Meeting Agenda of the
TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE
February 16, 2017
1:30 p.m.
PPACG Lower Level Conference Room
Agenda items marked with  indicate that additional materials were included in packets mailed to members.
Please park in the large parking lot on the east side of the building and enter the east entrance to the lower level.

1. Call To Order / Establish A Quorum / Introductions
2. Agenda Approval
3. Public Comments – For items not on the agenda
4. Approval of the January 19, 2017 Minutes 
5. Board of Director’s Report – February Board Meeting
6. TIP Amendment 7 
Kevin Rayes, Transportation Planner
Action Requested: Review and Recommend
7. FASTER and HSIP Projects 
CDOT Region 2
Action Requested: Discussion
8. Draft Freight Project Scenarios 
CDOT Region 2
Action Requested: Discussion
9. Final Statewide and Metropolitan Planning Rules 
Aaron Bustow, FHWA
Action Requested: Discussion
10. Long Range Transportation Plan Schedule Update 
Jennifer Valentine, Transportation Planner
Action Requested: Discussion
11. Priority Project List 
Ken Prather, Acting Transportation Director
Action Requested: Discussion
12. 2017 Colorado Legislative Session Update 
Jessica McMullen, Policy and Communications Director
Action Requested: Discussion
13. NOPE Policy Task Force Update
Kevin Rayes, Transportation Planner
Action Requested: Information
14. Member Entity Announcements
15. Items for Future TAC Meetings
16. Adjournment

Agenda Item 4

Draft Minutes of the
TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Thursday, January 19, 2017
1:30 p.m.
PPACG Lower Level Conference Room
1. Call To Order / Establish A Quorum / Introductions
Mr. Brian Vitulli, committee chair, called the meeting to order at 1:33 PM. A quorum was
established and introductions were made.
2. Agenda Approval
The committee decided to move agenda item 13 to just after the Board of Directors’
Report (item 6) because it is an action item. This change is reflected in the minutes below.
A motion was made by Ms. Jennifer Irvine to approve the revised agenda, and seconded by
Mr. Bob Radosevich.
3. Public Comments – For items not on the agenda
There were no public comments. Mr. Brian Vitulli, committee chair, asked PPACG staff to
distribute committee bylaws and other pertinent guiding documents to new members.
Staff also agreed to update the TAC mailing list. Committee members and staff will reach
out to appropriate entities to fill vacancies.
4. Approval of the November 17, 2016 Minutes
Ms. Brandy Williams pointed out a spelling error in the minutes. She made a motion to
approve the minutes with the error corrected. Ms. Jennifer Irvine made a second, and the
motion passed unanimously with the exception of Ms. Victoria Chavez who abstained due
to being absent from the November meeting.
5. Approval of the December 15, 2016 meeting minutes
Mr. Tim Roberts noted that he made the second on Item 6 of the December meeting. Ms.
Victoria Chavez made a motion to approve the minutes with the addition of this
information. Mr. Tim Roberts seconded and the motion passed unanimously.
6. Board of Director’s Report – January Board Meeting
Mr. Ken Prather, Acting Transportation Director, mentioned the following items from the
January Board meeting: the contract of Rob MacDonald, PPACG Executive Director, will be
terminated on February 10; no announcements have been made regarding Transportation
Director Craig Casper, who remains on administrative leave; TIP Amendment 5 was
approved; a representative from the Colorado Department of Transportation gave an
update on their road usage fee pilot program; and the Board sent the Long Range
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Transportation Plan Goals back to the committees.
7. FY 2017-2022 TIP Amendment 6
Mr. Kevin Rayes, Transportation Planner, presented this item. He explained that Mountain
Metro Transit requested the amendment to add federal and local funds to FTA programs
5307 and 5339 funding pools. Ms. Jennifer Irvine made a motion to recommend this item
to the Board for approval. A second was made by Ms. Victoria Chavez and the motion
passed unanimously.
8. UPWP Amendment 2
Mr. Ken Prather explained that funding for data gathering (approved by the PPACG Board
of Directors in December of 2016 in TIP Amendment #4) would be added to the UPWP,
along with CDOT reconciliation funds. Mr. Tim Roberts made a motion to recommend this
item for approval to the Board. Mr. Bob Radosevich made a second, and the motion passed
unanimously.
9. Long Range Transportation Plan Goals
Ms. Jessica McMullen, Policy and Communications Manager, presented this item. She
explained that the PPACG Board of Directors sent this item back to the committees to
ensure that the changes made following the December CAC meeting and January Board
workshop adequately address their concerns. She also noted that staff would be
conducting a workshop with key stakeholders to synthesize the survey results into a more
concise list of goals. Several TAC members expressed interest in condensing the list of goals
down to four or five. A brief discussion surrounding the choice of a 2050 planning horizon
(vs. 2045 like CDOT) was held with no resolution. Mr. Tim Roberts invited PPACG staff to
present the survey at the City’s Citizen Transportation Advisory Board (CTAB) and Active
Transportation Advisory Committee (ATAC) meetings, and staff agreed to do so. Mr. Larry
Manning made a motion to recommend that the Board release the LRTP goals for public
comment in the form of a public survey, as presented. A second was made by Mr. Tim
Roberts and the motion passed unanimously.
10. Transportation Web Pages
Ms. Jessica McMullen, Policy and Communications Manager, and Ms. Jenny Lines, Web and
Publications Coordinator, presented this item. They provided a preview of the updated
PPACG website, asking for feedback on the Transportation home page layout and topic
areas. The committee emphasized the need to find resources quickly, and Ms. Lines noted
that a highly searchable site will ensure ease of use. She also agreed to include committee
bylaws, procedures, policy documents, and relevant archived material on the new site. Mr.
Michael Snow recommended an “I’d like to…” feature, as found on some other government
sites. Staff agreed to send materials to help the committee further review the
transportation page.
11. NOPE Policy
Mr. Kevin Rayes, Transportation Planner, presented this item. He explained that the PPACG
Board of Directors tabled the item at their December meeting, sending it back to the
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committees for further discussion. Mr. Rayes presented cost over-run policies from several
peer organizations. The group discussed whether the scheduled item on cash management
for MPOs should still be presented at the Statewide MPO and Statewide Transportation
Advisory Committee meetings on January 27. Ms. Wendy Pettit suggested that cost overruns might be better handled on a case by case basis rather than with a blanket cash
management policy. She reminded the group that funding does expire, and Ms. Jennifer
Irvine pointed out the problems presented by the current length of time necessary to
approve Intergovernmental Agreements (IGAs). Ms. Victoria Chavez recommended forming
a task force or working group to further discuss cost over-runs, cash management, and
other potential alternatives to the NOPE policy. PPACG staff will email all TAC members,
prompting them to nominate someone from their entity to serve on this group. The cash
management conversation will be held at a later SWMPO/STAC meeting. A representative
from CDOT’s Office of Financial Management and Budget (OFMB) will participate in the
working group to help members better understand how cash management works, and may
at some point give a presentation to the entire TAC. There was a general consensus among
committee members to form this working group. The CAC will be notified of the TAC
proceedings and decisions.
12. FY 2017-2022 TIP Administrative Amendment 2
Mr. Kevin Rayes, Transportation Planner, presented this administrative amendment as an
information item. The committee agreed that future administrative amendments could be
sent out by email rather than being presented at meetings.
13. Priority Project List
Mr. Ken Prather provided a brief history of the region’s priority project lists. Ms. Victoria
Chavez expressed continued interest in updating the priority project list. She suggested
that PPACG staff email the TAC, prompting them to submit a list of up to ten priority
projects for the region. This email should include the region’s most recent priority project
lists for/from CDOT Region 2 and PPACG. The deadline for responses will be noon on
Monday, February 6, prior to the next TAC mail out. Staff will present the findings at the
next TAC meeting for further discussion. The list will later be shared with the PPACG CAC.
14. Member Entity Announcements
Ms. Brandy Williams will send PPACG staff planning activities for the City of Fountain to
update the UPWP.
15. Items for Future TAC Meetings
Items suggested for future meetings include: the Priority Project List; the NOPE Policy;
additional TIP Amendments; and results of the goals survey, as available. The committee
will take a group photo at the February meeting.
16. Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 3:47 PM.
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TAC Members Present
Brian Vitulli, Chair
Victoria Chavez, Vice-Chair
Brandy Williams, 2nd Vice-Chair
Jennifer Irvine
Tim Roberts
Larry Manning
Daniel Munn
Darren Horstmeier
Ken Prather
Debra Baumgardner
Wendy Pettit
Michael Snow
Bob Radosevich
Larry Squires
Wade Burkholder
Aaron Bustow

Representing
City of Colorado Springs-MMT
El Paso County
City of Fountain
El Paso County
City of Colorado Springs
Town of Monument
City of Woodland Park
Schriever Air Force Base
Pikes Peak Area Council of Governments
US Air Force Academy
Colorado Department of Transportation
Colorado Department of Transportation
Town of Palmer Lake
Federal Transit Administration
City of Manitou Springs
Federal Highway Administration

Guests Present
Michael Kozak
Kevin Rayes
Jennifer Valentine
Jenny Lines
Jessica McMullen

Representing
Cheyenne Mountain Air Force Station
PPACG
PPACG
PPACG
PPACG
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DATE:

February 16, 2017

TO:

PPACG Transportation Advisory Committee

FROM:

Kevin Rayes, Transportation Planner

SUBJECT:

FY 2017-2022 TIP Amendment 7
ACTION REQUESTED: Review & Recommend

SUMMARY
During the public process for the development of the FY 2018-2021 Statewide Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP), the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) Region 2
selected five new projects through its public process to be added to the PPACG FY 2017-2022
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) (see attachment 1). The projects were selected at
the CDOT Region 2 TPR meeting. The projects will be funded through Regional Priority Program
(RPP), Transportation Alternative Program (TAP), Surface Treatment and Bridge Asset
Management funds (see attachment 2).
RECOMMENDATION(S)
N/A
PROPOSED MOTION
Recommend PPACG FY 2017-2022 TIP amendment 7 for approval.
ALTERNATIVES
The TAC has the following alternatives to consider:
1) Recommend approval of the item as presented.
2) Do not recommend approval of the item.
3) Refer the item back to staff.

PREVIOUS BOARD ACTION
Projects in the TIP and/or their original funding have previously been approved by the PPACG
Board of Directors in the FY 2017-2022 TIP or earlier TIPS.
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
N/A
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BACKGROUND
As the Pikes Peak region’s designated Metropolitan Planning Organization, PPACG is
responsible for managing state, local and federal transportation and transit funds through a
document called the Transportation Improvement Program. The 2017 TIP is a short-range (4 – 6
year) planning program that implements the region’s long-range Regional Transportation Plan
to accomplish regional transportation, mobility and air quality improvements and goals. The
PPACG FY 2017-2022 TIP contains the PPACG region’s list of transportation projects for which
state, local, and federal funds are being programmed.
The FY 2017-2022 TIP was developed in cooperation with our member agencies, CDOT and in
conjunction with PPACG’s RTP and the State Transportation Improvement Program. All surface
transportation projects requiring or using federal funding or a federal action to proceed must
be included in the PPACG FY 2017-2022 TIP.
STAKEHOLDER PROCESS
This proposal conforms to the PPACG public involvement process. The amendment will be
presented at the February CAC meeting and will be presented at the March Board of Directors
meeting.
ATTACHMENTS
1) Attachment 1: CDOT Amendment Request Letter
2) Attachment 2: PPACG FY 2017-2022 TIP Amendment 7 Funding Table
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Region Transportation Director
905 N Erie Ave
Pueblo CO 81001-2915

January 31, 2017
To: PPACG
15 So 7th Street.
Colorado Springs, Colorado 80905
Attn: Kevin Rayes and Ken Prather
Dear Mr. Rayes and Mr. Prather,
CDOT Region 2 requests a TIP amendment for inclusion in the PPACG 2017-2023 Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP). CDOT Region 2 is asking that the below listed projects be included in the respective funding pool
areas where projects have been selected through the public process we just concluded in January. These
projects need to be included in the 2017 -2023 PPACG TIP. The below listed projects reflect the CDOT
allocations to the PPACG area for the 2018- 2021 fiscal year time frame. The amendment encompasses the
following actions:
During the public process for the development of the 2018 to 2021 Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan
(STIP), the CDOT Regional Priority funds and the Draft FASTER Safety and draft HSIP funds were discussed with
each Transportation planning region and each MPO in Region 2. The final RPP, TAP, Surface Treatment, and
Bridge asset management project allocations though fiscal year 2021 have been determined and through a joint
CDOT Region 2 TPR meeting held on January 25, 2017 the final lists for those funds were distributed at that
time.
Region 2 also awarded TAP projects for fiscal years 2018 through 2021. The PPACG area was awarded a project
in 2019.
The asset management projects for fiscal year 2020 were also awarded by the Transportation Commission in
November. The PPACG area has two surface treatment projects on the list as well as two bridge projects that
will be implemented in the Region. These projects are listed below.
The final FASTER and HSIP projects will be considered for inclusion into the PPACG TIP at a later date once a
final decision is made on the allocations. Traffic will be presenting to the TAC and CAC on these proposed
projects at the February 18th TAC meeting, February 22rd CAC meeting, and the PPACG BOD at their March 8th
meeting.
CDOT Region 2 is requesting that the new STIP projects be incorporated into the PPACG 2017-2023 TIP for
consideration by the respective committees and the Board of Directors in the February through April 2017 time
frame.
Projects to be Included in 2018-2021 PPACG Transportation Improvement Plan:
SR26867.076: -I-25 from Circle to Fountain. Corridor Management-Design: $1,500,000 RPP in 2021. This funding
provides funding for design in the I-25 corridor.
SR25079.083: Ute Pass Pedestrian Project $680,000 TAP funds awarded in 2019 $170,000 in Local Match
SR25216.132 US 24 West of Manitou to West Chipita Park $5,800,000 in surface treatment funds in 2020
SR25216.134 I-25 South Academy South Northbound only $15,900,000 in surface treatment funds in 2020
SR26710.029; US 24 West of Manitou to West Chipita bridge repair to I-17-AE in the amount of $6,622 in 2020
bridge asset management funds

902 N. Erie Avenue, Pueblo, CO 81001

P 719.546-5429 F 719.547-5702 www.coloradodot.info
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REGION 2 2018-2021 TIP STIP LETTER
Page 2 of 2

SR26710.036 SH 85 A and I -25 bridge repair to I-17-CO in the amount of $541467 in 2021 Bridge asset
management funds
Please let me know if you have any additional questions about the proposed TIP modification action. You may
reach me at 719-546-5748. These changes should bring the PPACG 2016 to 2019 TIP up to current CDOT planned
and expected funding streams and should reflect current projects selection results.
Sincerely,
Wendy Pettit
CDOT Region 2 Planning
Cc:
Jamie Collins (OFMB)
Karen Rowe ( R2 RTD)
Jason Ahrens (R2 BO)
Michael Snow (DTD)
Mark Andrew (R2 NPE)

902 N. Erie Avenue, Pueblo, CO 81001

P 719.546-5429 F 719.547-5702 www.coloradodot.info
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PPACG FY 2017-2022 TIP Amendment 7 Funding Table

STIP #

Project
Title

Project
Sponsor

Description

Amendment

Funding Source

2017

Roll Over

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

Total

Bridges On State Highway System

SR26710.029

US 24 Bridge
Repair

CDOT

Bridge Repair at US 24
West of Manitou to
West Chipita Bridge
repair to I-17-AE. Funds
come from Bridge Asset
Management.

Amend.
7

Federal

0

0

0

5297.000

0

0

5297.000

State

0

0

0

1324.250

0

0

1324.250

0

0

0

6621.250

0

0

6621.250

Federal

0

0

0

0

433.173

State

0

0

0

0

108.293

0

108.293

0

0

0

0

541.466

0

541.466

Fed (STBG)
Preconstruction

0

0

680.000

0

0

0

680.000

Fed (STBG)
Construction

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Local
Preconstruction

0

0

170.000

0

0

0

170.000

Local
Construction

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

850.000

0

0

0

850.000

4801.820

Total

SR26710.036

SH 85 & I 25
Bridge Repair

CDOT

Bridge Repair at SH 85 A
and I-25 Bridge Repair
to I-17-CO. Funds come
from Bridge Asset
Management.

Amend.
7

Total

0

0

433.173

Transportation Alternatives/STBGSA

SR25079.083

Ute Pass
Pedestrian
Project

El Paso
County

Ute Pass Pedestrian
Project

Amend.
7

Total

0

Maintenance and Operations (Surface Treatment)

SR25216.132

SR25216.134

US 24 West of
Manitou to
West Chipita
Park

CDOT

I-25 South
Academy South
Northbound
only

CDOT

US 24 West of Manitou
to West Chipita Park

Amend.
7

Federal

0

0

0

4801.820

0

0

State

0

0

0

998.180

0

0

998.180

0

0

0

5800.000

0

0

5800.000

0

0

0

2736.390

0

0

2736.390

0

0

0

15900.000

0

0

15900.000

Federal

0

0

0

0

1241.850

0

1241.850

State

0

0

0

0

258.150

0

258.150

0

0

0

0

1500.0000

0

1500.000

Total

0

Federal
I-25 South Academy
South Northbound only

Amend.
7

13163.610

State
Total

0

13163.610

Regional Priorities

SR26867.076

I-25 Corridor
ManagementDesign

CDOT

I-25 from Circle to
Fountain. Corridor
Management. This
funding provides
funding for design of
the I-25 Corridor

Amend.
7

Total

0
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Program

Prog Priority

Analysis

Proposed Locations

B/C Ratio

I-25 Ramp Metering (Colo Sprgs)

1.89

$

3,300,000.00

X

Install ramp metering along 10 identified ramps in Colo Sprgs per COBRA recommendations

SH 9 & US 285 Intersec Improv + SH 285 Corridor Improv

0.50

$

4,000,000.00

X

Widen bridge south of SH9 & US 285 Intersec, widen US 285 to two thru lanes S. of Proposed
Roundabout

X

Shift left lane drop to right lane drop betwn weight station & Palmer Divide Interchg

Cost Assoc w/ B/C

FY21 FSA

FY20 HSIP

FY21 HSIP

COMMENTS

Traffic

#1

Eric

Traffic

#2

Jimmy

Traffic

#3

Eric

NB I-25 Monument COBRA Project

4.95

$

250,000.00

Traffic

#4a

Eric

SH 67F SB Pull Out MP 57-57.1

11.06

$

250,000.00

X

Construct slow-vehicle pull-out in the SB direction on SH67 per Passing Lane Prioritization
Study; 2 Fatalities in area

Traffic

#4b

Eric

SH 67D Super-Elev Corrections MP 90-91

1.00

$

3,850,000.00

X

Roadway geometric improvements; 2 Fatalities in 2016 ; possible to combine with SH67
Pull-out location (#4a)

Traffic

#5

Jimmy

US 287 CL Rumble Stip MP 0.0 - 133.24

6.65

$

500,000.00

Traffic

#6

Sonia/Roger

US 50 West Cable Rail (MP 285 - 290)

3.10

$

2,150,000.00

Traffic

#7

Jimmy

US 24A MP 272.75 Blind Curve

1.82

$

1,000,000.00

Traffic

#8

Art/Roger

SH 115 Wildlife Fence (MP 25.5 to 40.5)

1.42

$

2,650,000.00

Traffic

#9

Jimmy

SH 165A MP 28.9 - 33.3 Guardrail

0.93

$

1,000,000.00

Install guardrai; 14 injuries since 2011

Traffic

#10

Jimmy

US 24G MP 329.8 - 332.3 Narrow Bridges

0.92

$

3,000,000.00

Bridge widening & install guardrail for bridge approaches (recent news article in gazette); 2
Fatalities & 13 Injuries since 2006

Traffic

#11

Jimmy

SH 45 & Glenroyal Dr Intersec Improv (MP 3.32)

0.82

$

400,000.00

Traffic

#12

Jimmy

US 285 & Reinecker Ridge Curve Realign (189.4 - 189.7)

0.70

$

3,750,000.00

Traffic

#13

Eric

SH 50A Pull Outs MP 256 to 258

0.41

$

170,000.00

Traffic

#14

Jimmy

I-25 Exit 50 Bridges

0.40

$

7,500,000.00

Traffic

#15

Eric

SH 67F Pull Outs MP 56 to 64

0.65

$

170,000.00

S. Prog

#5

Art/Roger

SH 160 near CR504 (298.5 - 301.5)

0.56

$

1,300,000.00

S. Prog

#7

Art/Roger

SH69 betwn Walsenburg & Huerfano County Line

0.45

$

4,000,000.00

US 50B near Hasty Rest Area (MP 387.5 to 390.5)

0.40

$

1,500,000.00

Address head-on & sideswipe opposite hits plue run-off-left/median accidents; 5 fatalities
since 2011

X
X
X
X

Install cable rail; address run of the road accidents; 2 Fatalities & 55 Injuries since 2010
Flatten curve & address radius; sight distance deficancy along curve to address crash
patterns; 2 Fatalities & 15 Injuries since 2011
Proposed deer fence to address Wildlife accident pattern; 124 Property Damage + 14
Injuries since 2010

Signal warrants meet; address broadside accidents; 2 Injuries + 9 Property Damage since
2011
Realign cure to address run of the road incidents; 1 Fatality + 6 Injuries since 2010
Construct slow-vehicle pull-out in WB direction; location identified per Passing Lane
Prioritization Study; ; 1 Injury since 2011
Bridge widening + add shoulders; address bridge & approach accidents; 1 Fatality + 11
Injuries since 2006
SB location added into N. Program overlay project (21254); no constuctable location for NB
identified

X

Install wildlife fence; accident pattern indicates issues with wildlife conflicts; 30 Property +
1 Injury since 2010
Shoulder widening & install rumble strips; 1 Fatality + 7 Injuries since 2010

X

Add passing lanes; combine with S. Program overlay project in area; 25 Property + 8 Injuries
since 2005

S. Prog

#1

Art/Roger

S. Prog

#4

Sonia/Roger

US 287 betwn Lamar & Eds (MP 85 - 112.6)

0.40

$

6,000,000.00

Add passing lanes; 10 Property + 6 Injuries + 8 Fatalities since 2006

S. Prog

#2

Sonia/Roger

I-25 East Side Frontage Rd (Pueblo) (102 - 104)

0.08

$

4,000,000.00

Reviewed mainline; Non-mainline crashes (not enough data for non-mainline) -- 7 Property +
3 Injuries since 2011 -- re-evaluate again Dec 2017 impact of Dillion Interchg

S. Prog

#3

Art/Roger

US 50B betwn Pueblo & Fowler (329.5 - 338 & 341 - 350)

0.07

$

6,000,000.00

Add passing lanes; Betwn Pueblo & Boone (5 Property + 2 Injury) and Boone & Fowler (6
Property + 5 Injury) since 2011

S. Prog

#6

Art/Roger

US 287 betwn Eads & Kiowa County Line (MP 114 - 133)

0.04

$

6,000,000.00

Add passing lanes; 9 Property + 5 Injuries since 2006

N. Prog

#2

Eric

SH 21 (Powers) & Research

2.00

$

1,915,000.00

X

Proposed intersection improvements (N. Program proposed interchg eval); 55 Property + 51
Injuries since 2011

N. Prog

#1

Sonia/Roger

SH 83A betwn 28.79 - 29.78

0.76

$

2,675,000.00

X

Add passing lanes; location noted on Passing Lane Prioritization Study; 1 Fatality + 4
Injuries since 2010
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Recommend List:

$

18,090,000.00

FY21 FSA Allotment

$

14,357,296.00

Net Diff:

$

(3,732,704.00)

Recommend List:

$

6,250,000.00

FY21 HSIP Allotment

$

5,100,000.00

Net Diff:

$

(1,150,000.00)

Recommend List:

$

1,000,000.00

FY20 HSIP Current Approved List

$

3,000,000.00

FY20 HSIP LA Projects

$

2,550,000.00

FY20 HSIP Allotment

$

5,100,000.00

Net Diff:

$

1,100,000.00

126.0%

*** Note - recommended to be overprogrammed by min 120%

122.5%

*** Note - recommended to be overprogrammed by min 120%

128.4%

*** Note - recommended to be overprogrammed by min 120%

National Highway Freight Program
FY 16 ‐ FY 17 Project Selection
1/20/2017
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Project Summary

Line

2

11

16
17

20

23

26

30

Project ID

4

N/A

43
142

148

60

N/A

N/A

Region

1

2

3
3

4

4

5

5

TPR

Greater Denver
Area

Pueblo Area

Gunnison Valley
Region wide

Eastern
Upper Front
Range,
North Front
Range,
Greater Denver
Area

San Luis Valley

Region wide

Project Name

Program Scenarios

Project Description

I‐25 North: US 36 to 120th

Full project includes improvements on I‐25 between US 36 and 120th
including auxiliary lanes, additional lane between 84th Ave and Thornton
Parkway and reconstruction of 88th Ave Bridge. NHFP funding will
complete NEPA, design, and construction of 88th Ave. bridge. This is a
frequently hit, low vertical clearance bridge.

