of flux. As of October
2002, 22003 planning document has nat been implemented, and TXDOT will continue to work off the 2002
plan. Presently work groups are devel oping acriteriabase for selection of projects. This processwill not be
completed by the end of the year.

TxDOT continues to work withthe MPOs, which develop Transportation Improvement Plans (TIP).
TxDOT a0 continuesto develop a STIP that includes al projects. The UTP does not include rehabilitation
projects.

The UTP wasimplemented to address problems of hgphazard development. Prior to the UTP acost
effective index was used that did not adequately meet the prioritization process. The UTPis designed to
assist Texaswith corridor development. A problem in the past is that individual projects like an isolated
interchange upgrade might score higher than parts of a corridor development. Asaresult of this new
drategy, dl projects dong acorridor will receive ahigher priority than individua projects.

The Trans Texas Cortidor Planisto assist TXDOT to envision whet its highway corridors will look like at
the end of the ten-year period. Because of the concern about haphazard planning, TXDOT istrying to
develop effective, long-range transportation plans. The Trans Texas Corridor Plan was devel oped to
incorporate toll and non-tall roads, high-speed freight and commuter rail, water lines, oil and gas pipelines,
electric transmission lines, broadband and other telecommunications infrastructure in the same corridors.

The UTP has reduced the funding categories from 34 to 12. These categories are asfollows:
Prevention and Maintenance

MPO Corridors

Urban Aress

Rurd Projects

Congegtion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ)

Bridge Replacement

Mohility

Nogh~hwdhpE
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8. Sdfety

9. Trangportation Enhancement
10. State Park Roads

11. Didrict Discretionary Funds
12. Srategic Priority

The UTP attempts to project funding up to ten years. Most project fall under the 20% state match of federa
funds. The present year of the UTP has contracts awarded. Priority 1 projects are constrained to three years
of funding. Congtruction plans and right of ways should be 75% complete to be considered Priority 1
projects. Priority 2 projects are condrained for seven years of anticipated funding and funding is not
authorized. TXDOT is authorized to prepare construction plans and acquire the necessary right of way.

Projects are recommended to TXDOT and find sdection is made through a consensus process on the

digtrict level that is driven by the corridor priority. This processis newly ingtituted and people interviewed
are waiting to see how the process will play out.

Evduaion

Inthe past, TXDOT used a*“ Cogt Effective Index” to rate projects but has now decided to discontinue its
use becauseit is seen as not effectivein rating projectsin such away to identify those that are most
productive. As sated earlier, TXDOT is now in the process of developing criteriafor project selection that
should be gpproved in 2003. The MPO ranks projects for Metropolitan Mohility and the Congestion
Mitigation and Air Qudity Improvement Program (CM AQ). These programs are ranked on a point badis,
which follows.

Metropolitan M obility

Criteria Points
Current cost —effectiveness (1995) 24
Future cost-effectiveness (2020) 18
Air quality/energy conservation (1995) 18
Locd cost participation 24
Intermodal/multimoda socid mohility 16
Total 100
CMAQ
Criteria Points
Current cost —effectiveness (1995) 20
Air quality/energy conservation (1995) 20
Locd cost participation 24
Intermodal/multimoda socid mohility 20
Congestion Management System strategy/
Transportation Control Measure 20
Total 100

Key L earning Points

TxDOT has recently reorganized its transportation planning to focus on corridor development.
The Unified Trangportation Plan (UTP) has been created to strengthen planning and projects
planning out for ten years.

The UTP hastried to clarify the funding mechanism for projects.

TxDOT isatempting to develop regional consensus for corridor project sdlection.
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Vermont

Oveview

Vemont isadowly growing state in terms of population, with a significant growing rate of employment.
98% of Vermont'sland and 93% of itstota roads are non-urban. In 1997, Vermont had only two
independent specia purpose governments with trangportation responsibilities, far smaller than other Sates.

Approximately 20 percent of Vermont' s roads are state controlled and less than one percent isfederd. 78
percent of the roads are controlled by township and 2 percent are controlled by municipa and other
government.

Process

The State of Vermont has thirteen regiond planning commissions, one of which covers urbanized areas and
30 isthe designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) required under federal law, and twelve that
cover the remaining non-urbanized arees of the date.

The MPO consigts of eighteen communities who have avote on projectsthat are placed on the TIP. Each
community has two hundred pointsto place on any project or dividein any way it wishes. A community
usualy divides the points on its own projects. This enables each community to rank its priorities asto the
number of pointsit gives a project. Only when a project in another community will benefit acommunity
will it give points to another community’s project.