SH 47 and Fountain Creek
Stabilization

Realignment of Fountain Creek and bank stabilization to protect SH 47
from high water events. SH 47 provides alternative to US 50 and I‐25,
provides access to retail businesses, and alternative access to the Pueblo
Airport, and adjacent industrial park including a Target distribution center.

US 50: Little Blue Canyon

NHFP funding will complete a funding package for the project, which will
reconstruct and widen US 50 to improved geometric design standards and
improve safety, drainage and access in this corridor. The project includes
the addition of passing lanes, shoulders, and mitigation of a land‐slide
within the project limits.

I‐70 Truck Parking

NHFP Funding will establish up to four truck parking locations along I‐70 in
the vicinity of Glenwood Springs.

SH 14: Sterling "S" Curve

NHFP funds will complete funding package for project, which will re‐align
SH14 to an "S" curve alignment in order to connect to I‐76 while
eliminating 90 degree turns which are difficult for large trucks to navigate.
SH 14 provides a connection between I‐76 and I‐25 and serves as an
alternative to commercial motor vehicles wanting to bypass the metro
area.

US 85: Corridor
Improvements

Safety, intersection and interchange improvements as identified in US 85
PEL study. This Is a significant highway/rail freight corridor and was a 2016
and 2017 FASTLANE grant submittal. Project is very scalable, with multiple
different freight improvements possible at different levels of funding.

10‐Year
Development NHFP Request
Program Project
Amount

X

Scenario 1:
Construction Projects

Off‐Peak
Truck AADT

AADT

Usage Factors
Regional
Quartile ‐
Off Peak Truck
AADT
(1 = lowest)

% Trucks
(Off Peak % of
AADT)

Regional
Quartile ‐
% Trucks
(1 = lowest)

Notes

$1 M in FY 17 will complete NEPA and design,
4th with $10 M for construction in FY 18.

$

11.00 $

11.00

169,500

15,814

4th

9.3%

$

2.00 $

2.00

42,000

1,680

4th

4%

1st

X

$

4.00 $

4.00

2,600

312

3rd

12.0%

3rd

X

$

2.70 $

2.70

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

X

$

9.50 $

7.50

6,240

356

3rd

5.7%

1st

$

7.00 $

5.00

12,260

1,680

4th

13.7%

NHFP funding will advance project making more
competitive for future rounds of FASTLANE
2nd grant funding, if unsuccessful this round.

US 160 Wolf Creek, Road
Safety Audit

Implementation of safety measures recommended by FHWA as part of the
US 160 Wolf Creek Pass Road Safety Audit. Project improvements include
improving the roads curvature, rumble strips, addition of crash barrier,
widen shoulders in pull‐out locations, informational signing, highway re‐
striping, and VMS specifically targeting freight traffic to improve safety.

$

1.60 $

1.60

3,400

354

3rd

10.4%

2nd

Region 5 Mountain Pass
Critical Safety Needs

Lengthening and widening of chain up stations to improve capacity and
add a safety buffer between live traffic. Overhead LED lighting will be
added to both sides of each truck chain up station. Sub‐standard road
closure gates will be replaced with gates that meet federal standards.

$

2.55 $
TOTAL
$
Available
$

2.55
36.35
35.00

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

X
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Line

1

5

9

12

13

14

21

23

29

Project ID

3

15

17

25

31

35

72

60

92

Region

1

1

2

2

3

3

4

4

5

TPR

Project Name

Program Scenarios

Project Description

Greater Denver
Area

Full Phase 3.0 project includes replacement of bridges and interchanges
and roadway widening. NHFP funding will add NEPA and design for the
I‐25: Valley Highway Phase
23rd and Speer bridges to an upcoming Planning and Environmental
3.0: Santa Fe to Bronco Arch Linkages (PEL) study. These are low vertical clearance bridges which serve
as a significant impediment to freight movement and are frequently hit.
(including bridges)

Greater Denver
Area

Full project includes reconstruction of the interchange at I‐270 and
intersection at 60th Ave. to improve the safety and capacity by making the
geometric configuration more intuitive for drivers, adding grade
separation, and improving access points based on a PEL study
recommendation. NHFP funding of $10 M will complete design and ROW.
US 85/Vasquez: I‐270 to 62nd Important freight, energy, and industrial corridor with significant safety,
Ave. Interchange
geometric and mobility issues affecting freight movement.
Initiate design for I‐25 improvements in Pueblo between City Center Drive
and 13th Street. Improvements include complete reconstruction and
widening of I‐25 between 13th St. and City Center Dr., construction of a
split‐diamond interchange between City Center Dr. and 13th St., with
additional exit ramps near 6th St., and construction of one‐way frontage
roads between ramps. Upgrades to current design standards will improve
freight mobility and safety.

Pueblo Area

I‐25: City Center Drive to
13th St. (Phase of the New
Pueblo Freeway EIS)

Southeast

Phase I of the Reliever Route includes the realignment of US 50 to the
South ‐ needed for future US50/US 287 Interchange. NHFP funding will
US 287: Lamar Reliever Route complete design for Phase I.
Full project includes reconstruction with realignment of curves and other
safety improvements. NHFP funding will complete design and ROW. The
project will correct a sharp curve at the western entrance to Debeque
Canyon that has resulted in numerous crashes involving commercial motor
vehicles.

Grand Valley

I‐70: Palisade to Debeque

Intermountain

The I‐70 Mountain Corridor Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (PEIS) identified west Vail pass as a priority segment for
installation of auxiliary travel lanes. Motor carriers and other heavy
vehicles must travel slowly both uphill and downhill causing substantial
speed differences with other vehicles. This speed differential causes lane
I‐70 West: Vail Pass Auxiliary changes, back‐ups, and crashes. NHFP funding will complete NEPA and
Lanes and Wildlife Overpass preliminary engineering.

Upper Front
Range,
Eastern
Upper Front
Range,
North Front
Range,
Greater Denver
Area

Southwest

SH 71 Super 2

Reconstruction of corridor to Super 2 configuration from Limon to Brush,
and Brush to Nebraska Stateline. The project will construct 12’ travel lanes,
8’‐10’ shoulders, and other safety treatments designed to accommodate
large trucks, including Oversize / Overweigh permitted trucks. NHFP
funding will provide for design to 30%, enabling design/build.

US 85: Corridor
Improvements

Safety, intersection and interchange improvements as identified in US 85
PEL study. This Is a significant highway/rail freight corridor and was a 2016
and 2017 FASTLANE grant submittal. Project is very scalable, with multiple
different freight improvements possible at different levels of funding.

This phase of the US 550/US 160 Connection project will finalize pre‐
construction. This final phase will purchase ROW required for US160‐
US 550/US 160 Connection ‐ CR302, complete the final design for the connection and prepare the
project for advertisement.
Finalize Pre‐Construction

10‐Year
Development NHFP Request
Program Project
Amount

X

X

$

$

2.00 $

22.00 $

Scenario 2:
Advance Projects

2.00

10.00

AADT

222,384

37,809

Off‐Peak
Truck AADT

13,299

4,880

Usage Factors
Regional
Quartile ‐
Off Peak Truck
AADT
(1 = lowest)

4th

4th

% Trucks
(Off Peak % of
AADT)

Regional
Quartile ‐
% Trucks
(1 = lowest)

Notes

5.98%

NHFP funding would advance bridge project so
that it could be considered for future rounds of
3rd FASTLANE grant funding for construction phase.

12.9%

NHFP funding of $10 M will fund ROW and
design so that project could be considered for
future rounds of FASTLANE grant funding for
construction phase. Additional requested funds
would provide match for possible grant
4th application for construction.

X

$

2.00 $

2.00

66,667

4,087

4th

6.1%

NHFP funding will advance project to RFP stage
for design build so that project could be
considered for future rounds of FASTLANE grant
1st funding for construction phase.

X

$

1.00 $

1.00

11,650

1,747

4th

15%

3rd

X

X

X

$

$

$

3.00 $

7.00 $

6.00 $

3.00

7.00

4.00

17,000

21,000

1,070

2,108

2,289

338

4th

4th

3rd

12.4%

NHFP funding would advance project so that it
could be considered for future rounds of
3rd FASTLANE grant funding for construction phase.

10.9%

NHFP funding would advance project so that it
could be considered for future rounds of
3rd FASTLANE grant funding for construction phase.

31.7%

NHFP funding will advance project to RFP stage
for design build so that project could be
considered for future rounds of FASTLANE grant
4th funding for construction phase.

NHFP funding will advance project making more
competitive for future rounds of FASTLANE
2nd grant funding, if unsuccessful this round.

X

$

7.00 $

5.00

12,260

1,680

4th

13.7%

X

$

10.50 $
TOTAL
$
Available
$

2.00
36.00
35.00

6,750

418

4th

6.2%

$2 million will complete ROW acquisition for
1st the interchange.
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Line
17

27

31

32

33

Project ID
142

N/A

S‐07

S‐08

S‐09

Region
3

5

Statewide

Statewide

Statewide

TPR

Project Name

Program Scenarios

Project Description

I‐70 Truck Parking

NHFP Funding will establish up to four truck parking locations along I‐70 in
the vicinity of Glenwood Springs.

Region 5 Rest Area
Improvements for Truck
Parking.

Expansion of truck parking at the Sleeping Ute (MP 46.5) and Shaw Creek
(MP 191.4) Rest Areas on US 160. This project will expand the Sleeping Ute
truck parking from 2 to 6 spaces and expand the Shaw Creek truck parking
from 4 to 10 spaces.

Minor Freight Improvement
Projects

The Minor Freight Improvement Program would be used for small projects
which could potentially have a large impact on the transportations system.
Such items could be improved signage specific to commercial vehicles or
minor infrastructure improvements. NHFP funds would be used to
establish a pool of funds that could be utilized for minor freight
improvements as they come up. Criteria would be established for
evaluating and approving requests.

Statewide

Multimodal Connection
Improvement Bank

A revolving loan program to service multimodal connections. This program
could be used by local agencies, industry, railroads, or others to make
capital improvements of a multimodal nature. Short term loans are issued
at a low interest rate. Similar programs have been successful in other
states, specifically focusing on rail projects.

Statewide

POE Mobile Sites are used by CSP‐POE to temporary or random commercial
vehicle inspections, or as pullout for emergency use or temporary truck
parking. Currently, most of these site are nothing more than compact soil
Port‐of‐Entry (POE) Mobile with little or no improvements. This project would improve sites by adding
Site improvement / Highway a level pavement surface and/or barriers to separate the site from the
Pullouts
highway.

Region wide

San Luis Valley,
Southwest

Statewide

10‐Year
Development NHFP Request
Program Project
Amount
X

Scenario 3:
Statewide Programs

Off‐Peak
Truck AADT

AADT
N/A

% Trucks
(Off Peak % of
AADT)

N/A

N/A

Regional
Quartile ‐
% Trucks
(1 = lowest)

$

2.70 $

2.70

$

2.22 $

2.22

X

$

3.00 $

3.00

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

X

$

1.50 $

1.50

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

X

$

2.80 $

2.80

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

X

$

2.00 $

2.00

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

7,300/4,900

N/A

Usage Factors
Regional
Quartile ‐
Off Peak Truck
AADT
(1 = lowest)

365/441

3rd/4th

6.3%/10.3%

N/A

1st/2nd

35

S‐02

Statewide

Statewide

36

S‐10

Statewide

Statewide

Signal Prioritization systems on a freight heavy corridor can detect the
movement of commercial vehicles through various types of technology.
When a commercial vehicle is approaching a signalized intersection, thy
system can extend the green light to prevent a rapid deceleration or the
vehicle moving through a red light.
Signal Prioritization
TPIMS informs drivers of available parking either through in‐dash
communications or on roadside signs. CDOT has already committed $1 M
to this project and will begin by connecting I‐70 East to a TPIMS system in
Kansas. NHFP funds will be used to as a match for a FASTLANE grant to
implement the system statewide, or to begin the next phase if grant is
Truck Parking Information
Management System (TPIMS) unsuccessful.
Implementation of findings of Truck Parking Study, including possible
Truck Parking
improvements to existing facilities or development of new facilities.

Statewide

Truck Ramp Restoration

Truck ramps currently have no dedicated source of funding for
maintenance. Over time, as the materials settle the ramps will become
less and less affective in slowing a commercial vehicle. NHFP funds would
be used for ongoing maintenance and improvements to truck ramps.

X

$

2.00 $

2.00

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Statewide

Truck Ramp Technology
Implementation

Implementation of newer truck arrestor technologies and speed warning
systems to reduce the need to use track ramps.

X

$

2.50 $

2.50

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Truck Safety

Improve identified Commercial Vehicle Crash Hotspots, using appropriate
strategies unique to the location. Address other targeted truck safety
issues, including less than 2' shoulders.

X

$

4.00 $
TOTAL
$
Available
$

4.00
36.72
35.00

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

34

37
38

39

S‐06

S‐04
S‐05

S‐03

Statewide

Statewide
Statewide

Statewide

Statewide

Statewide

Notes

X

$

9.00 $

9.00

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

$9 M would replace FASTLANE funds if grant
not awarded, or enable expanded deployment
N/A if the grant is successful.

X

$

5.00 $

5.00

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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1

5

9

14
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20
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26
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Project ID

3

15

17

35

43
142

148

60

N/A

N/A

Region

1

1

2

3

3
3

4

4

5

5

TPR

Project Name

Program Scenarios

Project Description

Greater Denver
Area

Full Phase 3.0 project includes replacement of bridges and interchanges
and roadway widening. NHFP funding will add NEPA and design for the
I‐25: Valley Highway Phase
23rd and Speer bridges to an upcoming Planning and Environmental
3.0: Santa Fe to Bronco Arch Linkages (PEL) study. These are low vertical clearance bridges which serve
as a significant impediment to freight movement and are frequently hit.
(including bridges)

Greater Denver
Area

Full project includes reconstruction of the interchange at I‐270 and
intersection at 60th Ave. to improve the safety and capacity by making the
geometric configuration more intuitive for drivers, adding grade
separation, and improving access points based on a PEL study
recommendation. NHFP funding of $10 M will complete design and ROW.
US 85/Vasquez: I‐270 to 62nd Important freight, energy, and industrial corridor with significant safety,
Ave. Interchange
geometric and mobility issues affecting freight movement.
Initiate design for I‐25 improvements in Pueblo between City Center Drive
and 13th Street. Improvements include complete reconstruction and
widening of I‐25 between 13th St. and City Center Dr., construction of a
split‐diamond interchange between City Center Dr. and 13th St., with
additional exit ramps near 6th St., and construction of one‐way frontage
roads between ramps. Upgrades to current design standards will improve
freight mobility and safety.

Pueblo Area

I‐25: City Center Drive to
13th St. (Phase of the New
Pueblo Freeway EIS)

Intermountain

The I‐70 Mountain Corridor Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (PEIS) identified west Vail pass as a priority segment for
installation of auxiliary travel lanes. Motor carriers and other heavy
vehicles must travel slowly both uphill and downhill causing substantial
speed differences with other vehicles. This speed differential causes lane
I‐70 West: Vail Pass Auxiliary changes, back‐ups, and crashes. NHFP funding will complete NEPA and
Lanes and Wildlife Overpass preliminary engineering.

Gunnison Valley
Region wide

Eastern
Upper Front
Range,
North Front
Range,
Greater Denver
Area

San Luis Valley

Region wide

10‐Year
Development NHFP Request
Program Project
Amount

X

X

X

$

$

$

2.00 $

22.00 $

2.00 $

Scenario 4:
Hybrid

Off‐Peak
Truck AADT

AADT

2.00

10.00

2.00

222,384

Usage Factors
Regional
Quartile ‐
Off Peak Truck
AADT
(1 = lowest)

% Trucks
(Off Peak % of
AADT)

13,299 4th

37,809

4,880 4th

66,667

4,087 4th

Regional
Quartile ‐
% Trucks
(1 = lowest)

5.98% 3rd

NHFP funding would advance bridge project so
that it could be considered for future rounds of
FASTLANE grant funding for construction phase.

12.9% 4th

NHFP funding of $10 M will fund ROW and
design so that project could be considered for
future rounds of FASTLANE grant funding for
construction phase. Additional requested funds
would provide match for possible grant
application for construction.

6.1% 1st

NHFP funding will advance project to RFP stage
for design build so that project could be
considered for future rounds of FASTLANE grant
funding for construction phase.

NHFP funding would advance project so that it
could be considered for future rounds of
FASTLANE grant funding for construction phase.

X

$

7.00 $

7.00

21,000

2,289 4th

10.9% 3rd

US 50: Little Blue Canyon

NHFP funding will complete a funding package for the project, which will
reconstruct and widen US 50 to improved geometric design standards and
improve safety, drainage and access in this corridor. The project includes
the addition of passing lanes, shoulders, and mitigation of a land‐slide
within the project limits.

X

$

4.00 $

4.00

2,600

312 3rd

12.0% 3rd

I‐70 Truck Parking

NHFP Funding will establish up to four truck parking locations along I‐70 in
the vicinity of Glenwood Springs.

X

$

2.70 $

2.70

N/A

SH 14: Sterling "S" Curve

NHFP funds will complete funding package for project, which will re‐align
SH14 to an "S" curve alignment in order to connect to I‐76 while
eliminating 90 degree turns which are difficult for large trucks to navigate.
SH 14 provides a connection between I‐76 and I‐25 and serves as an
alternative to commercial motor vehicles wanting to bypass the metro
area.

X

$

9.50 $

7.50

6,240

US 85: Corridor
Improvements

Safety, intersection and interchange improvements as identified in US 85
PEL study. This Is a significant highway/rail freight corridor and was a 2016
and 2017 FASTLANE grant submittal. Project is very scalable, with multiple
different freight improvements possible at different levels of funding.

X

N/A

N/A

N/A

356 3rd

N/A

5.7% 1st

$

7.00 $

5.00

12,260

1,680 4th

13.7% 2nd

US 160 Wolf Creek, Road
Safety Audit

Implementation of safety measures recommended by FHWA as part of the
US 160 Wolf Creek Pass Road Safety Audit. Project improvements include
improving the roads curvature, rumble strips, addition of crash barrier,
widen shoulders in pull‐out locations, informational signing, highway re‐
striping, and VMS specifically targeting freight traffic to improve safety.

$

1.60 $

1.60

3,400

354 3rd

10.4% 2nd

Region 5 Mountain Pass
Critical Safety Needs

Lengthening and widening of chain up stations to improve capacity and
add a safety buffer between live traffic. Overhead LED lighting will be
added to both sides of each truck chain up station. Sub‐standard road
closure gates will be replaced with gates that meet federal standards.

$

2.55 $

2.55 N/A

N/A

N/A

Notes

N/A

N/A

NHFP funding will advance project making more
competitive for future rounds of FASTLANE
grant funding, if unsuccessful this round.
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Line

35

Project ID

S‐02

Region

Statewide

TPR

Statewide

Project Name

Project Description
TPIMS informs drivers of available parking either through in‐dash
communications or on roadside signs. CDOT has already committed $1 M
to this project and will begin by connecting I‐70 East to a TPIMS system in
Kansas. NHFP funds will be used to as a match for a FASTLANE grant to
implement the system statewide, or to begin the next phase if grant is
Truck Parking Information
Management System (TPIMS) unsuccessful.

Program Scenarios

10‐Year
Development NHFP Request
Program Project
Amount

X

$

9.00 $
TOTAL
$
Available
$

Scenario 4:
Hybrid

1.00
45.35
35.00

Off‐Peak
Truck AADT

AADT

N/A

N/A

Usage Factors
Regional
Quartile ‐
Off Peak Truck
AADT
(1 = lowest)

% Trucks
(Off Peak % of
AADT)

N/A

Regional
Quartile ‐
% Trucks
(1 = lowest)

Notes

$9 M would replace FASTLANE funds if grant
not awarded, or enable expanded deployment
if the grant is successful.
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Yellow Highlights = New
Regulations
ELECTRONIC CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS
Salmon Highlights = Changed
Regulation
e-CFR data is current as of December 23, 2016
Salmon Gray Highlight = Specific
Change in Regulation
Title 23 → Chapter I → Subchapter E → Part 450

Title 23: Highways
PART 450—PLANNING ASSISTANCE AND STANDARDS
Contents
Subpart A—Transportation Planning and Programming Definitions
§450.100 Purpose.
§450.102 Applicability.
§450.104 Definitions.
Subpart B—Statewide and Nonmetropolitan Transportation Planning and Programming
§450.200
§450.202
§450.204
§450.206
§450.208
§450.210
§450.212
§450.214
§450.216
§450.218
§450.220
§450.222
§450.224
§450.226

Purpose.
Applicability.
Definitions.
Scope of the statewide and nonmetropolitan transportation planning process.
Coordination of planning process activities.
Interested parties, public involvement, and consultation.
Transportation planning studies and project development.
Development of programmatic mitigation plans.
Development and content of the long-range statewide transportation plan.
Development and content of the statewide transportation improvement program (STIP).
Self-certifications, Federal findings, and Federal approvals.
Project selection from the STIP.
Applicability of NEPA to statewide transportation plans and programs.
Phase-in of new requirements.

Subpart C—Metropolitan Transportation Planning and Programming
§450.300
§450.302
§450.304
§450.306
§450.308
§450.310
§450.312
§450.314
§450.316
§450.318
§450.320
§450.322
§450.324
§450.326
§450.328
§450.330
§450.332
§450.334
§450.336
§450.338

Purpose.
Applicability.
Definitions.
Scope of the metropolitan transportation planning process.
Funding for transportation planning and unified planning work programs.
Metropolitan planning organization designation and redesignation.
Metropolitan planning area boundaries.
Metropolitan planning agreements.
Interested parties, participation, and consultation.
Transportation planning studies and project development.
Development of programmatic mitigation plans.
Congestion management process in transportation management areas.
Development and content of the metropolitan transportation plan.
Development and content of the transportation improvement program (TIP).
TIP revisions and relationship to the STIP.
TIP action by the FHWA and the FTA.
Project selection from the TIP.
Annual listing of obligated projects.
Self-certifications and Federal certifications.
Applicability of NEPA to metropolitan transportation plans and programs.

http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=70249c37c970409fd2ace5bac773412c&mc=true&node=pt23.1.450&rgn=div5
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AUTHORITY: 23 U.S.C. 134 and 135; 42 U.S.C. 7410 et seq.; 49 U.S.C. 5303 and 5304; 49 CFR 1.85 and 1.90.
SOURCE: 81 FR 34135, May 27, 2016, unless otherwise noted.

Back to Top

Subpart A—Transportation Planning and Programming Definitions
Back to Top
§450.100 Purpose.
The purpose of this subpart is to provide definitions for terms used in this part.
Back to Top
§450.102 Applicability.
The definitions in this subpart are applicable to this part, except as otherwise provided.
Back to Top
§450.104 Definitions.
Link to an amendment published at 81 FR 93469, December 20, 2016.
Unless otherwise specified, the definitions in 23 U.S.C. 101(a) and 49 U.S.C. 5302 are applicable to this part.
Administrative modification means a minor revision to a long-range statewide or metropolitan transportation plan,
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), or Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) that includes minor
changes to project/project phase costs, minor changes to funding sources of previously included projects, and minor
changes to project/project phase initiation dates. An administrative modification is a revision that does not require public
review and comment, a redemonstration of fiscal constraint, or a conformity determination (in nonattainment and
maintenance areas).
Amendment means a revision to a long-range statewide or metropolitan transportation plan, TIP, or STIP that involves
a major change to a project included in a metropolitan transportation plan, TIP, or STIP, including the addition or deletion of
a project or a major change in project cost, project/project phase initiation dates, or a major change in design concept or
design scope (e.g., changing project termini or the number of through traffic lanes or changing the number of stations in
the case of fixed guideway transit projects). Changes to projects that are included only for illustrative purposes do not
require an amendment. An amendment is a revision that requires public review and comment and a redemonstration of
fiscal constraint. If an amendment involves “non-exempt” projects in nonattainment and maintenance areas, a conformity
determination is required.
Asset management means a strategic and systematic process of operating, maintaining, and improving physical
assets, with a focus on both engineering and economic analysis based upon quality information, to identify a structured
sequence of maintenance, preservation, repair, rehabilitation, and replacement actions that will achieve and sustain a
desired state of good repair over the lifecycle of the assets at minimum practicable cost.
Attainment area means any geographic area in which levels of a given criteria air pollutant (e.g., ozone, carbon
monoxide, PM10, PM2.5, and nitrogen dioxide) meet the health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for
that pollutant. An area may be an attainment area for one pollutant and a nonattainment area for others. A “maintenance
area” (see definition in this section) is not considered an attainment area for transportation planning purposes.
Available funds means funds derived from an existing source dedicated to or historically used for transportation
purposes. For Federal funds, authorized and/or appropriated funds and the extrapolation of formula and discretionary
funds at historic rates of increase are considered “available.” A similar approach may be used for State and local funds
that are dedicated to or historically used for transportation purposes.
Committed funds means funds that have been dedicated or obligated for transportation purposes. For State funds that
are not dedicated to transportation purposes, only those funds over which the Governor has control may be considered
“committed.” Approval of a TIP by the Governor is considered a commitment of those funds over which the Governor has
control. For local or private sources of funds not dedicated to or historically used for transportation purposes (including
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=70249c37c970409fd2ace5bac773412c&mc=true&node=pt23.1.450&rgn=div5
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donations of property), a commitment in writing (e.g., letter of intent) by the responsible official or body having
the funds may be considered a commitment. For projects involving 49 U.S.C. 5309 funding, execution of a Full Funding
Grant Agreement (or equivalent) or an Expedited Grant Agreement (or equivalent) with the DOT shall be considered a
multiyear commitment of Federal funds.