Veamont Agency of Trangportation (V Trans) is made up by the Departments of Highway, Motor Vehicles,
Aeronautics and Public Trangit. It created the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) that
alowsthe state to develop transportation projects. The STIP addresses highway, air, public transportation,
bicycle, and pedestrian projects.

The 2003-2005 STIP was recently approved. The Vermont legidature must approve the STIP, and it must
aso be sgned by the Governor. This year the process was more difficult than usud because there was
disagresment between the MPO and the legidaure. The MPO and the state legidature have a memorandum
of understanding that if the legidature does not approve the MPO' s Transportation Improvement Plan
(TIP), the TIPis sent back to the MPO to address the legidatures concerns. The M PO threatened to hold
out by not make any changes and force the legidature to come to the M PO to obtain their gpprova so that
federal money could be appropriated to transportation projects. In the end the MPO made the changes that
the legidature wanted. As aresult of this situation, both the legidature and the MPO are working more
closdly in the development of next year’ s TIP.

Having agtrong role for the legidature in trangportation planning process becomes problematic when the
executive and legidative bodies are not controlled by the same political party. Thisdivison alowsfor
partisan politics to cometo the top. This Situation was cited as causing the problemsin Vermont this yesr,
and speaksto the dilemmathat partisan politics can get in the way of good planning.

VTrans atemptsto involve the public and loca government in the planning process and has varying
success. Loca government leeders are very involved in the planning process, but interest is harder to
garner. For examplethe MPO is responsible for public participation in its areg, and in the other areas of the
gate, loca government has strong participation in the planning process. Public hearings are scheduled both
by the state and the MPO, but they do not generate much public interest.

VTrans has a Devel opment and Eva uation component that appearsto work well. They encourage the

participetion of their partnersin local government to help move projects dong. Because of the legidative
control over the planning process, there is much discussion with the Sate legidators.
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Vermont isasmdl state with a proportionate transportation budget. This givesthe state flexibility in the
way it implementsits transportation goas. VTrans has asolid reputation of involving local government in
both the planning process, and in the implementation process. In some cases, VTranswill channel money
directly to loca government to do the planning and implementation of projects. In other cases, VTrans does
the engineering for aproject, but turns the projects over to the loca government for the congtruction of a
project. VTranswill only do the planning and implementation for aproject, if thelocal government does
not want to take on the project.

Evduaion

Vermont does not gppear to have strong criteriato guide their planning process. The state does not have
any formulafor alocating money for the different parts of the state for capital improvement projects. They
have a“ready to go” system that matches funding to the next project that has cleared all the planning
hurdles.

VTrans uses basic traffic information from its management systems to inform the planning process. They
gressthat loca communities areincluded in dl levels of the decision process, including engineering, and
this helps build the consensus that determines the project selection.

The MPO does not use the TELUS system to devel op criteriafor project selection. Projects appear to be
evauated on an individua basis without much comparison to other projects. The MPO would liketo see
more projects identified to make the project selection process more competitive. They arein the process of
developing alongrange plan to eva uate the criteria needed for project sdection.

Key Learning Points
The state legid ature has been active in transportation planning.

VTrans ddegates planning to the loca level whenever possible and at times channds funding directly
totheloca leve for congtruction of projects.
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Virginia
Overview

Virginiaisamoderately growing state in terms of population and has moderate growth in employment.
93% of Virginia sland and 85% of its roads are non-urban. In 1997, Virginiahad 33 independent specid
purpose governments with transportation responsibilities, about average among dates.

Process

The Commonwesdlth of Virginia has twenty-one regiona planning commissions, eeven of which cover
urbanized aress and so are the designated Metropolitan Planning Organizations required under federal law,
and ten that cover the remaining non-urbanized aress of the state.

The planning process for transportation infrastructure follows asix-year cycle. Every year anew sixth year
is added to the plan. The current planning processis described below. Virginia Department of
Transportation (VDOT) isresponsible for interstate, primary, and secondary roads, but dso works with
citiesto develop their transportation improvement projects.

The Commonwed th Transportation Board conssts of seventeen members appointed by the governor. All
projects must be approved by this board. The board is chaired by the Secretary of Transportation who only
votesto break atie. Two other non-voting members are the Commissioner of VDOT and the Director of
Rail and Public Transit. The other fourteen members have full voting positions. The sateis divided into
nine geographic areas with one member each and there are five a large members three with an urban focus
and two with arurd focus.