Conformity means a Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7506(c)) requirement that ensures that Federal funding and approval
are given to transportation plans, programs and projects that are consistent with the air quality goals established by a
State Implementation Plan (SIP). Conformity to the purpose of the SIP means that transportation activities will not cause
new air quality violations, worsen existing violations, or delay timely attainment of the NAAQS or any required interim
emission reductions or other milestones in any nonattainment or maintenance area. The transportation conformity
regulations (40 CFR part 93, subpart A) sets forth policy, criteria, and procedures for demonstrating and assuring
conformity of transportation activities.
Conformity lapse means, pursuant to section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7506(c)), as amended, that the
conformity determination for a metropolitan transportation plan or TIP has expired and thus there is no currently
conforming metropolitan transportation plan or TIP.
Congestion Management Process means a systematic approach required in transportation management areas
(TMAs) that provides for effective management and operation, based on a cooperatively developed and implemented
metropolitan-wide strategy, of new and existing transportation facilities eligible for funding under title 23 U.S.C., and title 49
U.S.C., through the use of travel demand reduction and operational management strategies.
Consideration means that one or more parties takes into account the opinions, action, and relevant information from
other parties in making a decision or determining a course of action.
Consultation means that one or more parties confer with other identified parties in accordance with an established
process and, prior to taking action(s), considers the views of the other parties and periodically informs them about
action(s) taken. This definition does not apply to the “consultation” performed by the States and the Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPOs) in comparing the long-range statewide transportation plan and the metropolitan transportation plan,
respectively, to State and tribal conservation plans or maps or inventories of natural or historic resources (see section
450.216(j) and sections 450.324(g)(1) and (g)(2)).
Cooperation means that the parties involved in carrying out the transportation planning and programming processes
work together to achieve a common goal or objective.
Coordinated public transit-human services transportation plan means a locally developed, coordinated transportation
plan that identifies the transportation needs of individuals with disabilities, older adults, and people with low incomes,
provides strategies for meeting those local needs, and prioritizes transportation services for funding and implementation.
Coordination means the cooperative development of plans, programs, and schedules among agencies and entities
with legal standing and adjustment of such plans, programs, and schedules to achieve general consistency, as
appropriate.
Design concept means the type of facility identified for a transportation improvement project (e.g., freeway,
expressway, arterial highway, grade-separated highway, toll road, reserved right-of-way rail transit, mixed-traffic rail transit,
or busway).
Design scope means the aspects that will affect the proposed facility's impact on the region, usually as they relate to
vehicle or person carrying capacity and control (e.g., number of lanes or tracks to be constructed or added, length of
project, signalization, safety features, access control including approximate number and location of interchanges, or
preferential treatment for high-occupancy vehicles).
Designated recipient means an entity designated, in accordance with the planning process under 49 U.S.C. 5303 and
5304, by the Governor of a State, responsible local officials, and publicly owned operators of public transportation, to
receive and apportion amounts under 49 U.S.C. 5336 that are attributable to urbanized areas of 200,000 or more in
population, or a State or regional authority if the authority is responsible under the laws of a State for a capital project and
for financing and directly providing public transportation.
Environmental mitigation activities means strategies, policies, programs, and actions that, over time, will serve to
avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce or eliminate impacts to environmental resources associated with the implementation of a
long-range statewide transportation plan or metropolitan transportation plan.
Expedited Grant Agreement (EGA) means a contract that defines the scope of a Small Starts project, the Federal
financial contribution, and other terms and conditions, in accordance with 49 U.S.C. 5309(h)(7).
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administration of public lands (e.g., U.S. Forest Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of Land Management, and
the National Park Service).
Federally funded non-emergency transportation services means transportation services provided to the general
public, including those with special transport needs, by public transit, private non-profit service providers, and private thirdparty contractors to public agencies.
Financial plan means documentation required to be included with a metropolitan transportation plan and TIP (and
optional for the long-range statewide transportation plan and STIP) that demonstrates the consistency between
reasonably available and projected sources of Federal, State, local, and private revenues and the costs of implementing
proposed transportation system improvements.
Financially constrained or Fiscal constraint means that the metropolitan transportation plan, TIP, and STIP includes
sufficient financial information for demonstrating that projects in the metropolitan transportation plan, TIP, and STIP can be
implemented using committed, available, or reasonably available revenue sources, with reasonable assurance that the
federally supported transportation system is being adequately operated and maintained. For the TIP and the STIP,
financial constraint/fiscal constraint applies to each program year. Additionally, projects in air quality nonattainment and
maintenance areas can be included in the first 2 years of the TIP and STIP only if funds are “available” or “committed.”
Freight shippers means any entity that routinely transport cargo from one location to another by providers of freight
transportation services or by their own operations, involving one or more travel modes.
Full Funding Grant Agreement (FFGA) means an instrument that defines the scope of a project, the Federal financial
contribution, and other terms and conditions for funding New Starts projects as required by 49 U.S.C. 5309(k)(2).
Governor means the Governor of any of the 50 States or the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico or the Mayor of the
District of Columbia.
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) means a State safety program with the purpose to reduce fatalities and
serious injuries on all public roads through the implementation of the provisions of 23 U.S.C. 130, 148, and 150 including
the development of a Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP), Railway-Highway Crossings Program, and program of
highway safety improvement projects.
Illustrative project means an additional transportation project that may be included in a financial plan for a
metropolitan transportation plan, TIP, or STIP if reasonable additional resources were to become available.
Indian Tribal government means a duly formed governing body for an Indian or Alaska Native tribe, band, nation,
pueblo, village, or community that the Secretary of the Interior acknowledges to exist as an Indian Tribe pursuant to the
Federally Recognized Indian Tribe List Act of 1994, Public Law 103-454.
Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) means electronics, photonics, communications, or information processing
used singly or in combination to improve the efficiency or safety of a surface transportation system.
Interim metropolitan transportation plan means a transportation plan composed of projects eligible to proceed under a
conformity lapse and otherwise meeting all other applicable provisions of this part, including approval by the MPO.
Interim Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) means a TIP composed of projects eligible to proceed under a
conformity lapse and otherwise meeting all other applicable provisions of this part, including approval by the MPO and the
Governor.
Long-range statewide transportation plan means the official, statewide, multimodal, transportation plan covering a
period of no less than 20 years developed through the statewide transportation planning process.
Maintenance area means any geographic region of the United States that the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
previously designated as a nonattainment area for one or more pollutants pursuant to the Clean Air Act Amendments of
1990, and subsequently redesignated as an attainment area subject to the requirement to develop a maintenance plan
under section 175A of the Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7505a).
Management system means a systematic process, designed to assist decision makers in selecting cost effective
strategies/actions to improve the efficiency or safety of, and protect the investment in the nation's infrastructure. A
management system can include: Identification of performance measures; data collection and analysis; determination of
needs; evaluation and selection of appropriate strategies/actions to address the needs; and evaluation of the effectiveness
of the implemented strategies/actions.
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the providers
public transportation serving the metropolitan planning area that describes how they will work cooperatively to meet their
mutual responsibilities in carrying out the metropolitan transportation planning process.

Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) means the geographic area determined by agreement between the MPO for the
area and the Governor, in which the metropolitan transportation planning process is carried out.
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) means the policy board of an organization created and designated to carry
out the metropolitan transportation planning process.
Metropolitan Transportation Plan means the official multimodal transportation plan addressing no less than a 20-year
planning horizon that the MPO develops, adopts, and updates through the metropolitan transportation planning process.
National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) means those standards established pursuant to section 109 of the
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7409).
Nonattainment area means any geographic region of the United States that EPA designates as a nonattainment area
under section 107 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7407) for any pollutants for which an NAAQS exists.
Nonmetropolitan area means a geographic area outside a designated metropolitan planning area.
Nonmetropolitan local officials means elected and appointed officials of general purpose local government in a
nonmetropolitan area with responsibility for transportation.
Obligated projects means strategies and projects funded under title 23 U.S.C. and title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 for
which the State or designated recipient authorized and committed the supporting Federal funds in preceding or current
program years, and authorized by the FHWA or awarded as a grant by the FTA.
Operational and management strategies means actions and strategies aimed at improving the performance of
existing and planned transportation facilities to relieve congestion and maximize the safety and mobility of people and
goods.
Performance measure refers to “Measure” as defined in 23 CFR 490.101.
Performance metric refers to “Metric” as defined in 23 CFR 490.101.
Performance target refers to “Target” as defined in 23 CFR 490.101.
Project selection means the procedures followed by MPOs, States, and public transportation operators to advance
projects from the first 4 years of an approved TIP and/or STIP to implementation, in accordance with agreed upon
procedures.
Provider of freight transportation services means any entity that transports or otherwise facilitates the movement of
cargo from one location to another for others or for itself.
Public transportation agency safety plan means a comprehensive plan established by a State or recipient of funds
under Title 49, Chapter 53 and in accordance with 49 U.S.C. 5329(d).
Public transportation operator means the public entity or government-approved authority that participates in the
continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive transportation planning process in accordance with 23 U.S.C. 134 and 135
and 49 U.S.C. 5303 and 5304, and is a recipient of Federal funds under title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 for transportation by a
conveyance that provides regular and continuing general or special transportation to the public, but does not include
sightseeing, school bus, charter, certain types of shuttle service, intercity bus transportation, or intercity passenger rail
transportation provided by Amtrak.
Regional ITS architecture means a regional framework for ensuring institutional agreement and technical integration
for the implementation of ITS projects or groups of projects.
Regionally significant project means a transportation project (other than projects that may be grouped in the TIP
and/or STIP or exempt projects as defined in EPA's transportation conformity regulations (40 CFR part 93, subpart A)) that
is on a facility that serves regional transportation needs (such as access to and from the area outside the region; major
activity centers in the region; major planned developments such as new retail malls, sports complexes, or employment
centers; or transportation terminals) and would normally be included in the modeling of the metropolitan area's
transportation network. At a minimum, this includes all principal arterial highways and all fixed guideway transit facilities
that offer an alternative to regional highway travel.
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Regional Transportation Planning Organization (RTPO) means a policy board of nonmetropolitan local
officials
designees created to carry out the regional transportation planning process.

Revision means a change to a long-range statewide or metropolitan transportation plan, TIP, or STIP that occurs
between scheduled periodic updates. A major revision is an “amendment” while a minor revision is an “administrative
modification.”
Scenario planning means a planning process that evaluates the effects of alternative policies, plans and/or programs
on the future of a community or region. This activity should provide information to decision makers as they develop the
transportation plan.
State means any one of the 50 States, the District of Columbia, or Puerto Rico.
State Implementation Plan (SIP) means, as defined in section 302(q) of the Clean Air Act (CAA) (42 U.S.C. 7602(q)),
the portion (or portions) of the implementation plan, or most recent revision thereof, which has been approved under
section 110 of the CAA (42 U.S.C. 7410), or promulgated under section 110(c) of the CAA (42 U.S.C. 7410(c)), or
promulgated or approved pursuant to regulations promulgated under section 301(d) of the CAA (42 U.S.C. 7601(d)) and
which implements the relevant requirements of the CAA.
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) means a statewide prioritized listing/program of transportation
projects covering a period of 4 years that is consistent with the long-range statewide transportation plan, metropolitan
transportation plans, and TIPs, and required for projects to be eligible for funding under title 23 U.S.C. and title 49 U.S.C.
Chapter 53.
Strategic Highway Safety Plan means a comprehensive, multiyear, data-driven plan, developed by a State DOT in
accordance with the 23 U.S.C. 148.
Transit Asset Management Plan means a plan that includes an inventory of capital assets, a condition assessment of
inventoried assets, a decision support tool, and a prioritization of investments.
Transit Asset Management System means a strategic and systematic process of operating, maintaining, and
improving public transportation capital assets effectively, throughout the life cycles of those assets.
Transportation Control Measure (TCM) means any measure that is specifically identified and committed to in the
applicable SIP, including a substitute or additional TCM that is incorporated into the applicable SIP through the process
established in CAA section 176(c)(8), that is either one of the types listed in section 108 of the CAA (42 U.S.C. 7408) or
any other measure for the purpose of reducing emissions or concentrations of air pollutants from transportation sources by
reducing vehicle use or changing traffic flow or congestion conditions. Notwithstanding the above, vehicle technologybased, fuel-based, and maintenance-based measures that control the emissions from vehicles under fixed traffic
conditions are not TCMs.
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) means a prioritized listing/program of transportation projects covering a
period of 4 years that is developed and formally adopted by an MPO as part of the metropolitan transportation planning
process, consistent with the metropolitan transportation plan, and required for projects to be eligible for funding under title
23 U.S.C. and title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53.
Transportation Management Area (TMA) means an urbanized area with a population over 200,000, as defined by the
Bureau of the Census and designated by the Secretary of Transportation, or any additional area where TMA designation is
requested by the Governor and the MPO and designated by the Secretary of Transportation.
Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) means a statement of work identifying the planning priorities and activities to
be carried out within a metropolitan planning area. At a minimum, a UPWP includes a description of the planning work and
resulting products, who will perform the work, time frames for completing the work, the cost of the work, and the source(s)
of funds.
Update means making current a long-range statewide transportation plan, metropolitan transportation plan, TIP, or
STIP through a comprehensive review. Updates require public review and comment, a 20-year horizon for metropolitan
transportation plans and long-range statewide transportation plans, a 4-year program period for TIPs and STIPs,
demonstration of fiscal constraint (except for long-range statewide transportation plans), and a conformity determination
(for metropolitan transportation plans and TIPs in nonattainment and maintenance areas).
Urbanized area (UZA) means a geographic area with a population of 50,000 or more, as designated by the Bureau of
the Census.
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Users of public transportation means any person, or groups representing such persons, who use transportation
to the general public, other than taxis and other privately funded and operated vehicles.

Visualization techniques means methods used by States and MPOs in the development of transportation plans and
programs with the public, elected and appointed officials, and other stakeholders in a clear and easily accessible format
such as GIS- or web-based surveys, inventories, maps, pictures, and/or displays identifying features such as roadway
rights of way, transit, intermodal, and non-motorized transportation facilities, historic and cultural resources, natural
resources, and environmentally sensitive areas, to promote improved understanding of existing or proposed transportation
plans and programs.
Back to Top

Subpart B—Statewide and Nonmetropolitan Transportation Planning and Programming
Back to Top
§450.200 Purpose.
The purpose of this subpart is to implement the provisions of 23 U.S.C. 135, 23 U.S.C. 150, and 49 U.S.C. 5304, as
amended, which require each State to carry out a continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive performance-based
statewide multimodal transportation planning process, including the development of a long-range statewide transportation
plan and STIP, that facilitates the safe and efficient management, operation, and development of surface transportation
systems that will serve the mobility needs of people and freight (including accessible pedestrian walkways, bicycle
transportation facilities, and intermodal facilities that support intercity transportation, including intercity bus facilities and
commuter van pool providers) and that fosters economic growth and development within and between States and
urbanized areas, and take into consideration resiliency needs while minimizing transportation-related fuel consumption
and air pollution in all areas of the State, including those areas subject to the metropolitan transportation planning
requirements of 23 U.S.C. 134 and 49 U.S.C. 5303.
Back to Top
§450.202 Applicability.
The provisions of this subpart are applicable to States and any other organizations or entities (e.g., MPOs, RTPOs
and public transportation operators) that are responsible for satisfying the requirements for transportation plans and
programs throughout the State pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 135 and 49 U.S.C. 5304.
Back to Top
§450.204 Definitions.
Except as otherwise provided in subpart A of this part, terms defined in 23 U.S.C. 101(a) and 49 U.S.C. 5302 are
used in this subpart as so defined.
Back to Top
§450.206 Scope of the statewide and nonmetropolitan transportation planning process.
(a) Each State shall carry out a continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive statewide transportation planning
process that provides for consideration and implementation of projects, strategies, and services that will address the
following factors:
(1) Support the economic vitality of the United States, the States, metropolitan areas, and nonmetropolitan areas,
especially by enabling global competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency;
(2) Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users;
(3) Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users;
(4) Increase accessibility and mobility of people and freight;
(5) Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the quality of life, and promote
consistency between transportation improvements and State and local planned growth and economic development
patterns;
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(6) Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between modes
throughout
the
State, for people and freight;

(7) Promote efficient system management and operation;
(8) Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system;
(9) Improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and reduce or mitigate stormwater impacts of
surface transportation; and
(10) Enhance travel and tourism.
(b) Consideration of the planning factors in paragraph (a) of this section shall be reflected, as appropriate, in the
statewide transportation planning process. The degree of consideration and analysis of the factors should be based on the
scale and complexity of many issues, including transportation systems development, land use, employment, economic
development, human and natural environment (including Section 4(f) properties as defined in 23 CFR 774.17), and
housing and community development.
(c) Performance-based approach. (1) The statewide transportation planning process shall provide for the
establishment and use of a performance-based approach to transportation decisionmaking to support the national goals
described in 23 U.S.C. 150(b) and the general purposes described in 49 U.S.C. 5301.
(2) Each State shall select and establish performance targets in coordination with the relevant MPOs to ensure
consistency to the maximum extent practicable. The targets shall address the performance areas described in 23 U.S.C.
150(c), and the measures established under 23 CFR part 490, where applicable, to use in tracking progress toward
attainment of critical outcomes for the State. States shall establish performance targets that reflect the measures identified
in 23 U.S.C. 150(c) not later than 1 year after the effective date of the DOT final rule on performance measures. Each
State shall select and establish targets under this paragraph in accordance with the appropriate target setting framework
established at 23 CFR part 490.
(3) In areas not represented by an MPO, the selection of public transportation performance targets by a State shall be
coordinated, to the maximum extent practicable, with providers of public transportation to ensure consistency with the
performance targets that public transportation providers establish under 49 U.S.C. 5326(c) and 49 U.S.C. 5329(d).
(4) A State shall integrate into the statewide transportation planning process, directly or by reference, the goals,
objectives, performance measures, and targets described in this section, in other State transportation plans and
transportation processes, as well as any plans developed pursuant to chapter 53 of title 49 by providers of public
transportation in areas not represented by an MPO required as part of a performance-based program. Examples of such
plans and processes include the HSIP, SHSP, the State Asset Management Plan for the National Highway System (NHS),
the State Freight Plan (if the State has one), the Transit Asset Management Plan, and the Public Transportation Agency
Safety Plan.
(5) A State shall consider the performance measures and targets established under this paragraph when developing
policies, programs, and investment priorities reflected in the long-range statewide transportation plan and statewide
transportation improvement program.
(d) The failure to consider any factor specified in paragraph (a) or (c) of this section shall not be subject to review by
any court under title 23 U.S.C., 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53, subchapter II of title 5 U.S.C. Chapter 5, or title 5 U.S.C. Chapter 7
in any matter affecting a long-range statewide transportation plan, STIP, project or strategy, or the statewide transportation
planning process findings.
(e) Funds provided under 23 U.S.C. 505 and 49 U.S.C. 5305(e) are available to the State to accomplish activities
described in this subpart. At the State's option, funds provided under 23 U.S.C. 104(b)(2) and 49 U.S.C. 5307, 5310, and
5311 may also be used for statewide transportation planning. A State shall document statewide transportation planning
activities performed with funds provided under title 23 U.S.C. and title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 in a statewide planning work
program in accordance with the provisions of 23 CFR part 420. The work program should include a discussion of the
transportation planning priorities facing the State.
Back to Top
§450.208 Coordination of planning process activities.
Link to an amendment published at 81 FR 93469, December 20, 2016.
(a) In carrying out the statewide transportation planning process, each State shall, at a minimum:
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(1) Coordinate planning carried out under this subpart with the metropolitan transportation planningAgenda
activities
out under subpart C of this part for metropolitan areas of the State. The State is encouraged to rely on information,
studies, or analyses provided by MPOs for portions of the transportation system located in metropolitan planning areas;

(2) Coordinate planning carried out under this subpart with statewide trade and economic development planning
activities and related multistate planning efforts;
(3) Consider the concerns of Federal land management agencies that have jurisdiction over land within the
boundaries of the State;
(4) Cooperate with affected local elected and appointed officials with responsibilities for transportation, or, if
applicable, through RTPOs described in section 450.210(d) in nonmetropolitan areas;
(5) Consider the concerns of Indian Tribal governments that have jurisdiction over land within the boundaries of the
State;
(6) Consider related planning activities being conducted outside of metropolitan planning areas and between States;
and
(7) Coordinate data collection and analyses with MPOs and public transportation operators to support statewide
transportation planning and programming priorities and decisions.
(b) The State air quality agency shall coordinate with the State department of transportation (State DOT) to develop
the transportation portion of the State Implementation Plan (SIP) consistent with the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et
seq.).
(c) Two or more States may enter into agreements or compacts, not in conflict with any law of the United States, for
cooperative efforts and mutual assistance in support of activities under this subpart related to interstate areas and
localities in the States and establishing authorities the States consider desirable for making the agreements and compacts
effective. The right to alter, amend, or repeal interstate compacts entered into under this part is expressly reserved.
(d) States may use any one or more of the management systems (in whole or in part) described in 23 CFR part 500.
(e) In carrying out the statewide transportation planning process, States should apply asset management principles
and techniques consistent with the State Asset Management Plan for the NHS and the Transit Asset Management Plan,
and Public Transportation Agency Safety Plan in establishing planning goals, defining STIP priorities, and assessing
transportation investment decisions, including transportation system safety, operations, preservation, and maintenance.
(f) For non-NHS highways, States may apply principles and techniques consistent with other asset management
plans to the transportation planning and programming processes, as appropriate.
(g) The statewide transportation planning process shall (to the maximum extent practicable) be consistent with the
development of applicable regional intelligent transportation systems (ITS) architectures, as defined in 23 CFR part 940.
(h) Preparation of the coordinated public transit-human services transportation plan, as required by 49 U.S.C. 5310,
should be coordinated and consistent with the statewide transportation planning process.
Back to Top
§450.210 Interested parties, public involvement, and consultation.
(a) In carrying out the statewide transportation planning process, including development of the long-range statewide
transportation plan and the STIP, the State shall develop and use a documented public involvement process that provides
opportunities for public review and comment at key decision points.
(1) The State's public involvement process at a minimum shall:
(i) Establish early and continuous public involvement opportunities that provide timely information about transportation
issues and decisionmaking processes to individuals, affected public agencies, representatives of public transportation
employees, public ports, freight shippers, private providers of transportation (including intercity bus operators),
representatives of users of public transportation, representatives of users of pedestrian walkways and bicycle
transportation facilities, representatives of the disabled, providers of freight transportation services, and other interested
parties;
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(ii) Provide reasonable public access to technical and policy information used in the development ofAgenda
the long-range
statewide transportation plan and the STIP;

(iii) Provide adequate public notice of public involvement activities and time for public review and comment at key
decision points, including a reasonable opportunity to comment on the proposed long-range statewide transportation plan
and STIP;
(iv) To the maximum extent practicable, ensure that public meetings are held at convenient and accessible locations
and times;
(v) To the maximum extent practicable, use visualization techniques to describe the proposed long-range statewide
transportation plan and supporting studies;
(vi) To the maximum extent practicable, make public information available in electronically accessible format and
means, such as the World Wide Web, as appropriate to afford reasonable opportunity for consideration of public
information;
(vii) Demonstrate explicit consideration and response to public input during the development of the long-range
statewide transportation plan and STIP;
(viii) Include a process for seeking out and considering the needs of those traditionally underserved by existing
transportation systems, such as low-income and minority households, who may face challenges accessing employment
and other services; and
(ix) Provide for the periodic review of the effectiveness of the public involvement process to ensure that the process
provides full and open access to all interested parties and revise the process, as appropriate.
(2) The State shall provide for public comment on existing and proposed processes for public involvement in the
development of the long-range statewide transportation plan and the STIP. At a minimum, the State shall allow 45
calendar days for public review and written comment before the procedures and any major revisions to existing
procedures are adopted. The State shall provide copies of the approved public involvement process document(s) to the
FHWA and the FTA for informational purposes.
(3) With respect to the setting of targets, nothing in this part precludes a State from considering comments made as
part of the State's public involvement process.
(b) The State shall provide for nonmetropolitan local official participation in the development of the long-range
statewide transportation plan and the STIP. The State shall have a documented process(es) for cooperating with
nonmetropolitan local officials representing units of general purpose local government and/or local officials with
responsibility for transportation that is separate and discrete from the public involvement process and provides an
opportunity for their participation in the development of the long-range statewide transportation plan and the STIP.
Although the FHWA and the FTA shall not review or approve this cooperative process(es), the State shall provide copies
of the process document(s) to the FHWA and the FTA for informational purposes.
(1) At least once every 5 years, the State shall review and solicit comments from nonmetropolitan local officials and
other interested parties for a period of not less than 60 calendar days regarding the effectiveness of the cooperative
process and any proposed changes. The State shall direct a specific request for comments to the State association of
counties, State municipal league, regional planning agencies, or directly to nonmetropolitan local officials.
(2) The State, at its discretion, is responsible for determining whether to adopt any proposed changes. If a proposed
change is not adopted, the State shall make publicly available its reasons for not accepting the proposed change,
including notification to nonmetropolitan local officials or their associations.
(c) For each area of the State under the jurisdiction of an Indian Tribal government, the State shall develop the longrange statewide transportation plan and STIP in consultation with the Tribal government and the Secretary of the Interior.
States shall, to the extent practicable, develop a documented process(es) that outlines roles, responsibilities, and key
decision points for consulting with Indian Tribal governments and Department of the Interior in the development of the
long-range statewide transportation plan and the STIP.
(d) To carry out the transportation planning process required by this section, a Governor may establish and designate
RTPOs to enhance the planning, coordination, and implementation of the long-range statewide transportation plan and
STIP, with an emphasis on addressing the needs of nonmetropolitan areas of the State. In order to be treated as an RTPO
for purposes of this Part, any existing regional planning organization must be established and designated as an RTPO
under this section.
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designees who volunteer for such organization and representatives of local transportation systems who volunteer for such
organization.
(2) An RTPO shall establish, at a minimum:
(i) A policy committee, the majority of which shall consist of nonmetropolitan local officials, or their designees, and, as
appropriate, additional representatives from the State, private business, transportation service providers, economic
development practitioners, and the public in the region; and
(ii) A fiscal and administrative agent, such as an existing regional planning and development organization, to provide
professional planning, management, and administrative support.
(3) The duties of an RTPO shall include:
(i) Developing and maintaining, in cooperation with the State, regional long-range multimodal transportation plans;
(ii) Developing a regional TIP for consideration by the State;
(iii) Fostering the coordination of local planning, land use, and economic development plans with State, regional, and
local transportation plans and programs;
(iv) Providing technical assistance to local officials;
(v) Participating in national, multistate, and State policy and planning development processes to ensure the regional
and local input of nonmetropolitan areas;
(vi) Providing a forum for public participation in the statewide and regional transportation planning processes;
(vii) Considering and sharing plans and programs with neighboring RTPOs, MPOs, and, where appropriate, Indian
Tribal Governments; and
(viii) Conducting other duties, as necessary, to support and enhance the statewide planning process under §450.206.
(4) If a State chooses not to establish or designate an RTPO, the State shall consult with affected nonmetropolitan
local officials to determine projects that may be of regional significance.
Back to Top
§450.212 Transportation planning studies and project development.
(a) Pursuant to section 1308 of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century, TEA-21 (Pub. L. 105-178), a
State(s), MPO(s), or public transportation operator(s) may undertake a multimodal, systems-level corridor or subarea
planning study as part of the statewide transportation planning process. To the extent practicable, development of these
transportation planning studies shall involve consultation with, or joint efforts among, the State(s), MPO(s), and/or public
transportation operator(s). The results or decisions of these transportation planning studies may be used as part of the
overall project development process consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 U.S.C.
4321 et seq.) and associated implementing regulations (23 CFR part 771 and 40 CFR parts 1500-1508). Specifically,
these corridor or subarea studies may result in producing any of the following for a proposed transportation project:
(1) Purpose and need or goals and objective statement(s);
(2) General travel corridor and/or general mode(s) definition (e.g., highway, transit, or a highway/transit combination);
(3) Preliminary screening of alternatives and elimination of unreasonable alternatives;
(4) Basic description of the environmental setting; and/or
(5) Preliminary identification of environmental impacts and environmental mitigation.
(b) Publicly available documents or other source material produced by, or in support of, the transportation planning
process described in this subpart may be incorporated directly or by reference into subsequent NEPA documents, in
accordance with 40 CFR 1502.21, if:
(1) The NEPA lead agencies agree that such incorporation will aid in establishing or evaluating the purpose and need
for the Federal action, reasonable alternatives, cumulative or other impacts on the human and natural environment, or
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=70249c37c970409fd2ace5bac773412c&mc=true&node=pt23.1.450&rgn=div5
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(2) The systems-level, corridor, or subarea planning study is conducted with:
(i) Involvement of interested State, local, Tribal, and Federal agencies;
(ii) Public review;
(iii) Reasonable opportunity to comment during the statewide transportation planning process and development of the
corridor or subarea planning study;
(iv) Documentation of relevant decisions in a form that is identifiable and available for review during the NEPA scoping
process and can be appended to or referenced in the NEPA document; and
(v) The review of the FHWA and the FTA, as appropriate.
(c) By agreement of the NEPA lead agencies, the above integration may be accomplished through tiering (as
described in 40 CFR 1502.20), incorporating the subarea or corridor planning study into the draft Environmental Impact
Statement or Environmental Assessment, or other means that the NEPA lead agencies deem appropriate. Additional
information to further explain the linkages between the transportation planning and project development/NEPA processes
is contained in Appendix A to this part, including an explanation that is non-binding guidance material. The guidance in
Appendix A applies only to paragraphs (a)-(c) in this section.
(d) In addition to the process for incorporation directly or by reference outlined in paragraph (b) of this section, an
additional authority for integrating planning products into the environmental review process exists in 23 U.S.C. 168. As
provided in 23 U.S.C. 168(f):
(1) The statutory authority in 23 U.S.C. 168 shall not be construed to limit in any way the continued use of processes
established under other parts of this section or under an authority established outside this part, and the use of one of the
processes in this section does not preclude the subsequent use of another process in this section or an authority outside
of this part.
(2) The statute does not restrict the initiation of the environmental review process during planning.
Back to Top
§450.214 Development of programmatic mitigation plans.
(a) A State may utilize the optional framework in this section to develop programmatic mitigation plans as part of the
statewide transportation planning process to address the potential environmental impacts of future transportation projects.
The State in consultation with FHWA and/or FTA and with the agency or agencies with jurisdiction and special expertise
over the resources being addressed in the plan, will determine:
(1) Scope. (i) A State may develop a programmatic mitigation plan on a local, regional, ecosystem, watershed,
statewide or similar scale.
(ii) The plan may encompass multiple environmental resources within a defined geographic area(s) or may focus on a
specific type(s) of resource(s) such as aquatic resources, parkland, or wildlife habitat.
(iii) The plan may address or consider impacts from all projects in a defined geographic area(s) or may focus on a
specific type(s) of project(s).
(2) Contents. The programmatic mitigation plan may include:
(i) An assessment of the existing condition of natural and human environmental resources within the area covered by
the plan, including an assessment of historic and recent trends and/or any potential threats to those resources.
(ii) An identification of economic, social, and natural and human environmental resources within the geographic area
that may be impacted and considered for mitigation. Examples of these resources include wetlands, streams, rivers,
stormwater, parklands, cultural resources, historic resources, farmlands, archeological resources, threatened or
endangered species, and critical habitat. This may include the identification of areas of high conservation concern or
value, and thus worthy of avoidance.
(iii) An inventory of existing or planned environmental resource banks for the impacted resource categories such as
wetland, stream, stormwater, habitat, species, and an inventory of federally, State, or locally approved in-lieu-of-fee
programs.
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=70249c37c970409fd2ace5bac773412c&mc=true&node=pt23.1.450&rgn=div5
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(iv) An assessment of potential opportunities to improve the overall quality of the identified environmental
through strategic mitigation for impacts of transportation projects, which may include the prioritization of parcels or areas
for acquisition and/or potential resource banking sites.

(v) An adoption or development of standard measures or operating procedures for mitigating certain types of impacts;
establishment of parameters for determining or calculating appropriate mitigation for certain types of impacts, such as
mitigation ratios, or criteria for determining appropriate mitigation sites.
(vi) Adaptive management procedures, such as protocols or procedures that involve monitoring actual impacts
against predicted impacts over time and adjusting mitigation measures in response to information gathered through the
monitoring.
(vii) Acknowledgment of specific statutory or regulatory requirements that must be satisfied when determining
appropriate mitigation for certain types of resources.
(b) A State may adopt a programmatic mitigation plan developed pursuant to paragraph (a), or developed pursuant to
an alternative process as provided for in paragraph (f) of this section through the following process:
(1) Consult with each agency with jurisdiction over the environmental resources considered in the programmatic
mitigation plan;
(2) Make available a draft of the programmatic mitigation plan for review and comment by appropriate environmental
resource agencies and the public;
(3) Consider comments received from such agencies and the public on the draft plan; and
(4) Address such comments in the final programmatic mitigation plan.
(c) A State may integrate a programmatic mitigation plan with other plans, including, watershed plans, ecosystem
plans, species recovery plans, growth management plans, State Wildlife Action Plans, and land use plans.
(d) If a programmatic mitigation plan has been adopted pursuant to paragraph (b), any Federal agency responsible for
environmental reviews, permits, or approvals for a transportation project shall give substantial weight to the
recommendations in the programmatic mitigation plan when carrying out its responsibilities under the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) (NEPA) or other Federal environmental law.
(e) Nothing in this section limits the use of programmatic approaches for reviews under NEPA.
(f) Nothing in this section prohibits the development, as part of or separate from the transportation planning process,
of a programmatic mitigation plan independent of the framework described in paragraph (a) of this section. Further,
nothing in this section prohibits the adoption of a programmatic mitigation plan in the statewide and nonmetropolitan
transportation planning process that was developed under another authority, independent of the framework described in
paragraph (a).
Back to Top
§450.216 Development and content of the long-range statewide transportation plan.
(a) The State shall develop a long-range statewide transportation plan, with a minimum 20-year forecast period at the
time of adoption, that provides for the development and implementation of the multimodal transportation system for the
State. The long-range statewide transportation plan shall consider and include, as applicable, elements and connections
between public transportation, non-motorized modes, rail, commercial motor vehicle, waterway, and aviation facilities,
particularly with respect to intercity travel.
(b) The long-range statewide transportation plan should include capital, operations and management strategies,
investments, procedures, and other measures to ensure the preservation and most efficient use of the existing
transportation system including consideration of the role that intercity buses may play in reducing congestion, pollution,
and energy consumption in a cost-effective manner and strategies and investments that preserve and enhance intercity
bus systems, including systems that are privately owned and operated. The long-range statewide transportation plan may
consider projects and strategies that address areas or corridors where current or projected congestion threatens the
efficient functioning of key elements of the State's transportation system.
(c) The long-range statewide transportation plan shall reference, summarize, or contain any applicable short-range
planning studies; strategic planning and/or policy studies; transportation needs studies; management systems reports;
emergency relief and disaster preparedness plans; and any statements of policies, goals, and objectives on issues (e.g.,
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=70249c37c970409fd2ace5bac773412c&mc=true&node=pt23.1.450&rgn=div5
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transportation, safety, economic development, social and environmental effects, or energy), as appropriate,
that
were
relevant to the development of the long-range statewide transportation plan.

(d) The long-range statewide transportation plan should integrate the priorities, goals, countermeasures, strategies, or
projects contained in the HSIP, including the SHSP, required under 23 U.S.C. 148, the Public Transportation Agency
Safety Plan required under 49 U.S.C. 5329(d), or an Interim Agency Safety Plan in accordance with 49 CFR part 659, as
in effect until completion of the Public Transportation Agency Safety Plan.
(e) The long-range statewide transportation plan should include a security element that incorporates or summarizes
the priorities, goals, or projects set forth in other transit safety and security planning and review processes, plans, and
programs, as appropriate.
(f) The statewide transportation plan shall include:
(1) A description of the performance measures and performance targets used in assessing the performance of the
transportation system in accordance with §450.206(c); and
(2) A system performance report and subsequent updates evaluating the condition and performance of the
transportation system with respect to the performance targets described in §450.206(c), including progress achieved by
the MPO(s) in meeting the performance targets in comparison with system performance recorded in previous reports.
(g) Within each metropolitan area of the State, the State shall develop the long-range statewide transportation plan in
cooperation with the affected MPOs.
(h) For nonmetropolitan areas, the State shall develop the long-range statewide transportation plan in cooperation
with affected nonmetropolitan local officials with responsibility for transportation or, if applicable, through RTPOs described
in §450.210(d) using the State's cooperative process(es) established under §450.210(b).
(i) For each area of the State under the jurisdiction of an Indian Tribal government, the State shall develop the longrange statewide transportation plan in consultation with the Tribal government and the Secretary of the Interior consistent
with §450.210(c).
(j) The State shall develop the long-range statewide transportation plan, as appropriate, in consultation with State,
Tribal, and local agencies responsible for land use management, natural resources, environmental protection,
conservation, and historic preservation. This consultation shall involve comparison of transportation plans to State and
Tribal conservation plans or maps, if available, and comparison of transportation plans to inventories of natural or historic
resources, if available.
(k) A long-range statewide transportation plan shall include a discussion of potential environmental mitigation
activities and potential areas to carry out these activities, including activities that may have the greatest potential to restore
and maintain the environmental functions affected by the long-range statewide transportation plan. The discussion may
focus on policies, programs, or strategies, rather than at the project level. The State shall develop the discussion in
consultation with applicable Federal, State, regional, local and Tribal land management, wildlife, and regulatory agencies.
The State may establish reasonable timeframes for performing this consultation.
(l) In developing and updating the long-range statewide transportation plan, the State shall provide:
(1) To nonmetropolitan local elected officials, or, if applicable, through RTPOs described in §450.210(d), an
opportunity to participate in accordance with §450.216(h); and
(2) To individuals, affected public agencies, representatives of public transportation employees, public ports, freight
shippers, private providers of transportation (including intercity bus operators, employer-based cash-out program, shuttle
program, or telework program), representatives of users of public transportation, representatives of users of pedestrian
walkways and bicycle transportation facilities, representatives of the disabled, providers of freight transportation services,
and other interested parties with a reasonable opportunity to comment on the proposed long-range statewide
transportation plan. In carrying out these requirements, the State shall use the public involvement process described
under §450.210(a).
(m) The long-range statewide transportation plan may include a financial plan that demonstrates how the adopted
long-range statewide transportation plan can be implemented, indicates resources from public and private sources that are
reasonably expected to be made available to carry out the plan, and recommends any additional financing strategies for
needed projects and programs. In addition, for illustrative purposes, the financial plan may include additional projects that
the State would include in the adopted long-range statewide transportation plan if additional resources beyond those
identified in the financial plan were to become available. The financial plan may include an assessment of the
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=70249c37c970409fd2ace5bac773412c&mc=true&node=pt23.1.450&rgn=div5
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appropriateness of innovative finance techniques (for example, tolling, pricing, bonding, public-private partnerships,
other strategies) as revenue sources.

(n) The State is not required to select any project from the illustrative list of additional projects included in the financial
plan described in paragraph (m) of this section.
(o) The State shall publish or otherwise make available the long-range statewide transportation plan for public review,
including (to the maximum extent practicable) in electronically accessible formats and means, such as the World Wide
Web, as described in §450.210(a).
(p) The State shall continually evaluate, revise, and periodically update the long-range statewide transportation plan,
as appropriate, using the procedures in this section for development and establishment of the long-range statewide
transportation plan.
(q) The State shall provide copies of any new or amended long-range statewide transportation plan documents to the
FHWA and the FTA for informational purposes.
Back to Top
§450.218 Development and content of the statewide transportation improvement program (STIP).
Link to an amendment published at 81 FR 93470, December 20, 2016.
(a) The State shall develop a statewide transportation improvement program (STIP) for all areas of the State. The
STIP shall cover a period of no less than 4 years and shall be updated at least every 4 years, or more frequently if the
Governor of the State elects a more frequent update cycle. However, if the STIP covers more than 4 years, the FHWA and
the FTA will consider the projects in the additional years as informational. In case of difficulties developing a portion of the
STIP for a particular area (e.g., metropolitan planning area, nonattainment or maintenance area, or Indian Tribal lands),
the State may develop a partial STIP covering the rest of the State.
(b) For each metropolitan area in the State, the State shall develop the STIP in cooperation with the MPO designated
for the metropolitan area. The State shall include each metropolitan TIP without change in the STIP, directly or by
reference, after approval of the TIP by the MPO and the Governor. A metropolitan TIP in a nonattainment or maintenance
area is subject to a FHWA/FTA conformity finding before inclusion in the STIP. In areas outside a metropolitan planning
area but within an air quality nonattainment or maintenance area containing any part of a metropolitan area, projects must
be included in the regional emissions analysis that supported the conformity determination of the associated metropolitan
TIP before they are added to the STIP.
(c) For each nonmetropolitan area in the State, the State shall develop the STIP in cooperation with affected
nonmetropolitan local officials with responsibility for transportation or, if applicable, through RTPOs described in
§450.210(d) using the State's consultation process(es) established under §450.210(b).
(d) For each area of the State under the jurisdiction of an Indian Tribal government, the STIP shall be developed in
consultation with the Tribal government and the Secretary of the Interior.
(e) Tribal Transportation Program, Federal Lands Transportation Program, and Federal Lands Access Program TIPs
shall be included without change in the STIP, directly or by reference, once approved by the FHWA pursuant to 23 U.S.C.
201(c)(4).
(f) The Governor shall provide all interested parties with a reasonable opportunity to comment on the proposed STIP
as required by §450.210(a).
(g) The STIP shall include capital and non-capital surface transportation projects (or phases of projects) within the
boundaries of the State proposed for funding under title 23 U.S.C. and title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 (including transportation
alternatives and associated transit improvements; Tribal Transportation Program projects, Federal Lands Transportation
Program projects, and Federal Lands Access Program projects; HSIP projects; trails projects; and accessible pedestrian
walkways and bicycle facilities), except the following that may be included:
(1) Safety projects funded under 23 U.S.C. 402 and 49 U.S.C. 31102;
(2) Metropolitan planning projects funded under 23 U.S.C. 104(d) and 49 U.S.C. 5305(d);
(3) State planning and research projects funded under 23 U.S.C. 505 and 49 U.S.C. 5305(e);
(4) State planning and research projects funded with Surface Transportation Program funds;
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=70249c37c970409fd2ace5bac773412c&mc=true&node=pt23.1.450&rgn=div5
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(5) Emergency relief projects (except those involving substantial functional, locational, or capacity changes);

(6) Research, development, demonstration, and deployment projects funded under 49 U.S.C. 5312, and technical
assistance and standards development projects funded under 49 U.S.C. 5314;
(7) Project management oversight projects funded under 49 U.S.C. 5327; and
(8) State safety oversight programs funded under 49 U.S.C. 5329.
(h) The STIP shall contain all regionally significant projects requiring an action by the FHWA or the FTA whether or
not the projects are to be funded with 23 U.S.C. Chapters 1 and 2 or title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 funds (e.g., addition of an
interchange to the Interstate System with State, local, and/or private funds, and congressionally designated projects not
funded under title 23 U.S.C. or title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53). For informational and conformity purposes, the STIP shall
include (if appropriate and included in any TIPs) all regionally significant projects proposed to be funded with Federal
funds other than those administered by the FHWA or the FTA, as well as all regionally significant projects to be funded
with non-Federal funds.
(i) The STIP shall include for each project or phase (e.g., preliminary engineering, environment/NEPA, right-of-way,
design, or construction) the following:
(1) Sufficient descriptive material (i.e., type of work, termini, and length) to identify the project or phase;
(2) Estimated total project cost or a project cost range, which may extend beyond the 4 years of the STIP;
(3) The amount of Federal funds proposed to be obligated during each program year. For the first year, this includes
the proposed category of Federal funds and source(s) of non-Federal funds. For the second, third, and fourth years, this
includes the likely category or possible categories of Federal funds and sources of non-Federal funds; and
(4) Identification of the agencies responsible for carrying out the project or phase.
(j) Projects that are not considered to be of appropriate scale for individual identification in a given program year may
be grouped by function, work type, and/or geographic area using the applicable classifications under 23 CFR 771.117(c)
and (d) and/or 40 CFR part 93. In nonattainment and maintenance areas, project classifications must be consistent with
the “exempt project” classifications contained in the EPA's transportation conformity regulations (40 CFR part 93, subpart
A). In addition, projects proposed for funding under title 23 U.S.C. Chapter 2 that are not regionally significant may be
grouped in one line item or identified individually in the STIP.
(k) Each project or project phase included in the STIP shall be consistent with the long-range statewide transportation
plan developed under §450.216 and, in metropolitan planning areas, consistent with an approved metropolitan
transportation plan developed under §450.324.
(l) The STIP may include a financial plan that demonstrates how the approved STIP can be implemented, indicates
resources from public and private sources that are reasonably expected to be available to carry out the STIP, and
recommends any additional financing strategies for needed projects and programs. In addition, for illustrative purposes,
the financial plan may include additional projects that would be included in the adopted STIP if reasonable additional
resources beyond those identified in the financial plan were to become available. The State is not required to select any
project from the illustrative list for implementation, and projects on the illustrative list cannot be advanced to
implementation without an action by the FHWA and the FTA on the STIP. Revenue and cost estimates for the STIP must
use an inflation rate to reflect “year of expenditure dollars,” based on reasonable financial principles and information,
developed cooperatively by the State, MPOs, and public transportation operators.
(m) In nonattainment and maintenance areas, projects included in the first 2 years of the STIP shall be limited to
those for which funds are available or committed. Financial constraint of the STIP shall be demonstrated and maintained
by year and shall include sufficient financial information to demonstrate which projects are to be implemented using
current and/or reasonably available revenues, while federally supported facilities are being adequately operated and
maintained. In the case of proposed funding sources, strategies for ensuring their availability shall be identified in the
financial plan consistent with paragraph (l) of this section. For purposes of transportation operations and maintenance, the
STIP shall include financial information containing system-level estimates of costs and revenue sources that are
reasonably expected to be available to adequately operate and maintain Federal-aid highways (as defined by 23 U.S.C.
101(a)(5)) and public transportation (as defined by title 49 U.S.C. 5302).
(n) Projects in any of the first 4 years of the STIP may be advanced in place of another project in the first 4 years of
the STIP, subject to the project selection requirements of §450.222. In addition, subject to FHWA/FTA approval (see
§450.220), the State may revise the STIP at any time under procedures agreed to by the State, MPO(s), and public
transportation operators consistent with the STIP development procedures established in this section, as well as the
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=70249c37c970409fd2ace5bac773412c&mc=true&node=pt23.1.450&rgn=div5
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by amendment of the STIP.
(o) The STIP shall include a project, or an identified phase of a project, only if full funding can reasonably be
anticipated to be available for the project within the time period contemplated for completion of the project.
(p) In cases where the FHWA and the FTA find a STIP to be fiscally constrained, and a revenue source is
subsequently removed or substantially reduced (i.e., by legislative or administrative actions), the FHWA and the FTA will
not withdraw the original determination of fiscal constraint. However, in such cases, the FHWA and the FTA will not act on
an updated or amended STIP that does not reflect the changed revenue situation.
(q) A STIP shall include, to the maximum extent practicable, a discussion of the anticipated effect of the STIP toward
achieving the performance targets identified by the State in the statewide transportation plan or other State performancebased plan(s), linking investment priorities to those performance targets.
Back to Top
§450.220 Self-certifications, Federal findings, and Federal approvals.
(a) At least every 4 years, the State shall submit an updated STIP concurrently to the FHWA and the FTA for joint
approval. The State must also submit STIP amendments to the FHWA and the FTA for joint approval. At the time the
entire proposed STIP or STIP amendments are submitted to the FHWA and the FTA for joint approval, the State shall
certify that the transportation planning process is being carried out in accordance with all applicable requirements of:
(1) 23 U.S.C. 134 and 135, 49 U.S.C. 5303 and 5304, and this part;
(2) Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2000d-1) and 49 CFR part 21;
(3) 49 U.S.C. 5332, prohibiting discrimination on the basis of race, color, creed, national origin, sex, or age in
employment or business opportunity;
(4) Section 1101(b) of the FAST Act (Pub. L. 114-357) and 49 CFR part 26 regarding the involvement of
disadvantaged business enterprises in DOT funded projects;
(5) 23 CFR part 230, regarding implementation of an equal employment opportunity program on Federal and Federalaid highway construction contracts;
(6) The provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101 et seq.) and 49 CFR parts 27, 37,
and 38;
(7) In States containing nonattainment and maintenance areas, sections 174 and 176(c) and (d) of the Clean Air Act,
as amended (42 U.S.C. 7504, 7506(c) and (d)) and 40 CFR part 93;
(8) The Older Americans Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 6101), prohibiting discrimination on the basis of age in
programs or activities receiving Federal financial assistance;
(9) 23 U.S.C. 324, regarding the prohibition of discrimination based on gender; and
(10) Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794) and 49 CFR part 27 regarding discrimination
against individuals with disabilities.
(b) The FHWA and the FTA shall review the STIP or the amended STIP, and make a joint finding on the extent to
which the STIP is based on a statewide transportation planning process that meets or substantially meets the
requirements of 23 U.S.C. 134 and 135, 49 U.S.C. 5303 and 5304, and subparts A, B, and C of this part. Approval of the
STIP by the FHWA and the FTA, in its entirety or in part, will be based upon the results of this joint finding.
(1) If the FHWA and the FTA determine that the STIP or amended STIP is based on a statewide transportation
planning process that meets or substantially meets the requirements of 23 U.S.C. 135, 49 U.S.C. 5304, and this part, the
FHWA and the FTA may jointly:
(i) Approve the entire STIP;
(ii) Approve the STIP subject to certain corrective actions by the State; or
(iii) Under special circumstances, approve a partial STIP covering only a portion of the State.
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amended STIP does not substantially meet the requirements of 23 U.S.C. 135, 49 U.S.C. 5304, and this part for any
identified categories of projects, the FHWA and the FTA will not approve the STIP.