Virginiatrangportation policy has undergone severd changesin the past five years. Thereis no consensus
asto the cause of the problemsthat have lead to the need for these changes. Problems areas have been
having too many projectsin the Trangportation Improvement Program and unredigtic cost estimates that
gave the public the impression that improvements would happen in the near future, but VDOT and MPO
daff redized that the projects could not move forward without adequate funding. Both staff agrees that
Virginianeedsto raise taxes. The Hampton Roads area of the state has abdlot initiativeto raise sdlestax in
their region 1% to directly fund transportation projects thisfall. Without this money the Hampton Roads
MPO does not believe it can adequately fund projects over the next Sx years.

Evduaion

A criteria system based on points does not exist for Virginia. The Virginia Trangportation Research Council
(acollaboration of VDOT and the University of Virginia) has produced areport that recommends a point
system that should be adopted by December 2002. At the present time VDOT evduates projectsin the
order of safety, congestion, mobility, and connectivity.

Each year the VDOT holds pre-allocation hearings around the state to involve the public and dl forms of
government to the upcoming planning process. MPO' sindependently work on their project development
and may or may not participate in this process. But this process none-the-less dlows for non-MPO areasto
get involved in the trangportation planning process.

The proposed projects are evaluated by VDOT daff asto their conformity to the Virginia Transportation
Plan and to funding mechaniams. The VDOT planners redlize the importance of negotiating between
different municipalities aong atransportation corridor. The more the buy-in the better the chances of a
project moving aong in the process with the Virginia Trangportation Board. When VDOT makes
recommendations to the Transportation Board Members, the projects are in various stages. Board members
approve new projects that are to be included in the next year’ s plan, and then the funds that are dlocated to
the project. For example, to initiate the right of purchase for anew project, VDOT needs to demondgtrate
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that the project is the top priority for the funds. Thisisakey point in the planning process. If The
Transportation Review Board failsto approve aVDOT project, then the project sits for another year. The
Trangportation Review Board does not have st criteriato rate each project. A VDOT urban planner who
wasinterviewed believes that 95% of the time the technica merit of a project wins out over the politica
ramifications. He believes that the present Commonwealth Trangportation Board members are well
informed on trangportation issues and redlize the importance of safety issues when they are present.

The state legidature under the previous administration had been more involved in transpiration project
development. Thereis some disagreement regarding how effective thiswas. On the positive sideit created
grester oversight of VDOT and disclosed funding concerns. On the negative Side this caused two problems.
Firgt, project costs were underestimated so that more projects could gppear to be in the pipeline. Second
bond bills were passed to fund specific projectsindependent to other VDOT funds. In thefirst ingtance, the
date gave the illusion that more was being done in the area of trangportation than could be accomplished
with the funding that it had. And in the second instance, FRAN, Federa Revenue Anticipated Notes,
alowed the commonwealth to spend bond proceeds on projects that were digible for federa
reimbursements. If this were alowed to continue, in the near future the state would only be servicing its
trangportation debt and developing no new projects. As aresullt, this year the new governor replaced al but
three members of the Commonwea th Trangportation Board and VDOT, with the board’ s gpprovd, pulled
147 projects that had been approved by the Commonwedth Transportation Board and have placed them a
the top of the list for new projectsto consider.

Key Learning Points
The Virginialegidaure had been involved in the transportation planning process under a different
adminigtration and the new adminigtration has limited the legidature srole.
Criteriafor project development have not been welcomed by VDOT.

VDOT has attempted to limit bond funding for new projects and stay within the federal transportation
alotment.
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Wisconsin
Overview

Wisconsinisthe 26 largest state in land area, the 18™ largest in population, and 24™ most densely
populated. 52% of the population and 98% of the land is non-urban. Wisconsin is growing dowly interms
of both population and employment.

Wisconsin has 72 counties, 583 municipalities, and 1266 towns or townships. Wisconsin hasthe " largest
number of sub-county governments of any state. However, Wisconsin is one of only six satesthat have no
specia purpose digtricts with transportation responsibilities.

Wisconsin has 10 Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) and 9 regiona councils. MPOs and
regional councilsthat have less than 200,000 in population are advisory only.

Process

The heart of the project development process for Wisconsin isdriven by technical data collected by the
Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WDOT) statewide through their MetaPlanning System (MPS).
The MPS includes data on the 12,000 miles of state trunk highwaysin Wisconsin, including interstates and
al mgjor state highways. The MPS uses GI S and database technology to bring together information such as
current and projected |oads, safety records, and population change.