(c) The approval period for a new or amended STIP shall not exceed 4 years. If a State demonstrates, in writing, that
extenuating circumstances will delay the submittal of a new or amended STIP past its update deadline, the FHWA and the
FTA will consider and take appropriate action on a request to extend the approval beyond 4 years for all or part of the
STIP for a period not to exceed 180 calendar days. In these cases, priority consideration will be given to projects and
strategies involving the operation and management of the multimodal transportation system. Where the request involves
projects in a metropolitan planning area(s), the affected MPO(s) must concur in the request. If the delay was due to the
development and approval of a metropolitan TIP(s), the affected MPO(s) must provide supporting information, in writing,
for the request.
(d) Where necessary in order to maintain or establish highway and transit operations, the FHWA and the FTA may
approve operating assistance for specific projects or programs, even though the projects or programs may not be included
in an approved STIP.
Back to Top
§450.222 Project selection from the STIP.
(a) Except as provided in §450.218(g) and §450.220(d), only projects in a FHWA/FTA approved STIP are eligible for
funds administered by the FHWA or the FTA.
(b) In metropolitan planning areas, transportation projects proposed for funds administered by the FHWA or the FTA
shall be selected from the approved STIP in accordance with project selection procedures provided in §450.332.
(c) In nonmetropolitan areas, with the exclusion of specific projects as described in this section, the State shall select
projects from the approved STIP in cooperation with the affected nonmetropolitan local officials, or if applicable, through
RTPOs described in §450.210(e). The State shall select transportation projects undertaken on the NHS, under the Bridge
and Interstate Maintenance programs in title 23 U.S.C. and under sections 5310 and 5311 of title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53
from the approved STIP in consultation with the affected nonmetropolitan local officials with responsibility for
transportation.
(d) Tribal Transportation Program, Federal Lands Transportation Program, and Federal Lands Access Program
projects shall be selected from the approved STIP in accordance with the procedures developed pursuant to 23 U.S.C.
201, 202, 203, and 204.
(e) The projects in the first year of an approved STIP shall constitute an “agreed to” list of projects for subsequent
scheduling and implementation. No further action under paragraphs (b) through (d) of this section is required for the
implementing agency to proceed with these projects. If Federal funds available are significantly less than the authorized
amounts, or where there is significant shifting of projects among years, §450.332(a) provides for a revised list of “agreed
to” projects to be developed upon the request of the State, MPO, or public transportation operator(s). If an implementing
agency wishes to proceed with a project in the second, third, or fourth year of the STIP, the procedures in paragraphs (b)
through (d) of this section or expedited procedures that provide for the advancement of projects from the second, third, or
fourth years of the STIP may be used, if agreed to by all parties involved in the selection process.
Back to Top
§450.224 Applicability of NEPA to statewide transportation plans and programs.
Any decision by the Secretary concerning a long-range statewide transportation plan or STIP developed through the
processes provided for in 23 U.S.C. 135, 49 U.S.C. 5304, and this subpart shall not be considered to be a Federal action
subject to review under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).
Back to Top
§450.226 Phase-in of new requirements.
Link to an amendment published at 81 FR 93470, December 20, 2016.
(a) Prior to May 27, 2018, a State may adopt a long-range statewide transportation plan that has been developed
using the SAFETEA-LU requirements or the provisions and requirements of this part. On or after May 27, 2018, a State
may only adopt a long-range statewide transportation plan that it has developed according to the provisions and
requirements of this part.
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(b) Prior to May 27, 2018 (2 years after the publication date of this rule), FHWA/FTA may approve aAgenda
STIP update
amendment that has been developed using the SAFETEA-LU requirements or the provisions and requirements of this
part. On or after May 27, 2018, FHWA/FTA may only approve a STIP update or amendment that a State has developed
according to the provisions and requirements of this part, regardless of when the State developed the STIP.

(c) On and after May 27, 2018 (2 years after the publication date of this rule), the FHWA and the FTA will take action
on an updated or amended STIP developed under the provisions of this part, even if the State has not yet adopted a new
long-range statewide transportation plan under the provisions of this part, as long as the underlying transportation
planning process is consistent with the requirements in the MAP-21.
(d) On or after May 27, 2018, a State may make an administrative modification to a STIP that conforms to either the
SAFETEA-LU requirements or to the provisions and requirements of this part.
(e) Two years from the effective date of each rule establishing performance measures under 23 U.S.C. 150(c), 49
U.S.C. 5326, or 49 U.S.C. 5329, FHWA/FTA will only approve an updated or amended STIP that is based on a statewide
transportation planning process that meets the performance-based planning requirements in this part and in such a rule.
(f) Prior to 2 years from the effective date of each rule establishing performance measures under 23 U.S.C. 150(c), 49
U.S.C. 5326, or 49 U.S.C. 5329, a State may adopt a long-range statewide transportation plan that it has developed using
the SAFETEA-LU requirements or the performance-based provisions and requirements of this part and in such a rule. Two
years on or after the effective date of each rule establishing performance measures under 23 U.S.C. 150(c), 49 U.S.C.
5326, or 49 U.S.C. 5329, a State may only adopt a long-range statewide transportation plan that it has developed
according to the performance-based provisions and requirements of this part and in such a rule.
Back to Top

Subpart C—Metropolitan Transportation Planning and Programming
Back to Top
§450.300 Purpose.
Link to an amendment published at 81 FR 93470, December 20, 2016.
The purposes of this subpart are to implement the provisions of 23 U.S.C. 134, 23 U.S.C. 150, and 49 U.S.C. 5303,
as amended, which:
(a) Set forth the national policy that the MPO designated for each urbanized area is to carry out a continuing,
cooperative, and comprehensive performance-based multimodal transportation planning process, including the
development of a metropolitan transportation plan and a TIP, that encourages and promotes the safe and efficient
development, management, and operation of surface transportation systems to serve the mobility needs of people and
freight (including accessible pedestrian walkways, bicycle transportation facilities, and intermodal facilities that support
intercity transportation, including intercity buses and intercity bus facilities and commuter vanpool providers) fosters
economic growth and development, and takes into consideration resiliency needs, while minimizing transportation-related
fuel consumption and air pollution; and
(b) Encourages continued development and improvement of metropolitan transportation planning processes guided
by the planning factors set forth in 23 U.S.C. 134(h) and 49 U.S.C. 5303(h).
Back to Top
§450.302 Applicability.
The provisions of this subpart are applicable to organizations and entities responsible for the transportation planning
and programming processes in metropolitan planning areas.
Back to Top
§450.304 Definitions.
Except as otherwise provided in subpart A of this part, terms defined in 23 U.S.C. 101(a) and 49 U.S.C. 5302 are
used in this subpart as so defined.
Back to Top
§450.306 Scope of the metropolitan transportation planning process.
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(a) To accomplish the objectives in §450.300 and §450.306(b), metropolitan planning organizations designated under
§450.310, in cooperation with the State and public transportation operators, shall develop long-range transportation plans
and TIPs through a performance-driven, outcome-based approach to planning for metropolitan areas of the State.
(b) The metropolitan transportation planning process shall be continuous, cooperative, and comprehensive, and
provide for consideration and implementation of projects, strategies, and services that will address the following factors:
(1) Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global competitiveness, productivity,
and efficiency;
(2) Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users;
(3) Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users;
(4) Increase accessibility and mobility of people and freight;
(5) Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the quality of life, and promote
consistency between transportation improvements and State and local planned growth and economic development
patterns;
(6) Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between modes, for people and
freight;
(7) Promote efficient system management and operation;
(8) Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system;
(9) Improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and reduce or mitigate stormwater impacts of
surface transportation; and
(10) Enhance travel and tourism.
(c) Consideration of the planning factors in paragraph (b) of this section shall be reflected, as appropriate, in the
metropolitan transportation planning process. The degree of consideration and analysis of the factors should be based on
the scale and complexity of many issues, including transportation system development, land use, employment, economic
development, human and natural environment (including Section 4(f) properties as defined in 23 CFR 774.17), and
housing and community development.
(d) Performance-based approach. (1) The metropolitan transportation planning process shall provide for the
establishment and use of a performance-based approach to transportation decisionmaking to support the national goals
described in 23 U.S.C. 150(b) and the general purposes described in 49 U.S.C. 5301(c).
(2) Establishment of performance targets by metropolitan planning organizations. (i) Each metropolitan planning
organization shall establish performance targets that address the performance measures or standards established under
23 CFR part 490 (where applicable), 49 U.S.C. 5326(c), and 49 U.S.C. 5329(d) to use in tracking progress toward
attainment of critical outcomes for the region of the metropolitan planning organization.
(ii) The selection of targets that address performance measures described in 23 U.S.C. 150(c) shall be in accordance
with the appropriate target setting framework established at 23 CFR part 490, and shall be coordinated with the relevant
State(s) to ensure consistency, to the maximum extent practicable.
(iii) The selection of performance targets that address performance measures described in 49 U.S.C. 5326(c) and 49
U.S.C. 5329(d) shall be coordinated, to the maximum extent practicable, with public transportation providers to ensure
consistency with the performance targets that public transportation providers establish under 49 U.S.C. 5326(c) and 49
U.S.C. 5329(d).
(3) Each MPO shall establish the performance targets under paragraph (d)(2) of this section not later than 180 days
after the date on which the relevant State or provider of public transportation establishes the performance targets.
(4) An MPO shall integrate in the metropolitan transportation planning process, directly or by reference, the goals,
objectives, performance measures, and targets described in other State transportation plans and transportation
processes, as well as any plans developed under 49 U.S.C. chapter 53 by providers of public transportation, required as
part of a performance-based program including:
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=70249c37c970409fd2ace5bac773412c&mc=true&node=pt23.1.450&rgn=div5
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(i) The State asset management plan for the NHS, as defined in 23 U.S.C. 119(e) and the Transit Asset
Management
Plan, as discussed in 49 U.S.C. 5326;

(ii) Applicable portions of the HSIP, including the SHSP, as specified in 23 U.S.C. 148;
(iii) The Public Transportation Agency Safety Plan in 49 U.S.C. 5329(d);
(iv) Other safety and security planning and review processes, plans, and programs, as appropriate;
(v) The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program performance plan in 23 U.S.C. 149(l), as
applicable;
(vi) Appropriate (metropolitan) portions of the State Freight Plan (MAP-21 section 1118);
(vii) The congestion management process, as defined in 23 CFR 450.322, if applicable; and
(viii) Other State transportation plans and transportation processes required as part of a performance-based program.
(e) The failure to consider any factor specified in paragraph (b) or (d) of this section shall not be reviewable by any
court under title 23 U.S.C., 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53, subchapter II of title 5, U.S.C. Chapter 5, or title 5 U.S.C. Chapter 7 in
any matter affecting a metropolitan transportation plan, TIP, a project or strategy, or the certification of a metropolitan
transportation planning process.
(f) An MPO shall carry out the metropolitan transportation planning process in coordination with the statewide
transportation planning process required by 23 U.S.C. 135 and 49 U.S.C. 5304.
(g) The metropolitan transportation planning process shall (to the maximum extent practicable) be consistent with the
development of applicable regional intelligent transportation systems (ITS) architectures, as defined in 23 CFR part 940.
(h) Preparation of the coordinated public transit-human services transportation plan, as required by 49 U.S.C. 5310,
should be coordinated and consistent with the metropolitan transportation planning process.
(i) In an urbanized area not designated as a TMA that is an air quality attainment area, the MPO(s) may propose and
submit to the FHWA and the FTA for approval a procedure for developing an abbreviated metropolitan transportation plan
and TIP. In developing proposed simplified planning procedures, consideration shall be given to whether the abbreviated
metropolitan transportation plan and TIP will achieve the purposes of 23 U.S.C. 134, 49 U.S.C. 5303, and this part, taking
into account the complexity of the transportation problems in the area. The MPO shall develop simplified procedures in
cooperation with the State(s) and public transportation operator(s).
Back to Top
§450.308 Funding for transportation planning and unified planning work programs.
(a) Funds provided under 23 U.S.C. 104(d), 49 U.S.C. 5305(d), and 49 U.S.C. 5307, are available to MPOs to
accomplish activities described in this subpart. At the State's option, funds provided under 23 U.S.C. 104(b)(2) and 23
U.S.C. 505 may also be provided to MPOs for metropolitan transportation planning. At the option of the State and
operators of public transportation, funds provided under 49 U.S.C. 5305(e) may also be provided to MPOs for activities
that support metropolitan transportation planning. In addition, an MPO serving an urbanized area with a population over
200,000, as designated by the Bureau of the Census, may at its discretion use funds sub-allocated under 23 U.S.C.
133(d)(4) for metropolitan transportation planning activities.
(b) An MPO shall document metropolitan transportation planning activities performed with funds provided under title
23 U.S.C. and title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 in a unified planning work program (UPWP) or simplified statement of work in
accordance with the provisions of this section and 23 CFR part 420.
(c) Except as provided in paragraph (d) of this section, each MPO, in cooperation with the State(s) and public
transportation operator(s), shall develop a UPWP that includes a discussion of the planning priorities facing the MPA. The
UPWP shall identify work proposed for the next 1- or 2-year period by major activity and task (including activities that
address the planning factors in §450.306(b)), in sufficient detail to indicate who (e.g., MPO, State, public transportation
operator, local government, or consultant) will perform the work, the schedule for completing the work, the resulting
products, the proposed funding by activity/task, and a summary of the total amounts and sources of Federal and matching
funds.
(d) With the prior approval of the State and the FHWA and the FTA, an MPO in an area not designated as a TMA may
prepare a simplified statement of work, in cooperation with the State(s) and the public transportation operator(s), in lieu of
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=70249c37c970409fd2ace5bac773412c&mc=true&node=pt23.1.450&rgn=div5
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a UPWP. A simplified statement of work shall include a description of the major activities to be performed
during
the9 next
1- or 2-year period, who (e.g., State, MPO, public transportation operator, local government, or consultant) will perform the
work, the resulting products, and a summary of the total amounts and sources of Federal and matching funds. If a
simplified statement of work is used, it may be submitted as part of the State's planning work program, in accordance with
23 CFR part 420.

(e) Arrangements may be made with the FHWA and the FTA to combine the UPWP or simplified statement of work
with the work program(s) for other Federal planning funds.
(f) Administrative requirements for UPWPs and simplified statements of work are contained in 23 CFR part 420 and
FTA Circular C8100, as amended (Program Guidance for Metropolitan Planning and State Planning and Research
Program Grants).
Back to Top
§450.310 Metropolitan planning organization designation and redesignation.
Link to an amendment published at 81 FR 93470, December 20, 2016.
(a) To carry out the metropolitan transportation planning process under this subpart, an MPO shall be designated for
each urbanized area with a population of more than 50,000 individuals (as determined by the Bureau of the Census).
(b) MPO designation shall be made by agreement between the Governor and units of general purpose local
government that together represent at least 75 percent of the affected population (including the largest incorporated city,
based on population, as named by the Bureau of the Census) or in accordance with procedures established by applicable
State or local law.
(c) The FHWA and the FTA shall identify as a TMA each urbanized area with a population of over 200,000 individuals,
as defined by the Bureau of the Census. The FHWA and the FTA shall also designate any urbanized area as a TMA on
the request of the Governor and the MPO designated for that area.
(d) TMA structure:
(1) Not later than October 1, 2014, each metropolitan planning organization that serves a designated TMA shall
consist of:
(i) Local elected officials;
(ii) Officials of public agencies that administer or operate major modes of transportation in the metropolitan area,
including representation by providers of public transportation; and
(iii) Appropriate State officials.
(2) An MPO may be restructured to meet the requirements of this paragraph (d) without undertaking a redesignation.
(3) Representation. (i) Designation or selection of officials or representatives under paragraph (d)(1) of this section
shall be determined by the MPO according to the bylaws or enabling statute of the organization.
(ii) Subject to the bylaws or enabling statute of the MPO, a representative of a provider of public transportation may
also serve as a representative of a local municipality.
(iii) An official described in paragraph (d)(1)(ii) shall have responsibilities, actions, duties, voting rights, and any other
authority commensurate with other officials described in paragraph (d)(1) of this section.
(4) Nothing in this section shall be construed to interfere with the authority, under any State law in effect on December
18, 1991, of a public agency with multimodal transportation responsibilities—
(i) To develop the plans and TIPs for adoption by an MPO; and
(ii) To develop long-range capital plans, coordinate transit services and projects, and carry out other activities
pursuant to State law.
(e) To the extent possible, only one MPO shall be designated for each urbanized area or group of contiguous
urbanized areas. More than one MPO may be designated to serve an urbanized area only if the Governor(s) and the
existing MPO, if applicable, determine that the size and complexity of the urbanized area make designation of more than
one MPO appropriate. In those cases where two or more MPOs serve the same urbanized area, the MPOs shall establish
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official, written agreements that clearly identify areas of coordination and the division of transportation planning
responsibilities among the MPOs.

(f) Nothing in this subpart shall be deemed to prohibit an MPO from using the staff resources of other agencies, nonprofit organizations, or contractors to carry out selected elements of the metropolitan transportation planning process.
(g) An MPO designation shall remain in effect until an official redesignation has been made in accordance with this
section.
(h) An existing MPO may be redesignated only by agreement between the Governor and units of general purpose
local government that together represent at least 75 percent of the existing metropolitan planning area population
(including the largest incorporated city, based on population, as named by the Bureau of the Census).
(i) For the purposes of redesignation, units of general purpose local government may be defined as elected officials
from each unit of general purpose local government located within the metropolitan planning area served by the existing
MPO.
(j) Redesignation of an MPO (in accordance with the provisions of this section) is required whenever the existing MPO
proposes to make:
(1) A substantial change in the proportion of voting members on the existing MPO representing the largest
incorporated city, other units of general purpose local government served by the MPO, and the State(s); or
(2) A substantial change in the decisionmaking authority or responsibility of the MPO, or in decisionmaking
procedures established under MPO by-laws.
(k) Redesignation of an MPO serving a multistate metropolitan planning area requires agreement between the
Governors of each State served by the existing MPO and units of general purpose local government that together
represent at least 75 percent of the existing metropolitan planning area population (including the largest incorporated city,
based on population, as named by the Bureau of the Census).
(l) The following changes to an MPO do not require a redesignation (as long as they do not trigger a substantial
change as described in paragraph (j) of this section):
(1) The identification of a new urbanized area (as determined by the Bureau of the Census) within an existing
metropolitan planning area;
(2) Adding members to the MPO that represent new units of general purpose local government resulting from
expansion of the metropolitan planning area;
(3) Adding members to satisfy the specific membership requirements described in paragraph (d) of this section for an
MPO that serves a TMA; or
(4) Periodic rotation of members representing units of general-purpose local government, as established under MPO
by-laws.
(m) Each Governor with responsibility for a portion of a multistate metropolitan area and the appropriate MPOs shall,
to the extent practicable, provide coordinated transportation planning for the entire MPA. The consent of Congress is
granted to any two or more States to:
(1) Enter into agreements or compacts, not in conflict with any law of the United States, for cooperative efforts and
mutual assistance in support of activities authorized under 23 U.S.C. 134 and 49 U.S.C. 5303 as the activities pertain to
interstate areas and localities within the States; and
(2) Establish such agencies, joint or otherwise, as the States may determine desirable for making the agreements and
compacts effective.
Back to Top
§450.312 Metropolitan planning area boundaries.
Link to an amendment published at 81 FR 93470, December 20, 2016.
(a) The boundaries of a metropolitan planning area (MPA) shall be determined by agreement between the MPO and
the Governor.
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(1) At a minimum, the MPA boundaries shall encompass the entire existing urbanized area (as defined
by Item
the Bureau
of the Census) plus the contiguous area expected to become urbanized within a 20-year forecast period for the
metropolitan transportation plan.

(2) The MPA boundaries may be further expanded to encompass the entire metropolitan statistical area or combined
statistical area, as defined by the Office of Management and Budget.
(b) An MPO that serves an urbanized area designated as a nonattainment area for ozone or carbon monoxide under
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.) as of August 10, 2005, shall retain the MPA boundary that existed on August
10, 2005. The MPA boundaries for such MPOs may only be adjusted by agreement of the Governor and the affected MPO
in accordance with the redesignation procedures described in §450.310(h). The MPA boundary for an MPO that serves an
urbanized area designated as a nonattainment area for ozone or carbon monoxide under the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C.
7401 et seq.) after August 10, 2005, may be established to coincide with the designated boundaries of the ozone and/or
carbon monoxide nonattainment area, in accordance with the requirements in §450.310(b).
(c) An MPA boundary may encompass more than one urbanized area.
(d) MPA boundaries may be established to coincide with the geography of regional economic development and
growth forecasting areas.
(e) Identification of new urbanized areas within an existing metropolitan planning area by the Bureau of the Census
shall not require redesignation of the existing MPO.
(f) Where the boundaries of the urbanized area or MPA extend across two or more States, the Governors with
responsibility for a portion of the multistate area, the appropriate MPO(s), and the public transportation operator(s) are
strongly encouraged to coordinate transportation planning for the entire multistate area.
(g) The MPA boundaries shall not overlap with each other.
(h) Where part of an urbanized area served by one MPO extends into an adjacent MPA, the MPOs shall, at a
minimum, establish written agreements that clearly identify areas of coordination and the division of transportation
planning responsibilities among and between the MPOs. Alternatively, the MPOs may adjust their existing boundaries so
that the entire urbanized area lies within only one MPA. Boundary adjustments that change the composition of the MPO
may require redesignation of one or more such MPOs.
(i) The MPO (in cooperation with the State and public transportation operator(s)) shall review the MPA boundaries
after each Census to determine if existing MPA boundaries meet the minimum statutory requirements for new and updated
urbanized area(s), and shall adjust them as necessary. As appropriate, additional adjustments should be made to reflect
the most comprehensive boundary to foster an effective planning process that ensures connectivity between modes,
improves access to modal systems, and promotes efficient overall transportation investment strategies.
(j) Following MPA boundary approval by the MPO and the Governor, the MPA boundary descriptions shall be provided
for informational purposes to the FHWA and the FTA. The MPA boundary descriptions shall be submitted either as a geospatial database or described in sufficient detail to enable the boundaries to be accurately delineated on a map.
Back to Top
§450.314 Metropolitan planning agreements.
Link to an amendment published at 81 FR 93472, December 20, 2016.
(a) The MPO, the State(s), and the providers of public transportation shall cooperatively determine their mutual
responsibilities in carrying out the metropolitan transportation planning process. These responsibilities shall be clearly
identified in written agreements among the MPO, the State(s), and the providers of public transportation serving the MPA.
To the extent possible, a single agreement between all responsible parties should be developed. The written agreement(s)
shall include specific provisions for the development of financial plans that support the metropolitan transportation plan
(see §450.324) and the metropolitan TIP (see §450.326), and development of the annual listing of obligated projects (see
§450.334).
(b) The MPO, the State(s), and the providers of public transportation should periodically review and update the
agreement, as appropriate, to reflect effective changes.
(c) If the MPA does not include the entire nonattainment or maintenance area, there shall be a written agreement
among the State department of transportation, State air quality agency, affected local agencies, and the MPO describing
the process for cooperative planning and analysis of all projects outside the MPA within the nonattainment or maintenance
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area. The agreement must also indicate how the total transportation-related emissions for the nonattainment
maintenance area, including areas outside the MPA, will be treated for the purposes of determining conformity in
accordance with the EPA's transportation conformity regulations (40 CFR part 93, subpart A). The agreement shall
address policy mechanisms for resolving conflicts concerning transportation-related emissions that may arise between the
MPA and the portion of the nonattainment or maintenance area outside the MPA.

(d) In nonattainment or maintenance areas, if the MPO is not the designated agency for air quality planning under
section 174 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7504), there shall be a written agreement between the MPO and the
designated air quality planning agency describing their respective roles and responsibilities for air quality related
transportation planning.
(e) If more than one MPO has been designated to serve an urbanized area, there shall be a written agreement among
the MPOs, the State(s), and the public transportation operator(s) describing how the metropolitan transportation planning
processes will be coordinated to assure the development of consistent metropolitan transportation plans and TIPs across
the MPA boundaries, particularly in cases in which a proposed transportation investment extends across the boundaries of
more than one MPA. If any part of the urbanized area is a nonattainment or maintenance area, the agreement also shall
include State and local air quality agencies. The metropolitan transportation planning processes for affected MPOs should,
to the maximum extent possible, reflect coordinated data collection, analysis, and planning assumptions across the MPAs.
Alternatively, a single metropolitan transportation plan and/or TIP for the entire urbanized area may be developed jointly by
the MPOs in cooperation with their respective planning partners. Coordination efforts and outcomes shall be documented
in subsequent transmittals of the UPWP and other planning products, including the metropolitan transportation plan and
TIP, to the State(s), the FHWA, and the FTA.
(f) Where the boundaries of the urbanized area or MPA extend across two or more States, the Governors with
responsibility for a portion of the multistate area, the appropriate MPO(s), and the public transportation operator(s) shall
coordinate transportation planning for the entire multistate area. States involved in such multistate transportation planning
may:
(1) Enter into agreements or compacts, not in conflict with any law of the United States, for cooperative efforts and
mutual assistance in support of activities authorized under this section as the activities pertain to interstate areas and
localities within the States; and
(2) Establish such agencies, joint or otherwise, as the States may determine desirable for making the agreements and
compacts effective.
(g) If part of an urbanized area that has been designated as a TMA overlaps into an adjacent MPA serving an
urbanized area that is not designated as a TMA, the adjacent urbanized area shall not be treated as a TMA. However, a
written agreement shall be established between the MPOs with MPA boundaries including a portion of the TMA, which
clearly identifies the roles and responsibilities of each MPO in meeting specific TMA requirements (e.g., congestion
management process, Surface Transportation Program funds suballocated to the urbanized area over 200,000 population,
and project selection).
(h)(1) The MPO(s), State(s), and the providers of public transportation shall jointly agree upon and develop specific
written provisions for cooperatively developing and sharing information related to transportation performance data, the
selection of performance targets, the reporting of performance targets, the reporting of performance to be used in tracking
progress toward attainment of critical outcomes for the region of the MPO (see §450.306(d)), and the collection of data for
the State asset management plan for the NHS for each of the following circumstances:
(i) When one MPO serves an urbanized area,
(ii) When more than one MPO serves an urbanized area, and
(iii) When an urbanized area that has been designated as a TMA overlaps into an adjacent MPA serving an urbanized
area that is not a TMA.
(2) These provisions shall be documented either:
(i) As part of the metropolitan planning agreements required under (a), (e), and (g) of this section, or
(ii) Documented in some other means outside of the metropolitan planning agreements as determined cooperatively
by the MPO(s), State(s), and providers of public transportation.
Back to Top
§450.316 Interested parties, participation, and consultation.
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(a) The MPO shall develop and use a documented participation plan that defines a process for providing individuals,
affected public agencies, representatives of public transportation employees, public ports, freight shippers, providers of
freight transportation services, private providers of transportation (including intercity bus operators, employer-based
commuting programs, such as carpool program, vanpool program, transit benefit program, parking cash-out program,
shuttle program, or telework program), representatives of users of public transportation, representatives of users of
pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities, representatives of the disabled, and other interested parties with
reasonable opportunities to be involved in the metropolitan transportation planning process.
(1) The MPO shall develop the participation plan in consultation with all interested parties and shall, at a minimum,
describe explicit procedures, strategies, and desired outcomes for:
(i) Providing adequate public notice of public participation activities and time for public review and comment at key
decision points, including a reasonable opportunity to comment on the proposed metropolitan transportation plan and the
TIP;
(ii) Providing timely notice and reasonable access to information about transportation issues and processes;
(iii) Employing visualization techniques to describe metropolitan transportation plans and TIPs;
(iv) Making public information (technical information and meeting notices) available in electronically accessible
formats and means, such as the World Wide Web;
(v) Holding any public meetings at convenient and accessible locations and times;
(vi) Demonstrating explicit consideration and response to public input received during the development of the
metropolitan transportation plan and the TIP;
(vii) Seeking out and considering the needs of those traditionally underserved by existing transportation systems,
such as low-income and minority households, who may face challenges accessing employment and other services;
(viii) Providing an additional opportunity for public comment, if the final metropolitan transportation plan or TIP differs
significantly from the version that was made available for public comment by the MPO and raises new material issues that
interested parties could not reasonably have foreseen from the public involvement efforts;
(ix) Coordinating with the statewide transportation planning public involvement and consultation processes under
subpart B of this part; and
(x) Periodically reviewing the effectiveness of the procedures and strategies contained in the participation plan to
ensure a full and open participation process.
(2) When significant written and oral comments are received on the draft metropolitan transportation plan and TIP
(including the financial plans) as a result of the participation process in this section or the interagency consultation process
required under the EPA transportation conformity regulations (40 CFR part 93, subpart A), a summary, analysis, and report
on the disposition of comments shall be made as part of the final metropolitan transportation plan and TIP.
(3) A minimum public comment period of 45 calendar days shall be provided before the initial or revised participation
plan is adopted by the MPO. Copies of the approved participation plan shall be provided to the FHWA and the FTA for
informational purposes and shall be posted on the World Wide Web, to the maximum extent practicable.
(b) In developing metropolitan transportation plans and TIPs, the MPO should consult with agencies and officials
responsible for other planning activities within the MPA that are affected by transportation (including State and local
planned growth, economic development, tourism, natural disaster risk reduction, environmental protection, airport
operations, or freight movements) or coordinate its planning process (to the maximum extent practicable) with such
planning activities. In addition, the MPO shall develop the metropolitan transportation plans and TIPs with due
consideration of other related planning activities within the metropolitan area, and the process shall provide for the design
and delivery of transportation services within the area that are provided by:
(1) Recipients of assistance under title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53;
(2) Governmental agencies and non-profit organizations (including representatives of the agencies and organizations)
that receive Federal assistance from a source other than the U.S. Department of Transportation to provide non-emergency
transportation services; and
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(c) When the MPA includes Indian Tribal lands, the MPO shall appropriately involve the Indian Tribal government(s) in
the development of the metropolitan transportation plan and the TIP.
(d) When the MPA includes Federal public lands, the MPO shall appropriately involve the Federal land management
agencies in the development of the metropolitan transportation plan and the TIP.
(e) MPOs shall, to the extent practicable, develop a documented process(es) that outlines roles, responsibilities, and
key decision points for consulting with other governments and agencies, as defined in paragraphs (b), (c), and (d) of this
section, which may be included in the agreement(s) developed under §450.314.
Back to Top
§450.318 Transportation planning studies and project development.
(a) Pursuant to section 1308 of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century, TEA-21 (Pub. L. 105-178), an
MPO(s), State(s), or public transportation operator(s) may undertake a multimodal, systems-level corridor or subarea
planning study as part of the metropolitan transportation planning process. To the extent practicable, development of these
transportation planning studies shall involve consultation with, or joint efforts among, the MPO(s), State(s), and/or public
transportation operator(s). The results or decisions of these transportation planning studies may be used as part of the
overall project development process consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 U.S.C.
4321 et seq.) and associated implementing regulations (23 CFR part 771 and 40 CFR parts 1500-1508). Specifically,
these corridor or subarea studies may result in producing any of the following for a proposed transportation project:
(1) Purpose and need or goals and objective statement(s);
(2) General travel corridor and/or general mode(s) definition (e.g., highway, transit, or a highway/transit combination);
(3) Preliminary screening of alternatives and elimination of unreasonable alternatives;
(4) Basic description of the environmental setting; and/or
(5) Preliminary identification of environmental impacts and environmental mitigation.
(b) Publicly available documents or other source material produced by, or in support of, the transportation planning
process described in this subpart may be incorporated directly or by reference into subsequent NEPA documents, in
accordance with 40 CFR 1502.21, if:
(1) The NEPA lead agencies agree that such incorporation will aid in establishing or evaluating the purpose and need
for the Federal action, reasonable alternatives, cumulative or other impacts on the human and natural environment, or
mitigation of these impacts; and
(2) The systems-level, corridor, or subarea planning study is conducted with:
(i) Involvement of interested State, local, Tribal, and Federal agencies;
(ii) Public review;
(iii) Reasonable opportunity to comment during the metropolitan transportation planning process and development of
the corridor or subarea planning study;
(iv) Documentation of relevant decisions in a form that is identifiable and available for review during the NEPA scoping
process and can be appended to or referenced in the NEPA document; and
(v) The review of the FHWA and the FTA, as appropriate.
(c) By agreement of the NEPA lead agencies, the above integration may be accomplished through tiering (as
described in 40 CFR 1502.20), incorporating the subarea or corridor planning study into the draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) or Environmental Assessment, or other means that the NEPA lead agencies deem appropriate.
(d) Additional information to further explain the linkages between the transportation planning and project
development/NEPA processes is contained in Appendix A to this part, including an explanation that it is non-binding
guidance material. The guidance in Appendix A applies only to paragraphs (a)-(c) in this section.
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(e) In addition to the process for incorporation directly or by reference outlined in paragraph (b) of this
section,
additional authority for integrating planning products into the environmental review process exists in 23 U.S.C. 168. As
provided in 23 U.S.C. 168(f):

(1) The statutory authority in 23 U.S.C. 168 shall not be construed to limit in any way the continued use of processes
established under other parts of this section or under an authority established outside of this part, and the use of one of
the processes in this section does not preclude the subsequent use of another process in this section or an authority
outside of this part.
(2) The statute does not restrict the initiation of the environmental review process during planning.
Back to Top
§450.320 Development of programmatic mitigation plans.
(a) An MPO may utilize the optional framework in this section to develop programmatic mitigation plans as part of the
metropolitan transportation planning process to address the potential environmental impacts of future transportation
projects. The MPO, in consultation with the FHWA and/or the FTA and with the agency or agencies with jurisdiction and
special expertise over the resources being addressed in the plan, will determine:
(1) Scope. (i) An MPO may develop a programmatic mitigation plan on a local, regional, ecosystem, watershed,
statewide or similar scale.
(ii) The plan may encompass multiple environmental resources within a defined geographic area(s) or may focus on a
specific type(s) of resource(s) such as aquatic resources, parkland, or wildlife habitat.
(iii) The plan may address or consider impacts from all projects in a defined geographic area(s) or may focus on a
specific type(s) of project(s).
(2) Contents. The programmatic mitigation plan may include:
(i) An assessment of the existing condition of natural and human environmental resources within the area covered by
the plan, including an assessment of historic and recent trends and/or any potential threats to those resources.
(ii) An identification of economic, social, and natural and human environmental resources within the geographic area
that may be impacted and considered for mitigation. Examples of these resources include wetlands, streams, rivers,
stormwater, parklands, cultural resources, historic resources, farmlands, archeological resources, threatened or
endangered species, and critical habitat. This may include the identification of areas of high conservation concern or value
and thus worthy of avoidance.
(iii) An inventory of existing or planned environmental resource banks for the impacted resource categories such as
wetland, stream, stormwater, habitat, species, and an inventory of federally, State, or locally approved in-lieu-of-fee
programs.
(iv) An assessment of potential opportunities to improve the overall quality of the identified environmental resources
through strategic mitigation for impacts of transportation projects which may include the prioritization of parcels or areas
for acquisition and/or potential resource banking sites.
(v) An adoption or development of standard measures or operating procedures for mitigating certain types of impacts;
establishment of parameters for determining or calculating appropriate mitigation for certain types of impacts, such as
mitigation ratios, or criteria for determining appropriate mitigation sites.
(vi) Adaptive management procedures, such as protocols or procedures that involve monitoring actual impacts
against predicted impacts over time and adjusting mitigation measures in response to information gathered through the
monitoring.
(vii) Acknowledgement of specific statutory or regulatory requirements that must be satisfied when determining
appropriate mitigation for certain types of resources.
(b) A MPO may adopt a programmatic mitigation plan developed pursuant to paragraph (a), or developed pursuant to
an alternative process as provided for in paragraph (f) of this section through the following process:
(1) Consult with each agency with jurisdiction over the environmental resources considered in the programmatic
mitigation plan;
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(2) Make available a draft of the programmatic mitigation plan for review and comment by appropriate
environmental
resource agencies and the public;

(3) Consider comments received from such agencies and the public on the draft plan; and
(4) Address such comments in the final programmatic mitigation plan.
(c) A programmatic mitigation plan may be integrated with other plans, including watershed plans, ecosystem plans,
species recovery plans, growth management plans, State Wildlife Action Plans, and land use plans.
(d) If a programmatic mitigation plan has been adopted pursuant to paragraph (b), any Federal agency responsible for
environmental reviews, permits, or approvals for a transportation project shall give substantial weight to the
recommendations in the programmatic mitigation plan when carrying out its responsibilities under the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) (NEPA) or other Federal environmental law.
(e) Nothing in this section limits the use of programmatic approaches for reviews under NEPA.
(f) Nothing in this section prohibits the development, as part of or separate from the transportation planning process,
of a programmatic mitigation plan independent of the framework described in paragraph (a) of this section. Further,
nothing in this section prohibits the adoption of a programmatic mitigation plan in the metropolitan planning process that
was developed under another authority, independent of the framework described in paragraph (a).
Back to Top
§450.322 Congestion management process in transportation management areas.
(a) The transportation planning process in a TMA shall address congestion management through a process that
provides for safe and effective integrated management and operation of the multimodal transportation system, based on a
cooperatively developed and implemented metropolitan-wide strategy, of new and existing transportation facilities eligible
for funding under title 23 U.S.C. and title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 through the use of travel demand reduction (including
intercity bus operators, employer-based commuting programs such as a carpool program, vanpool program, transit benefit
program, parking cash-out program, shuttle program, or telework program), job access projects, and operational
management strategies.
(b) The development of a congestion management process should result in multimodal system performance
measures and strategies that can be reflected in the metropolitan transportation plan and the TIP.
(c) The level of system performance deemed acceptable by State and local transportation officials may vary by type of
transportation facility, geographic location (metropolitan area or subarea), and/or time of day. In addition, consideration
should be given to strategies that manage demand, reduce single occupant vehicle (SOV) travel, improve transportation
system management and operations, and improve efficient service integration within and across modes, including
highway, transit, passenger and freight rail operations, and non-motorized transport. Where the addition of general
purpose lanes is determined to be an appropriate congestion management strategy, explicit consideration is to be given to
the incorporation of appropriate features into the SOV project to facilitate future demand management strategies and
operational improvements that will maintain the functional integrity and safety of those lanes.
(d) The congestion management process shall be developed, established, and implemented as part of the
metropolitan transportation planning process that includes coordination with transportation system management and
operations activities. The congestion management process shall include:
(1) Methods to monitor and evaluate the performance of the multimodal transportation system, identify the underlying
causes of recurring and non-recurring congestion, identify and evaluate alternative strategies, provide information
supporting the implementation of actions, and evaluate the effectiveness of implemented actions;
(2) Definition of congestion management objectives and appropriate performance measures to assess the extent of
congestion and support the evaluation of the effectiveness of congestion reduction and mobility enhancement strategies
for the movement of people and goods. Since levels of acceptable system performance may vary among local
communities, performance measures should be tailored to the specific needs of the area and established cooperatively by
the State(s), affected MPO(s), and local officials in consultation with the operators of major modes of transportation in the
coverage area, including providers of public transportation;
(3) Establishment of a coordinated program for data collection and system performance monitoring to define the
extent and duration of congestion, to contribute in determining the causes of congestion, and evaluate the efficiency and
effectiveness of implemented actions. To the extent possible, this data collection program should be coordinated with
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=70249c37c970409fd2ace5bac773412c&mc=true&node=pt23.1.450&rgn=div5

29/48

12/28/2016

eCFR — Code of Federal Regulations

Agenda
Item 9
existing data sources (including archived operational/ITS data) and coordinated with operations managers
in the
metropolitan area;

(4) Identification and evaluation of the anticipated performance and expected benefits of appropriate congestion
management strategies that will contribute to the more effective use and improved safety of existing and future
transportation systems based on the established performance measures. The following categories of strategies, or
combinations of strategies, are some examples of what should be appropriately considered for each area:
(i) Demand management measures, including growth management, and congestion pricing;
(ii) Traffic operational improvements;
(iii) Public transportation improvements;
(iv) ITS technologies as related to the regional ITS architecture; and
(v) Where necessary, additional system capacity.
(5) Identification of an implementation schedule, implementation responsibilities, and possible funding sources for
each strategy (or combination of strategies) proposed for implementation; and
(6) Implementation of a process for periodic assessment of the effectiveness of implemented strategies, in terms of
the area's established performance measures. The results of this evaluation shall be provided to decision makers and the
public to provide guidance on selection of effective strategies for future implementation.
(e) In a TMA designated as nonattainment area for ozone or carbon monoxide pursuant to the Clean Air Act, Federal
funds may not be programmed for any project that will result in a significant increase in the carrying capacity for SOVs
(i.e., a new general purpose highway on a new location or adding general purpose lanes, with the exception of safety
improvements or the elimination of bottlenecks), unless the project is addressed through a congestion management
process meeting the requirements of this section.
(f) In TMAs designated as nonattainment for ozone or carbon monoxide, the congestion management process shall
provide an appropriate analysis of reasonable (including multimodal) travel demand reduction and operational
management strategies for the corridor in which a project that will result in a significant increase in capacity for SOVs (as
described in paragraph (d) of this section) is proposed to be advanced with Federal funds. If the analysis demonstrates
that travel demand reduction and operational management strategies cannot fully satisfy the need for additional capacity
in the corridor and additional SOV capacity is warranted, then the congestion management process shall identify all
reasonable strategies to manage the SOV facility safely and effectively (or to facilitate its management in the future). Other
travel demand reduction and operational management strategies appropriate for the corridor, but not appropriate for
incorporation into the SOV facility itself, shall also be identified through the congestion management process. All identified
reasonable travel demand reduction and operational management strategies shall be incorporated into the SOV project or
committed to by the State and MPO for implementation.
(g) State laws, rules, or regulations pertaining to congestion management systems or programs may constitute the
congestion management process, if the FHWA and the FTA find that the State laws, rules, or regulations are consistent
with, and fulfill the intent of, the purposes of 23 U.S.C. 134 and 49 U.S.C. 5303.
(h) Congestion management plan. A MPO serving a TMA may develop a plan that includes projects and strategies
that will be considered in the TIP of such MPO.
(1) Such plan shall:
(i) Develop regional goals to reduce vehicle miles traveled during peak commuting hours and improve transportation
connections between areas with high job concentration and areas with high concentrations of low-income households;
(ii) Identify existing public transportation services, employer based commuter programs, and other existing
transportation services that support access to jobs in the region; and
(iii) Identify proposed projects and programs to reduce congestion and increase job access opportunities.
(2) In developing the congestion management plan, an MPO shall consult with employers, private and nonprofit
providers of public transportation, transportation management organizations, and organizations that provide job access
reverse commute projects or job-related services to low-income individuals.
Back to Top
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Link to an amendment published at 81 FR 93473, December 20, 2016.
(a) The metropolitan transportation planning process shall include the development of a transportation plan
addressing no less than a 20-year planning horizon as of the effective date. In formulating the transportation plan, the
MPO shall consider factors described in §450.306 as the factors relate to a minimum 20-year forecast period. In
nonattainment and maintenance areas, the effective date of the transportation plan shall be the date of a conformity
determination issued by the FHWA and the FTA. In attainment areas, the effective date of the transportation plan shall be
its date of adoption by the MPO.
(b) The transportation plan shall include both long-range and short-range strategies/actions that provide for the
development of an integrated multimodal transportation system (including accessible pedestrian walkways and bicycle
transportation facilities) to facilitate the safe and efficient movement of people and goods in addressing current and future
transportation demand.
(c) The MPO shall review and update the transportation plan at least every 4 years in air quality nonattainment and
maintenance areas and at least every 5 years in attainment areas to confirm the transportation plan's validity and
consistency with current and forecasted transportation and land use conditions and trends and to extend the forecast
period to at least a 20-year planning horizon. In addition, the MPO may revise the transportation plan at any time using the
procedures in this section without a requirement to extend the horizon year. The MPO shall approve the transportation
plan (and any revisions) and submit it for information purposes to the Governor. Copies of any updated or revised
transportation plans must be provided to the FHWA and the FTA.
(d) In metropolitan areas that are in nonattainment for ozone or carbon monoxide, the MPO shall coordinate the
development of the metropolitan transportation plan with the process for developing transportation control measures
(TCMs) in a State Implementation Plan (SIP).
(e) The MPO, the State(s), and the public transportation operator(s) shall validate data used in preparing other
existing modal plans for providing input to the transportation plan. In updating the transportation plan, the MPO shall base
the update on the latest available estimates and assumptions for population, land use, travel, employment, congestion,
and economic activity. The MPO shall approve transportation plan contents and supporting analyses produced by a
transportation plan update.
(f) The metropolitan transportation plan shall, at a minimum, include:
(1) The current and projected transportation demand of persons and goods in the metropolitan planning area over the
period of the transportation plan;
(2) Existing and proposed transportation facilities (including major roadways, public transportation facilities, intercity
bus facilities, multimodal and intermodal facilities, nonmotorized transportation facilities (e.g., pedestrian walkways and
bicycle facilities), and intermodal connectors) that should function as an integrated metropolitan transportation system,
giving emphasis to those facilities that serve important national and regional transportation functions over the period of the
transportation plan.
(3) A description of the performance measures and performance targets used in assessing the performance of the
transportation system in accordance with §450.306(d).
(4) A system performance report and subsequent updates evaluating the condition and performance of the
transportation system with respect to the performance targets described in §450.306(d), including—
(i) Progress achieved by the metropolitan planning organization in meeting the performance targets in comparison
with system performance recorded in previous reports, including baseline data; and
(ii) For metropolitan planning organizations that voluntarily elect to develop multiple scenarios, an analysis of how the
preferred scenario has improved the conditions and performance of the transportation system and how changes in local
policies and investments have impacted the costs necessary to achieve the identified performance targets.
(5) Operational and management strategies to improve the performance of existing transportation facilities to relieve
vehicular congestion and maximize the safety and mobility of people and goods;
(6) Consideration of the results of the congestion management process in TMAs that meet the requirements of this
subpart, including the identification of SOV projects that result from a congestion management process in TMAs that are
nonattainment for ozone or carbon monoxide.
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(7) Assessment of capital investment and other strategies to preserve the existing and projected future
metropolitan
transportation infrastructure, provide for multimodal capacity increases based on regional priorities and needs, and reduce
the vulnerability of the existing transportation infrastructure to natural disasters. The metropolitan transportation plan may
consider projects and strategies that address areas or corridors where current or projected congestion threatens the
efficient functioning of key elements of the metropolitan area's transportation system.