Projects are developed by the eight local WDOT didtrict offices. Each of the didtrict offices has a staff

person who works with the loca Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) or regiona councils.
However, most of the actud prioritization and programming of projectsis done by the WDOT didrict staff
and then the MPOs put these projects into their trangportation plans. These plans are passed on to the state
DOT leve, where they are combined into the Statewide Transportation Infrastructure Program (STIP).

For most of theinfrastructure funds, the districts are dlocated money based on the technica need for
improvement in the didtrict using the criteriaincluded in the MPS. Thereis dso a fledgling movement to
cregte digtrict performance measures using the MPS criteria, which at some point would feed back into the
resource alocation modd.

The state trangportation commission is made up of the governor and ten state legidators. The commission
gpprovesthe WDOT hiennia workplan and the projects approved by the commission go into the
governor’ s budget proposal. Thereisnot alot of controversy around transportation issuesin the state
legidature. Occasiondly, aproject will be added to bring aneeded legidator on board to gpprove the
overdl budget, but even thisisreletively rare.

In addition to budgetary authority, the legidature must provide specific congtructing authority for al mgor
projects. However, thisis seen as pretty much aformality and thereisrarely if ever aproblem getting the
projects that are developed by WDOT through the state legidature.

There are basicdly three main legidative pots of money for WDOT. The main amount for infrastructure
development is approximately $250 million per year for improvements for mgjor projects. Thismoney is
programmed aong the processes described above. An additiona $650 million per year isprovidedina
rehab gppropriation. Approximately 70% of these funds are sent to the districts and the remaining 30% are
used centrally for mgjor projectsthat cut across digtrict boundaries. Thethird level of appropriation isfor
maintenance

Thereis one pot of money for transportation infrastructure improvement that is outside of the processes
described above. The Transportation Economic Assistance Program (TEAP) provides state grants for up to
$1 million for road and other trangportation projects that either attract new employersor help retain
business and industry. The grants must be matched 50:50 from other sources. Proposals are accepted
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quarterly and rated according to cost per job developed or retained for four years (maximum of $5000 per
job), county unemployment rate, benefits to the regiona trangportation system, and proximity to previous
TEAP projects. The program is designed to speed up the time to completion for projects that benefit
Wisconsin's economic development. A tota of $7 million was provided in the last fiscd year for the TEAP

program.
Evduaion

Since most of the transportation infrastructure expenditures are determined by the WDOT, the mgjority of
the eval uative procedures are based on technicd criteria Thelevel of specific conditions, such as pavement
condition, vehicle usage, dc. that warrant improvement or other new infrastructure spending is
predetermined. Since even by thetechnical criteria, there are more projects that meet the “go” threshold,
additiona prioritizetion is needed. This prioritization is done at the WDOT district level and how it is done
variesfrom digtrict to digtrict. Each relies most heavily on the technica criteriaand then other,

“quditative’ data, such asimpact on loca economic development can be considered at the discretion of the
digtrict steff.

Some of Wisconsin's MPOs use objective criteria to prioritize the projects, which they have the authority to
develop, which is only the STP urban funds portion. We have the criteria and score sheets from the East
Centra Wisconsin Regiond Planning Commission. However, since the MPOs only have sufficient

resources from the STP urban funds to program one project per workplan in their areg, this assessment
mechanism does not have asignificant impact on the state transportetion infrastructure programming
process.

There has been astated desire to link Wisconsin' s transportation planning with its comprehensive land use
planning, in which Wisconsin seemsto be one of the nationd leaders. WDOT did develop an evaduation
procedure for MPOsto usein ranking projects. The areasincluded are mohility, moda choice, sefety,
efficiency, connectivity, economic development, environmental responsibility, and livable communities.,
However, two factors seem to mitigate this potentid. Thefirst isthat the MPOs are only ableto prograna
limited number of projects, as discussed above. The second isthat WDOT gaff seem ambivaent about the

planning process, preferring to rely on the technicd criteria predominantly and they seem to be dlowed to
do this on an ongoing basis.

Key Learning Points

The use of technicd criteriato develop and program projects seems to have taken mogt of the
politics out of the process. It is extremely rare to have the priorities developed by the technica
criteriaoverridden by politica leaders.

The TEAP program provides amodest amount of funding to economic development projects that
support business and industry in the state and may be amode! for how to speed up the
programming of critica projects.
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