(8) Transportation and transit enhancement activities, including consideration of the role that intercity buses may play
in reducing congestion, pollution, and energy consumption in a cost-effective manner and strategies and investments that
preserve and enhance intercity bus systems, including systems that are privately owned and operated, and including
transportation alternatives, as defined in 23 U.S.C. 101(a), and associated transit improvements, as described in 49
U.S.C. 5302(a), as appropriate;
(9) Design concept and design scope descriptions of all existing and proposed transportation facilities in sufficient
detail, regardless of funding source, in nonattainment and maintenance areas for conformity determinations under the
EPA's transportation conformity regulations (40 CFR part 93, subpart A). In all areas (regardless of air quality designation),
all proposed improvements shall be described in sufficient detail to develop cost estimates;
(10) A discussion of types of potential environmental mitigation activities and potential areas to carry out these
activities, including activities that may have the greatest potential to restore and maintain the environmental functions
affected by the metropolitan transportation plan. The discussion may focus on policies, programs, or strategies, rather than
at the project level. The MPO shall develop the discussion in consultation with applicable Federal, State, and Tribal land
management, wildlife, and regulatory agencies. The MPO may establish reasonable timeframes for performing this
consultation;
(11) A financial plan that demonstrates how the adopted transportation plan can be implemented.
(i) For purposes of transportation system operations and maintenance, the financial plan shall contain system-level
estimates of costs and revenue sources that are reasonably expected to be available to adequately operate and maintain
the Federal-aid highways (as defined by 23 U.S.C. 101(a)(5)) and public transportation (as defined by title 49 U.S.C.
Chapter 53).
(ii) For the purpose of developing the metropolitan transportation plan, the MPO, public transportation operator(s), and
State shall cooperatively develop estimates of funds that will be available to support metropolitan transportation plan
implementation, as required under §450.314(a). All necessary financial resources from public and private sources that are
reasonably expected to be made available to carry out the transportation plan shall be identified.
(iii) The financial plan shall include recommendations on any additional financing strategies to fund projects and
programs included in the metropolitan transportation plan. In the case of new funding sources, strategies for ensuring their
availability shall be identified. The financial plan may include an assessment of the appropriateness of innovative finance
techniques (for example, tolling, pricing, bonding, public private partnerships, or other strategies) as revenue sources for
projects in the plan.
(iv) In developing the financial plan, the MPO shall take into account all projects and strategies proposed for funding
under title 23 U.S.C., title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 or with other Federal funds; State assistance; local sources; and private
participation. Revenue and cost estimates that support the metropolitan transportation plan must use an inflation rate(s) to
reflect “year of expenditure dollars,” based on reasonable financial principles and information, developed cooperatively by
the MPO, State(s), and public transportation operator(s).
(v) For the outer years of the metropolitan transportation plan (i.e., beyond the first 10 years), the financial plan may
reflect aggregate cost ranges/cost bands, as long as the future funding source(s) is reasonably expected to be available to
support the projected cost ranges/cost bands.
(vi) For nonattainment and maintenance areas, the financial plan shall address the specific financial strategies
required to ensure the implementation of TCMs in the applicable SIP.
(vii) For illustrative purposes, the financial plan may include additional projects that would be included in the adopted
transportation plan if additional resources beyond those identified in the financial plan were to become available.
(viii) In cases that the FHWA and the FTA find a metropolitan transportation plan to be fiscally constrained and a
revenue source is subsequently removed or substantially reduced (i.e., by legislative or administrative actions), the FHWA
and the FTA will not withdraw the original determination of fiscal constraint; however, in such cases, the FHWA and the
FTA will not act on an updated or amended metropolitan transportation plan that does not reflect the changed revenue
situation.

http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=70249c37c970409fd2ace5bac773412c&mc=true&node=pt23.1.450&rgn=div5

32/48

12/28/2016

eCFR — Code of Federal Regulations

(12) Pedestrian walkway and bicycle transportation facilities in accordance with 23 U.S.C. 217(g). Agenda Item 9
(g) The MPO shall consult, as appropriate, with State and local agencies responsible for land use management,
natural resources, environmental protection, conservation, and historic preservation concerning the development of the
transportation plan. The consultation shall involve, as appropriate:
(1) Comparison of transportation plans with State conservation plans or maps, if available; or
(2) Comparison of transportation plans to inventories of natural or historic resources, if available.
(h) The metropolitan transportation plan should integrate the priorities, goals, countermeasures, strategies, or projects
for the metropolitan planning area contained in the HSIP, including the SHSP required under 23 U.S.C. 148, the Public
Transportation Agency Safety Plan required under 49 U.S.C. 5329(d), or an Interim Agency Safety Plan in accordance
with 49 CFR part 659, as in effect until completion of the Public Transportation Agency Safety Plan, and may incorporate
or reference applicable emergency relief and disaster preparedness plans and strategies and policies that support
homeland security, as appropriate, to safeguard the personal security of all motorized and non-motorized users.
(i) An MPO may, while fitting the needs and complexity of its community, voluntarily elect to develop multiple
scenarios for consideration as part of the development of the metropolitan transportation plan.
(1) An MPO that chooses to develop multiple scenarios under this paragraph (i) is encouraged to consider:
(i) Potential regional investment strategies for the planning horizon;
(ii) Assumed distribution of population and employment;
(iii) A scenario that, to the maximum extent practicable, maintains baseline conditions for the performance areas
identified in §450.306(d) and measures established under 23 CFR part 490;
(iv) A scenario that improves the baseline conditions for as many of the performance measures identified in
§450.306(d) as possible;
(v) Revenue constrained scenarios based on the total revenues expected to be available over the forecast period of
the plan; and
(vi) Estimated costs and potential revenues available to support each scenario.
(2) In addition to the performance areas identified in 23 U.S.C. 150(c), 49 U.S.C. 5326(c), and 5329(d), and the
measures established under 23 CFR part 490, MPOs may evaluate scenarios developed under this paragraph using
locally developed measures.
(j) The MPO shall provide individuals, affected public agencies, representatives of public transportation employees,
public ports, freight shippers, providers of freight transportation services, private providers of transportation (including
intercity bus operators, employer-based commuting programs, such as carpool program, vanpool program, transit benefit
program, parking cashout program, shuttle program, or telework program), representatives of users of public
transportation, representatives of users of pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities, representatives of the
disabled, and other interested parties with a reasonable opportunity to comment on the transportation plan using the
participation plan developed under §450.316(a).
(k) The MPO shall publish or otherwise make readily available the metropolitan transportation plan for public review,
including (to the maximum extent practicable) in electronically accessible formats and means, such as the World Wide
Web.
(l) A State or MPO is not required to select any project from the illustrative list of additional projects included in the
financial plan under paragraph (f)(11) of this section.
(m) In nonattainment and maintenance areas for transportation-related pollutants, the MPO, as well as the FHWA and
the FTA, must make a conformity determination on any updated or amended transportation plan in accordance with the
Clean Air Act and the EPA transportation conformity regulations (40 CFR part 93, subpart A). A 12-month conformity lapse
grace period will be implemented when an area misses an applicable deadline, in accordance with the Clean Air Act and
the transportation conformity regulations (40 CFR part 93, subpart A). At the end of this 12-month grace period, the
existing conformity determination will lapse. During a conformity lapse, MPOs can prepare an interim metropolitan
transportation plan as a basis for advancing projects that are eligible to proceed under a conformity lapse. An interim
metropolitan transportation plan consisting of eligible projects from, or consistent with, the most recent conforming
transportation plan and TIP may proceed immediately without revisiting the requirements of this section, subject to
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=70249c37c970409fd2ace5bac773412c&mc=true&node=pt23.1.450&rgn=div5

33/48

12/28/2016

eCFR — Code of Federal Regulations

Agenda
Item 9
interagency consultation defined in 40 CFR part 93, subpart A. An interim metropolitan transportation plan
containing
eligible projects that are not from, or consistent with, the most recent conforming transportation plan and TIP must meet all
the requirements of this section.

Back to Top
§450.326 Development and content of the transportation improvement program (TIP).
Link to an amendment published at 81 FR 93473, December 20, 2016.
(a) The MPO, in cooperation with the State(s) and any affected public transportation operator(s), shall develop a TIP
for the metropolitan planning area. The TIP shall reflect the investment priorities established in the current metropolitan
transportation plan and shall cover a period of no less than 4 years, be updated at least every 4 years, and be approved
by the MPO and the Governor. However, if the TIP covers more than 4 years, the FHWA and the FTA will consider the
projects in the additional years as informational. The MPO may update the TIP more frequently, but the cycle for updating
the TIP must be compatible with the STIP development and approval process. The TIP expires when the FHWA/FTA
approval of the STIP expires. Copies of any updated or revised TIPs must be provided to the FHWA and the FTA. In
nonattainment and maintenance areas subject to transportation conformity requirements, the FHWA and the FTA, as well
as the MPO, must make a conformity determination on any updated or amended TIP, in accordance with the Clean Air Act
requirements and the EPA's transportation conformity regulations (40 CFR part 93, subpart A).
(b) The MPO shall provide all interested parties with a reasonable opportunity to comment on the proposed TIP as
required by §450.316(a). In addition, in nonattainment area TMAs, the MPO shall provide at least one formal public
meeting during the TIP development process, which should be addressed through the participation plan described in
§450.316(a). In addition, the MPO shall publish or otherwise make readily available the TIP for public review, including (to
the maximum extent practicable) in electronically accessible formats and means, such as the World Wide Web, as
described in §450.316(a).
(c) The TIP shall be designed such that once implemented, it makes progress toward achieving the performance
targets established under §450.306(d).
(d) The TIP shall include, to the maximum extent practicable, a description of the anticipated effect of the TIP toward
achieving the performance targets identified in the metropolitan transportation plan, linking investment priorities to those
performance targets.
(e) The TIP shall include capital and non-capital surface transportation projects (or phases of projects) within the
boundaries of the metropolitan planning area proposed for funding under 23 U.S.C. and 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 (including
transportation alternatives; associated transit improvements; Tribal Transportation Program, Federal Lands Transportation
Program, and Federal Lands Access Program projects; HSIP projects; trails projects; accessible pedestrian walkways;
and bicycle facilities), except the following that may be included:
(1) Safety projects funded under 23 U.S.C. 402 and 49 U.S.C. 31102;
(2) Metropolitan planning projects funded under 23 U.S.C. 104(d), and 49 U.S.C. 5305(d);
(3) State planning and research projects funded under 23 U.S.C. 505 and 49 U.S.C. 5305(e);
(4) At the discretion of the State and MPO, metropolitan planning projects funded with Surface Transportation
Program funds;
(5) Emergency relief projects (except those involving substantial functional, locational, or capacity changes);
(6) National planning and research projects funded under 49 U.S.C. 5314; and
(7) Project management oversight projects funded under 49 U.S.C. 5327.
(f) The TIP shall contain all regionally significant projects requiring an action by the FHWA or the FTA whether or not
the projects are to be funded under title 23 U.S.C. Chapters 1 and 2 or title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 (e.g., addition of an
interchange to the Interstate System with State, local, and/or private funds and congressionally designated projects not
funded under 23 U.S.C. or 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53). For public information and conformity purposes, the TIP shall include all
regionally significant projects proposed to be funded with Federal funds other than those administered by the FHWA or the
FTA, as well as all regionally significant projects to be funded with non-Federal funds.
(g) The TIP shall include, for each project or phase (e.g., preliminary engineering, environment/NEPA, right-of-way,
design, or construction), the following:
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(1) Sufficient descriptive material (i.e., type of work, termini, and length) to identify the project or phase;

(2) Estimated total project cost, which may extend beyond the 4 years of the TIP;
(3) The amount of Federal funds proposed to be obligated during each program year for the project or phase (for the
first year, this includes the proposed category of Federal funds and source(s) of non-Federal funds. For the second, third,
and fourth years, this includes the likely category or possible categories of Federal funds and sources of non-Federal
funds);
(4) Identification of the agencies responsible for carrying out the project or phase;
(5) In nonattainment and maintenance areas, identification of those projects that are identified as TCMs in the
applicable SIP;
(6) In nonattainment and maintenance areas, included projects shall be specified in sufficient detail (design concept
and scope) for air quality analysis in accordance with the EPA transportation conformity regulations (40 CFR part 93,
subpart A); and
(7) In areas with Americans with Disabilities Act required paratransit and key station plans, identification of those
projects that will implement these plans.
(h) Projects that are not considered to be of appropriate scale for individual identification in a given program year may
be grouped by function, work type, and/or geographic area using the applicable classifications under 23 CFR 771.117(c)
and (d) and/or 40 CFR part 93. In nonattainment and maintenance areas, project classifications must be consistent with
the “exempt project” classifications contained in the EPA transportation conformity regulations (40 CFR part 93, subpart
A). In addition, projects proposed for funding under title 23 U.S.C. Chapter 2 that are not regionally significant may be
grouped in one line item or identified individually in the TIP.
(i) Each project or project phase included in the TIP shall be consistent with the approved metropolitan transportation
plan.
(j) The TIP shall include a financial plan that demonstrates how the approved TIP can be implemented, indicates
resources from public and private sources that are reasonably expected to be made available to carry out the TIP, and
recommends any additional financing strategies for needed projects and programs. In developing the TIP, the MPO,
State(s), and public transportation operator(s) shall cooperatively develop estimates of funds that are reasonably expected
to be available to support TIP implementation in accordance with §450.314(a). Only projects for which construction or
operating funds can reasonably be expected to be available may be included. In the case of new funding sources,
strategies for ensuring their availability shall be identified. In developing the financial plan, the MPO shall take into account
all projects and strategies funded under title 23 U.S.C., title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53, and other Federal funds; and regionally
significant projects that are not federally funded. For purposes of transportation operations and maintenance, the financial
plan shall contain system-level estimates of costs and revenue sources that are reasonably expected to be available to
adequately operate and maintain Federal-aid highways (as defined by 23 U.S.C. 101(a)(6)) and public transportation (as
defined by title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53). In addition, for illustrative purposes, the financial plan may include additional
projects that would be included in the TIP if reasonable additional resources beyond those identified in the financial plan
were to become available. Revenue and cost estimates for the TIP must use an inflation rate(s) to reflect “year of
expenditure dollars,” based on reasonable financial principles and information, developed cooperatively by the MPO,
State(s), and public transportation operator(s).
(k) The TIP shall include a project, or a phase of a project, only if full funding can reasonably be anticipated to be
available for the project within the time period contemplated for completion of the project. In nonattainment and
maintenance areas, projects included in the first 2 years of the TIP shall be limited to those for which funds are available
or committed. For the TIP, financial constraint shall be demonstrated and maintained by year and shall include sufficient
financial information to demonstrate which projects are to be implemented using current and/or reasonably available
revenues, while federally supported facilities are being adequately operated and maintained. In the case of proposed
funding sources, strategies for ensuring their availability shall be identified in the financial plan consistent with paragraph
(h) of this section. In nonattainment and maintenance areas, the TIP shall give priority to eligible TCMs identified in the
approved SIP in accordance with the EPA transportation conformity regulations (40 CFR part 93, subpart A) and shall
provide for their timely implementation.
(l) In cases that the FHWA and the FTA find a TIP to be fiscally constrained and a revenue source is subsequently
removed or substantially reduced (i.e., by legislative or administrative actions), the FHWA and the FTA will not withdraw
the original determination of fiscal constraint. However, in such cases, the FHWA and the FTA will not act on an updated
or amended TIP that does not reflect the changed revenue situation.
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(m) Procedures or agreements that distribute suballocated Surface Transportation Program funds to
individual
jurisdictions or modes within the MPA by pre-determined percentages or formulas are inconsistent with the legislative
provisions that require the MPO, in cooperation with the State and the public transportation operator, to develop a
prioritized and financially constrained TIP and shall not be used unless they can be clearly shown to be based on
considerations required to be addressed as part of the metropolitan transportation planning process.

(n) As a management tool for monitoring progress in implementing the transportation plan, the TIP should:
(1) Identify the criteria and process for prioritizing implementation of transportation plan elements (including
multimodal trade-offs) for inclusion in the TIP and any changes in priorities from previous TIPs;
(2) List major projects from the previous TIP that were implemented and identify any significant delays in the planned
implementation of major projects; and
(3) In nonattainment and maintenance areas, describe the progress in implementing any required TCMs, in
accordance with 40 CFR part 93.
(o) In metropolitan nonattainment and maintenance areas, a 12-month conformity lapse grace period will be
implemented when an area misses an applicable deadline, according to the Clean Air Act and the transportation
conformity regulations (40 CFR part 93, subpart A). At the end of this 12-month grace period, the existing conformity
determination will lapse. During a conformity lapse, MPOs may prepare an interim TIP as a basis for advancing projects
that are eligible to proceed under a conformity lapse. An interim TIP consisting of eligible projects from, or consistent with,
the most recent conforming metropolitan transportation plan and TIP may proceed immediately without revisiting the
requirements of this section, subject to interagency consultation defined in 40 CFR part 93. An interim TIP containing
eligible projects that are not from, or consistent with, the most recent conforming transportation plan and TIP must meet all
the requirements of this section.
(p) Projects in any of the first 4 years of the TIP may be advanced in place of another project in the first 4 years of the
TIP, subject to the project selection requirements of §450.332. In addition, the MPO may revise the TIP at any time under
procedures agreed to by the State, MPO(s), and public transportation operator(s) consistent with the TIP development
procedures established in this section, as well as the procedures for the MPO participation plan (see §450.316(a)) and
FHWA/FTA actions on the TIP (see §450.330).
Back to Top
§450.328 TIP revisions and relationship to the STIP.
Link to an amendment published at 81 FR 93473, December 20, 2016.
(a) An MPO may revise the TIP at any time under procedures agreed to by the cooperating parties consistent with the
procedures established in this part for its development and approval. In nonattainment or maintenance areas for
transportation-related pollutants, if a TIP amendment involves non-exempt projects (per 40 CFR part 93), or is replaced
with an updated TIP, the MPO and the FHWA and the FTA must make a new conformity determination. In all areas,
changes that affect fiscal constraint must take place by amendment of the TIP. The MPO shall use public participation
procedures consistent with §450.316(a) in revising the TIP, except that these procedures are not required for
administrative modifications.
(b) After approval by the MPO and the Governor, the State shall include the TIP without change, directly or by
reference, in the STIP required under 23 U.S.C. 135. In nonattainment and maintenance areas, the FHWA and the FTA
must make a conformity finding on the TIP before it is included in the STIP. A copy of the approved TIP shall be provided
to the FHWA and the FTA.
(c) The State shall notify the MPO and Federal land management agencies when it has included a TIP including
projects under the jurisdiction of these agencies in the STIP.
Back to Top
§450.330 TIP action by the FHWA and the FTA.
Link to an amendment published at 81 FR 93473, December 20, 2016.
(a) The FHWA and the FTA shall jointly find that each metropolitan TIP is consistent with the metropolitan
transportation plan produced by the continuing and comprehensive transportation process carried on cooperatively by the
MPO(s), the State(s), and the public transportation operator(s) in accordance with 23 U.S.C. 134 and 49 U.S.C. 5303. This
finding shall be based on the self-certification statement submitted by the State and MPO under §450.336, a review of the
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=70249c37c970409fd2ace5bac773412c&mc=true&node=pt23.1.450&rgn=div5
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metropolitan transportation plan by the FHWA and the FTA, and upon other reviews as deemed necessary
by the
and the FTA.

(b) In nonattainment and maintenance areas, the MPO, as well as the FHWA and the FTA, shall determine conformity
of any updated or amended TIP, in accordance with 40 CFR part 93. After the FHWA and the FTA issue a conformity
determination on the TIP, the TIP shall be incorporated, without change, into the STIP, directly or by reference.
(c) If an MPO has not updated the metropolitan transportation plan in accordance with the cycles defined in
§450.324(c), projects may only be advanced from a TIP that was approved and found to conform (in nonattainment and
maintenance areas) prior to expiration of the metropolitan transportation plan and meets the TIP update requirements of
§450.326(a). Until the MPO approves (in attainment areas) or the FHWA and the FTA issue a conformity determination on
(in nonattainment and maintenance areas) the updated metropolitan transportation plan, the MPO may not amend the TIP.
(d) In the case of extenuating circumstances, the FHWA and the FTA will consider and take appropriate action on
requests to extend the STIP approval period for all or part of the TIP in accordance with §450.220(b).
(e) If an illustrative project is included in the TIP, no Federal action may be taken on that project by the FHWA and the
FTA until it is formally included in the financially constrained and conforming metropolitan transportation plan and TIP.
(f) Where necessary in order to maintain or establish operations, the FHWA and the FTA may approve highway and
transit operating assistance for specific projects or programs, even though the projects or programs may not be included in
an approved TIP.
Back to Top
§450.332 Project selection from the TIP.
Link to an amendment published at 81 FR 93473, December 20, 2016.
(a) Once a TIP that meets the requirements of 23 U.S.C. 134(j), 49 U.S.C. 5303(j), and §450.326 has been developed
and approved, the first year of the TIP will constitute an “agreed to” list of projects for project selection purposes and no
further project selection action is required for the implementing agency to proceed with projects, except where the
appropriated Federal funds available to the metropolitan planning area are significantly less than the authorized amounts
or where there are significant shifting of projects between years. In this case, the MPO, the State, and the public
transportation operator(s) if requested by the MPO, the State, or the public transportation operator(s) shall jointly develop
a revised “agreed to” list of projects. If the State or public transportation operator(s) wishes to proceed with a project in the
second, third, or fourth year of the TIP, the specific project selection procedures stated in paragraphs (b) and (c) of this
section must be used unless the MPO, the State, and the public transportation operator(s) jointly develop expedited
project selection procedures to provide for the advancement of projects from the second, third, or fourth years of the TIP.
(b) In metropolitan areas not designated as TMAs, the State and/or the public transportation operator(s), in
cooperation with the MPO shall select projects to be implemented using title 23 U.S.C. funds (other than Tribal
Transportation Program, Federal Lands Transportation Program, and Federal Lands Access Program projects) or funds
under title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53, from the approved metropolitan TIP. Tribal Transportation Program, Federal Lands
Transportation Program, and Federal Lands Access Program projects shall be selected in accordance with procedures
developed pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 201, 202, 203, and 204.
(c) In areas designated as TMAs, the MPO shall select all 23 U.S.C. and 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 funded projects
(excluding projects on the NHS and Tribal Transportation Program, Federal Lands Transportation Program, and Federal
Lands Access Program) in consultation with the State and public transportation operator(s) from the approved TIP and in
accordance with the priorities in the approved TIP. The State shall select projects on the NHS in cooperation with the
MPO, from the approved TIP. Tribal Transportation Program, Federal Lands Transportation Program, and Federal Lands
Access Program projects shall be selected in accordance with procedures developed pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 201, 202, 203,
and 204.
(d) Except as provided in §450.326(e) and §450.330(f), projects not included in the federally approved STIP are not
eligible for funding with funds under title 23 U.S.C. or 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53.
(e) In nonattainment and maintenance areas, priority shall be given to the timely implementation of TCMs contained in
the applicable SIP in accordance with the EPA transportation conformity regulations (40 CFR part 93, subpart A).
Back to Top
§450.334 Annual listing of obligated projects.
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(a) In metropolitan planning areas, on an annual basis, no later than 90 calendar days following the end of the
program year, the State, public transportation operator(s), and the MPO shall cooperatively develop a listing of projects
(including investments in pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities) for which funds under 23 U.S.C. or 49
U.S.C. Chapter 53 were obligated in the preceding program year.
(b) The listing shall be prepared in accordance with §450.314(a) and shall include all federally funded projects
authorized or revised to increase obligations in the preceding program year, and shall at a minimum include the TIP
information under §450.326(g)(1) and (4) and identify, for each project, the amount of Federal funds requested in the TIP,
the Federal funding that was obligated during the preceding year, and the Federal funding remaining and available for
subsequent years.
(c) The listing shall be published or otherwise made available in accordance with the MPO's public participation
criteria for the TIP.
Back to Top
§450.336 Self-certifications and Federal certifications.
Link to an amendment published at 81 FR 93473, December 20, 2016.
(a) For all MPAs, concurrent with the submittal of the entire proposed TIP to the FHWA and the FTA as part of the
STIP approval, the State and the MPO shall certify at least every 4 years that the metropolitan transportation planning
process is being carried out in accordance with all applicable requirements including:
(1) 23 U.S.C. 134, 49 U.S.C. 5303, and this subpart;
(2) In nonattainment and maintenance areas, sections 174 and 176(c) and (d) of the Clean Air Act, as amended (42
U.S.C. 7504, 7506(c) and (d)) and 40 CFR part 93;
(3) Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2000d-1) and 49 CFR part 21;
(4) 49 U.S.C. 5332, prohibiting discrimination on the basis of race, color, creed, national origin, sex, or age in
employment or business opportunity;
(5) Section 1101(b) of the FAST Act (Pub. L. 114-357) and 49 CFR part 26 regarding the involvement of
disadvantaged business enterprises in DOT funded projects;
(6) 23 CFR part 230, regarding the implementation of an equal employment opportunity program on Federal and
Federal-aid highway construction contracts;
(7) The provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101 et seq.) and 49 CFR parts 27, 37,
and 38;
(8) The Older Americans Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 6101), prohibiting discrimination on the basis of age in
programs or activities receiving Federal financial assistance;
(9) Section 324 of title 23 U.S.C. regarding the prohibition of discrimination based on gender; and
(10) Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794) and 49 CFR part 27 regarding discrimination
against individuals with disabilities.
(b) In TMAs, the FHWA and the FTA jointly shall review and evaluate the transportation planning process for each
TMA no less than once every 4 years to determine if the process meets the requirements of applicable provisions of
Federal law and this subpart.
(1) After review and evaluation of the TMA planning process, the FHWA and FTA shall take one of the following
actions:
(i) If the process meets the requirements of this part and the MPO and the Governor have approved a TIP, jointly
certify the transportation planning process;
(ii) If the process substantially meets the requirements of this part and the MPO and the Governor have approved a
TIP, jointly certify the transportation planning process subject to certain specified corrective actions being taken; or
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(iii) If the process does not meet the requirements of this part, jointly certify the planning process asAgenda
the basis
approval of only those categories of programs or projects that the FHWA and the FTA jointly determine, subject to certain
specified corrective actions being taken.

(2) If, upon the review and evaluation conducted under paragraph (b)(1)(iii) of this section, the FHWA and the FTA do
not certify the transportation planning process in a TMA, the Secretary may withhold up to 20 percent of the funds
attributable to the metropolitan planning area of the MPO for projects funded under title 23 U.S.C. and title 49 U.S.C.
Chapter 53 in addition to corrective actions and funding restrictions. The withheld funds shall be restored to the MPA when
the metropolitan transportation planning process is certified by the FHWA and FTA, unless the funds have lapsed.
(3) A certification of the TMA planning process will remain in effect for 4 years unless a new certification determination
is made sooner by the FHWA and the FTA or a shorter term is specified in the certification report.
(4) In conducting a certification review, the FHWA and the FTA shall provide opportunities for public involvement
within the metropolitan planning area under review. The FHWA and the FTA shall consider the public input received in
arriving at a decision on a certification action.
(5) The FHWA and the FTA shall notify the MPO(s), the State(s), and public transportation operator(s) of the actions
taken under paragraphs (b)(1) and (b)(2) of this section. The FHWA and the FTA will update the certification status of the
TMA when evidence of satisfactory completion of a corrective action(s) is provided to the FHWA and the FTA.
Back to Top
§450.338 Applicability of NEPA to metropolitan transportation plans and programs.
Any decision by the Secretary concerning a metropolitan transportation plan or TIP developed through the processes
provided for in 23 U.S.C. 134, 49 U.S.C. 5303, and this subpart shall not be considered to be a Federal action subject to
review under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).
Back to Top
§450.340 Phase-in of new requirements.
Link to an amendment published at 81 FR 93473, December 20, 2016.
(a) Prior to May 27, 2018, an MPO may adopt a metropolitan transportation plan that has been developed using the
SAFETEA-LU requirements or the provisions and requirements of this part. On or after May 27, 2018, an MPO may not
adopt a metropolitan transportation plan that has not been developed according to the provisions and requirements of this
part.
(b) Prior to May 27, 2018 (2 years after the publication date of this rule), FHWA/FTA may determine the conformity of,
or approve as part of a STIP, a TIP that has been developed using SAFETEA-LU requirements or the provisions and
requirements of this part. On or after May 27, 2018 (2 years after the publication date of this rule), FHWA/FTA may only
determine the conformity of, or approve as part of a STIP, a TIP that has been developed according to the provisions and
requirements of this part, regardless of when the MPO developed the TIP.
(c) On and after May 27, 2018 (2 years after the issuance date of this rule), the FHWA and the FTA will take action
(i.e., conformity determinations and STIP approvals) on an updated or amended TIP developed under the provisions of
this part, even if the MPO has not yet adopted a new metropolitan transportation plan under the provisions of this part, as
long as the underlying transportation planning process is consistent with the requirements in the MAP-21.
(d) On or after May 27, 2018 (2 years after the publication date of this rule), an MPO may make an administrative
modification to a TIP that conforms to either the SAFETEA-LU or to the provisions and requirements of this part.
(e) Two years from the effective date of each rule establishing performance measures under 23 U.S.C. 150(c), 49
U.S.C. 5326, and 49 U.S.C. 5329 FHWA/FTA will only determine the conformity of, or approve as part of a STIP, a TIP that
is based on a metropolitan transportation planning process that meets the performance based planning requirements in
this part and in such a rule.
(f) Prior to 2 years from the effective date of each rule establishing performance measures under 23 U.S.C. 150(c), 49
U.S.C. 5326, or 49 U.S.C. 5329, an MPO may adopt a metropolitan transportation plan that has been developed using the
SAFETEA-LU requirements or the performance-based planning requirements of this part and in such a rule. Two years on
or after the effective date of each rule establishing performance measures under 23 U.S.C. 150(c), 49 U.S.C. 5326, or 49
U.S.C. 5329, an MPO may only adopt a metropolitan transportation plan that has been developed according to the
performance-based provisions and requirements of this part and in such a rule.
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(g) A newly designated TMA shall implement the congestion management process described in §450.322
within
months of designation.

Back to Top
Appendix A to Part 450—Linking the Transportation Planning and NEPA Processes
BACKGROUND

AND

OVERVIEW

This Appendix provides additional information to explain the linkage between the transportation planning and project
development/National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) processes. It is intended to be non-binding and should not be
construed as a rule of general applicability.
For 40 years, the Congress has directed that federally funded highway and transit projects must flow from
metropolitan and statewide transportation planning processes (pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 134-135 and 49 U.S.C. 5303-5306).
Over the years, the Congress has refined and strengthened the transportation planning process as the foundation for
project decisions, emphasizing public involvement, consideration of environmental and other factors, and a Federal role
that oversees the transportation planning process but does not second-guess the content of transportation plans and
programs.
Despite this statutory emphasis on transportation planning, the environmental analyses produced to meet the
requirements of the NEPA of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4231 et seq.) have often been conducted de novo, disconnected from the
analyses used to develop long-range transportation plans, statewide and metropolitan Transportation Improvement
Programs (STIPs/TIPs), or planning-level corridor/subarea/feasibility studies. When the NEPA and transportation planning
processes are not well coordinated, the NEPA process may lead to the development of information that is more
appropriately developed in the planning process, resulting in duplication of work and delays in transportation
improvements.
The purpose of this Appendix is to change this culture, by supporting congressional intent that statewide and
metropolitan transportation planning should be the foundation for highway and transit project decisions. This Appendix
was crafted to recognize that transportation planning processes vary across the country. This document provides details
on how information, analysis, and products from transportation planning can be incorporated into and relied upon in NEPA
documents under existing laws, regardless of when the Notice of Intent has been published. This Appendix presents
environmental review as a continuum of sequential study, refinement, and expansion performed in transportation planning
and during project development/NEPA, with information developed and conclusions drawn in early stages utilized in
subsequent (and more detailed) review stages.
The information below is intended for use by State departments of transportation (State DOTs), metropolitan planning
organizations (MPOs), and public transportation operators to clarify the circumstances under which transportation planning
level choices and analyses can be adopted or incorporated into the process required by NEPA. Additionally, the FHWA
and the FTA will work with Federal environmental, regulatory, and resource agencies to incorporate the principles of this
Appendix in their day-to-day NEPA policies and procedures related to their involvement in highway and transit projects.
This Appendix does not extend NEPA requirements to transportation plans and programs. The Transportation
Efficiency Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) and the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) specifically exempted transportation plans and programs from NEPA review. Therefore,
initiating the NEPA process as part of, or concurrently with, a transportation planning study does not subject transportation
plans and programs to NEPA.
Implementation of this Appendix by States, MPOs, and public transportation operators is voluntary. The degree to
which studies, analyses, or conclusions from the transportation planning process can be incorporated into the project
development/NEPA processes will depend upon how well they meet certain standards established by NEPA regulations
and guidance. While some transportation planning processes already meet these standards, others will need some
modification.
The remainder of this Appendix document utilizes a “Question and Answer” format, organized into three primary
categories (“Procedural Issues,” “Substantive Issues,” and “Administrative Issues”).
I. PROCEDURAL ISSUES
1. In what format should the transportation planning information be included?
To be included in the NEPA process, work from the transportation planning process must be documented in a form
that can be appended to the NEPA document or incorporated by reference. Documents may be incorporated by reference
if they are readily available so as to not impede agency or public review of the action. Any document incorporated by
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=70249c37c970409fd2ace5bac773412c&mc=true&node=pt23.1.450&rgn=div5
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comment.” Incorporated materials must be cited in the NEPA document and their contents briefly described, so that the
reader understands why the document is cited and knows where to look for further information. To the extent possible, the
documentation should be in a form such as official actions by the MPO, State DOT, or public transportation operator and/or
correspondence within and among the organizations involved in the transportation planning process.

2. What is a reasonable level of detail for a planning product that is intended to be used in a NEPA document? How does
this level of detail compare to what is considered a full NEPA analysis?
For purposes of transportation planning alone, a planning-level analysis does not need to rise to the level of detail
required in the NEPA process. Rather, it needs to be accurate and up-to-date, and should adequately support
recommended improvements in the statewide or metropolitan long-range transportation plan. The SAFETEA-LU requires
transportation planning processes to focus on setting a context and following acceptable procedures. For example, the
SAFETEA-LU requires a “discussion of the types of potential environmental mitigation activities” and potential areas for
their implementation, rather than details on specific strategies. The SAFETEA-LU also emphasizes consultation with
Federal, State, and Tribal land management, wildlife, and regulatory agencies.
However, the Environmental Assessment (EA) or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) ultimately will be judged by
the standards applicable under the NEPA regulations and guidance from the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). To
the extent the information incorporated from the transportation planning process, standing alone, does not contain all of
the information or analysis required by NEPA, then it will need to be supplemented by other information contained in the
EIS or EA that would, in conjunction with the information from the plan, collectively meet the requirements of NEPA. The
intent is not to require NEPA studies in the transportation planning process. As an option, the NEPA analyses prepared for
project development can be integrated with transportation planning studies (see the response to Question 9 for additional
information).
3. What type and extent of involvement from Federal, Tribal, State, and local environmental, regulatory, and resource
agencies is needed in the transportation planning process in order for planning-level decisions to be more readily
accepted in the NEPA process?
Sections 3005, 3006, and 6001 of the SAFETEA-LU established formal consultation requirements for MPOs and
State DOTs to employ with environmental, regulatory, and resource agencies in the development of long-range
transportation plans. For example, metropolitan transportation plans now “shall include a discussion of the types of
potential environmental mitigation activities and potential areas to carry out these activities, including activities that may
have the greatest potential to restore and maintain the environmental functions affected by the [transportation] plan,” and
that these planning-level discussions “shall be developed in consultation with Federal, State, and Tribal land management,
wildlife, and regulatory agencies.” In addition, MPOs “shall consult, as appropriate, with State and local agencies
responsible for land use management, natural resources, environmental protection, conservation, and historic
preservation concerning the development of a long-range transportation plan,” and that this consultation “shall involve, as
appropriate, comparison of transportation plans with State conservation plans or maps, if available, or comparison of
transportation plans to inventories of natural or historic resources, if available.” Similar SAFETEA-LU language addresses
the development of the long-range statewide transportation plan, with the addition of Tribal conservation plans or maps to
this planning-level “comparison.”
In addition, section 6002 of the SAFETEA-LU established several mechanisms for increased efficiency in
environmental reviews for project decision-making. For example, the term “lead agency” collectively means the U.S.
Department of Transportation and a State or local governmental entity serving as a joint lead agency for the NEPA
process. In addition, the lead agency is responsible for inviting and designating “participating agencies” (i.e., other Federal
or non-Federal agencies that may have an interest in the proposed project). Any Federal agency that is invited by the lead
agency to participate in the environmental review process for a project shall be designated as a participating agency by
the lead agency unless the invited agency informs the lead agency, in writing, by the deadline specified in the invitation
that the invited agency:
(a) Has no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project; (b) has no expertise or information relevant to the
project; and (c) does not intend to submit comments on the project.
Past successful examples of using transportation planning products in NEPA analysis are based on early and
continuous involvement of environmental, regulatory, and resource agencies. Without this early coordination,
environmental, regulatory, and resource agencies are more likely to expect decisions made or analyses conducted in the
transportation planning process to be revisited during the NEPA process. Early participation in transportation planning
provides environmental, regulatory, and resource agencies better insight into the needs and objectives of the locality.
Additionally, early participation provides an important opportunity for environmental, regulatory, and resource agency
concerns to be identified and addressed early in the process, such as those related to permit applications. Moreover,
Federal, Tribal, State, and local environmental, regulatory, and resource agencies are able to share data on particular
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environmental impacts. The use of other agency planning outputs can result in a transportation project that could support
multiple goals (transportation, environmental, and community). Further, planning decisions by these other agencies may
have impacts on long-range transportation plans and/or the STIP/TIP, thereby providing important input to the
transportation planning process and advancing integrated decision-making.

4. What is the procedure for using decisions or analyses from the transportation planning process?
The lead agencies jointly decide, and must agree, on what processes and consultation techniques are used to
determine the transportation planning products that will be incorporated into the NEPA process. At a minimum, a robust
scoping/early coordination process (which explains to Federal and State environmental, regulatory, and resource agencies
and the public the information and/or analyses utilized to develop the planning products, how the purpose and need was
developed and refined, and how the design concept and scope were determined) should play a critical role in leading to
informed decisions by the lead agencies on the suitability of the transportation planning information, analyses, documents,
and decisions for use in the NEPA process. As part of a rigorous scoping/early coordination process, the FHWA and the
FTA should ensure that the transportation planning results are appropriately documented, shared, and used.
5. To what extent can the FHWA/FTA provide up-front assurance that decisions and additional investments made in the
transportation planning process will allow planning-level decisions and analyses to be used in the NEPA process?
There are no guarantees. However, the potential is greatly improved for transportation planning processes that
address the “3-C” planning principles (comprehensive, cooperative, and continuous); incorporate the intent of NEPA
through the consideration of natural, physical, and social effects; involve environmental, regulatory, and resource
agencies; thoroughly document the transportation planning process information, analysis, and decision; and vet the
planning results through the applicable public involvement processes.
6. What considerations will the FHWA/FTA take into account in their review of transportation planning products for
acceptance in project development/NEPA?
The FHWA and the FTA will give deference to decisions resulting from the transportation planning process if the
FHWA and FTA determine that the planning process is consistent with the “3-C” planning principles and when the planning
study process, alternatives considered, and resulting decisions have a rational basis that is thoroughly documented and
vetted through the applicable public involvement processes. Moreover, any applicable program-specific requirements
(e.g., those of the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program or the FTA's Capital Investment Grant
program) also must be met.
The NEPA requires that the FHWA and the FTA be able to stand behind the overall soundness and credibility of
analyses conducted and decisions made during the transportation planning process if they are incorporated into a NEPA
document. For example, if systems-level or other broad objectives or choices from the transportation plan are incorporated
into the purpose and need statement for a NEPA document, the FHWA and the FTA should not revisit whether these are
the best objectives or choices among other options. Rather, the FHWA and the FTA review would include making sure that
objectives or choices derived from the transportation plan were: Based on transportation planning factors established by
Federal law; reflect a credible and articulated planning rationale; founded on reliable data; and developed through
transportation planning processes meeting FHWA and FTA statutory and regulatory requirements. In addition, the basis for
the goals and choices must be documented and included in the NEPA document. The FHWA/FTA reviewers do not need
to review whether assumptions or analytical methods used in the studies are the best available, but, instead, need to
assure that such assumptions or analytical methods are reasonable, scientifically acceptable, and consistent with goals,
objectives, and policies set forth in long-range transportation plans. This review would include determining whether: (a)
Assumptions have a rational basis and are up-to-date and (b) data, analytical methods, and modeling techniques are
reliable, defensible, reasonably current, and meet data quality requirements.
II. SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES
GENERAL ISSUES TO BE CONSIDERED
7. What should be considered in order to rely upon transportation planning studies in NEPA?
The following questions should be answered prior to accepting studies conducted during the transportation planning
process for use in NEPA. While not a “checklist,” these questions are intended to guide the practitioner's analysis of the
planning products:
• How much time has passed since the planning studies and corresponding decisions were made?
• Were the future year policy assumptions used in the transportation planning process related to land use, economic
development, transportation costs, and network expansion consistent with those to be used in the NEPA process?
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• Is the information still relevant/valid?
• What changes have occurred in the area since the study was completed?

• Is the information in a format that can be appended to an environmental document or reformatted to do so?
• Are the analyses in a planning-level report or document based on data, analytical methods, and modeling
techniques that are reliable, defensible, and consistent with those used in other regional transportation studies and project
development activities?
• Were the FHWA and FTA, other agencies, and the public involved in the relevant planning analysis and the
corresponding planning decisions?
• Were the planning products available to other agencies and the public during NEPA scoping?
• During NEPA scoping, was a clear connection between the decisions made in planning and those to be made
during the project development stage explained to the public and others? What was the response?
• Are natural resource and land use plans being informed by transportation planning products, and vice versa?
PURPOSE AND NEED
8. How can transportation planning be used to shape a project's purpose and need in the NEPA process?
A sound transportation planning process is the primary source of the project purpose and need. Through
transportation planning, State and local governments, with involvement of stakeholders and the public, establish a vision
for the region's future transportation system, define transportation goals and objectives for realizing that vision, decide
which needs to address, and determine the timeframe for addressing these issues. The transportation planning process
also provides a potential forum to define a project's purpose and need by framing the scope of the problem to be
addressed by a proposed project. This scope may be further refined during the transportation planning process as more
information about the transportation need is collected and consultation with the public and other stakeholders clarifies
other issues and goals for the region.
23 U.S.C. 139(f), as amended by the SAFETEA-LU Section 6002, provides additional focus regarding the definition of
the purpose and need and objectives. For example, the lead agency, as early as practicable during the environmental
review process, shall provide an opportunity for involvement by participating agencies and the public in defining the
purpose and need for a project. The statement of purpose and need shall include a clear statement of the objectives that
the proposed action is intended to achieve, which may include: (a) Achieving a transportation objective identified in an
applicable statewide or metropolitan transportation plan; (b) supporting land use, economic development, or growth
objectives established in applicable Federal, State, local, or Tribal plans; and (c) serving national defense, national
security, or other national objectives, as established in Federal laws, plans, or policies.
The transportation planning process can be utilized to develop the purpose and need in the following ways:
(a) Goals and objectives from the transportation planning process may be part of the project's purpose and need
statement;
(b) A general travel corridor or general mode or modes (e.g., highway, transit, or a highway/transit combination)
resulting from planning analyses may be part of the project's purpose and need statement;
(c) If the financial plan for a metropolitan transportation plan indicates that funding for a specific project will require
special funding sources (e.g., tolls or public-private financing), such information may be included in the purpose and need
statement; or
(d) The results of analyses from management systems (e.g., congestion, pavement, bridge, and/or safety) may shape
the purpose and need statement.
The use of these planning-level goals and choices must be appropriately explained during NEPA scoping and in the
NEPA document.
Consistent with NEPA, the purpose and need statement should be a statement of a transportation problem, not a
specific solution. However, the purpose and need statement should be specific enough to generate alternatives that may
potentially yield real solutions to the problem at-hand. A purpose and need statement that yields only one alternative may
indicate a purpose and need that is too narrowly defined.
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Short of a fully integrated transportation decision-making process, many State DOTs develop information
purpose and need statements when implementing interagency NEPA/Section 404 process merger agreements. These
agreements may need to be expanded to include commitments to share and utilize transportation planning products when
developing a project's purpose and need.

9. Under what conditions can the NEPA process be initiated in conjunction with transportation planning studies?
The NEPA process may be initiated in conjunction with transportation planning studies in a number of ways. A
common method is the “tiered EIS,” in which the first-tier EIS evaluates general travel corridors, modes, and/or packages
of projects at a planning level of detail, leading to the refinement of purpose and need and, ideally, selection of the design
concept and scope for a project or series of projects. Subsequently, second-tier NEPA review(s) of the resulting projects
would be performed in the usual way. The first-tier EIS uses the NEPA process as a tool to involve environmental,
regulatory, and resource agencies and the public in the planning decisions, as well as to ensure the appropriate
consideration of environmental factors in these planning decisions.
Corridor or subarea analyses/studies are another option when the long-range transportation plan leaves open the
possibility of multiple approaches to fulfill its goals and objectives. In such cases, the formal NEPA process could be
initiated through publication of a NOI in conjunction with a corridor or subarea planning study.
ALTERNATIVES
10. In the context of this Appendix, what is the meaning of the term “alternatives”?
This Appendix uses the term “alternatives” as specified in the NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1502.14), where it is defined
in its broadest sense to include everything from major modal alternatives and location alternatives to minor design
changes that would mitigate adverse impacts. This Appendix does not use the term as it is used in many other contexts
(e.g., “prudent and feasible alternatives” under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act or the “Least
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative” under the Clean Water Act.
11. Under what circumstances can alternatives be eliminated from detailed consideration during the NEPA process based
on information and analysis from the transportation planning process?
There are two ways in which the transportation planning process can begin limiting the alternative solutions to be
evaluated during the NEPA process: (a) Shaping the purpose and need for the project; or (b) evaluating alternatives during
planning studies and eliminating some of the alternatives from detailed study in the NEPA process prior to its start. Each
approach requires careful attention, and is summarized below.
(a) Shaping the Purpose and Need for the Project: The transportation planning process should shape the purpose
and need and, thereby, the range of reasonable alternatives. With proper documentation and public involvement, a
purpose and need derived from the planning process can legitimately narrow the alternatives analyzed in the NEPA
process. See the response to Question 8 for further discussion on how the planning process can shape the purpose and
need used in the NEPA process.
For example, the purpose and need may be shaped by the transportation planning process in a manner that
consequently narrows the range of alternatives that must be considered in detail in the NEPA document when:
(1) The transportation planning process has selected a general travel corridor as best addressing identified
transportation problems and the rationale for the determination in the planning document is reflected in the purpose and
need statement of the subsequent NEPA document;
(2) The transportation planning process has selected a general mode (e.g., highway, transit, or a highway/transit
combination) that accomplishes its goals and objectives, and these documented determinations are reflected in the
purpose and need statement of the subsequent NEPA document; or
(3) The transportation planning process determines that the project needs to be funded by tolls or other non-traditional
funding sources in order for the long-range transportation plan to be fiscally constrained or identifies goals and objectives
that can only be met by toll roads or other non-traditional funding sources, and that determination of those goals and
objectives is reflected in the purpose and need statement of the subsequent NEPA document.
(b) Evaluating and Eliminating Alternatives During the Transportation Planning Process: The evaluation and
elimination of alternatives during the transportation planning process can be incorporated by reference into a NEPA
document under certain circumstances. In these cases, the planning study becomes part of the NEPA process and
provides a basis for screening out alternatives. As with any part of the NEPA process, the analysis of alternatives to be
incorporated from the process must have a rational basis that has been thoroughly documented (including documentation
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of the necessary and appropriate vetting through the applicable public involvement processes). This record
should
made available for public review during the NEPA scoping process.

See responses to Questions 4, 5, 6, and 7 for additional elements to consider with respect to acceptance of planning
products for NEPA documentation and the response to Question 12 on the information or analysis from the transportation
planning process necessary for supporting the elimination of an alternative(s) from detailed consideration in the NEPA
process.
Development of planning Alternatives Analysis studies, required prior to MAP-21 for projects seeking funds through
FTA's Capital Investment Grant program, are now optional, but may still be used to narrow the alternatives prior to the
NEPA review, just as other planning studies may be used. In fact, through planning studies, FTA may be able to narrow
the alternatives considered in detail in the NEPA document to the No-Build (No Action) alternative and the Locally
Preferred Alternative. If the planning process has included the analysis and stakeholder involvement that would be
undertaken in a first tier NEPA process, then the alternatives screening conducted in the transportation planning process
may be incorporated by reference, described, and relied upon in the project-level NEPA document. At that point, the
project-level NEPA analysis can focus on the remaining alternatives.
12. What information or analysis from the transportation planning process is needed in an EA or EIS to support the
elimination of an alternative(s) from detailed consideration?
The section of the EA or EIS that discusses alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed consideration should:
(a) Identify any alternatives eliminated during the transportation planning process (this could include broad categories
of alternatives, as when a long-range transportation plan selects a general travel corridor based on a corridor study,
thereby eliminating all alternatives along other alignments);
(b) Briefly summarize the reasons for eliminating the alternative; and
(c) Include a summary of the analysis process that supports the elimination of alternatives (the summary should
reference the relevant sections or pages of the analysis or study) and incorporate it by reference or append it to the NEPA
document.
Any analyses or studies used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration should be made available to the
public and participating agencies during the NEPA scoping process and should be reasonably available during comment
periods.
Alternatives passed over during the transportation planning process because they are infeasible or do not meet the
NEPA “purpose and need” can be omitted from the detailed analysis of alternatives in the NEPA document, as long as the
rationale for elimination is explained in the NEPA document. Alternatives that remain “reasonable” after the planning-level
analysis must be addressed in the EIS, even when they are not the preferred alternative. When the proposed action
evaluated in an EA involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources, NEPA requires that
appropriate alternatives be studied, developed, and described.
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
13. What types of planning products provide analysis of the affected environment and environmental consequences that
are useful in a project-level NEPA analysis and document?
The following planning products are valuable inputs to the discussion of the affected environment and environmental
consequences (both its current state and future state in the absence of the proposed action) in the project-level NEPA
analysis and document:
• Regional development and growth analyses;
• Local land use, growth management, or development plans; and
• Population and employment projections.
The following are types of information, analysis, and other products from the transportation planning process that can
be used in the discussion of the affected environment and environmental consequences in an EA or EIS:
(a) Geographic information system (GIS) overlays showing the past, current, or predicted future conditions of the
natural and built environments;
(b) Environmental scans that identify environmental resources and environmentally sensitive areas;
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(c) Descriptions of airsheds and watersheds;
(d) Demographic trends and forecasts;
(e) Projections of future land use, natural resource conservation areas, and development; and

(f) The outputs of natural resource planning efforts, such as wildlife conservation plans, watershed plans, special area
management plans, and multiple species habitat conservation plans.
However, in most cases, the assessment of the affected environment and environmental consequences conducted
during the transportation planning process will not be detailed or current enough to meet NEPA standards and, thus, the
inventory and evaluation of affected resources and the analysis of consequences of the alternatives will need to be
supplemented with more refined analysis and possibly site-specific details during the NEPA process.
14. What information from the transportation planning process is useful in describing a baseline for the NEPA analysis of
indirect and cumulative impacts?
Because the nature of the transportation planning process is to look broadly at future land use, development,
population increases, and other growth factors, the planning analysis can provide the basis for the assessment of indirect
and cumulative impacts required under NEPA. The consideration in the transportation planning process of development,
growth, and consistency with local land use, growth management, or development plans, as well as population and
employment projections, provides an overview of the multitude of factors in an area that are creating pressures not only on
the transportation system, but on the natural ecosystem and important environmental and community resources. An
analysis of all reasonably foreseeable actions in the area also should be a part of the transportation planning process. This
planning-level information should be captured and utilized in the analysis of indirect and cumulative impacts during the
NEPA process.
To be used in the analysis of indirect and cumulative impacts, such information should:
(a) Be sufficiently detailed that differences in consequences of alternatives can be readily identified;
(b) Be based on current data (e.g., data from the most recent Census) or be updated by additional information;
(c) Be based on reasonable assumptions that are clearly stated; and/or
(d) Rely on analytical methods and modeling techniques that are reliable, defensible, and reasonably current.
ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION
15. How can planning-level efforts best support advance mitigation, mitigation banking, and priorities for environmental
mitigation investments?
A lesson learned from efforts to establish mitigation banks and advance mitigation agreements and alternative
mitigation options is the importance of beginning interagency discussions during the transportation planning process.
Development pressures, habitat alteration, complicated real estate transactions, and competition for potential mitigation
sites by public and private project proponents can encumber the already difficult task of mitigating for “like” value and
function and reinforce the need to examine mitigation strategies as early as possible.
Robust use of remote sensing, GIS, and decision support systems for evaluating conservation strategies are all
contributing to the advancement of natural resource and environmental planning. The outputs from environmental planning
can now better inform transportation planning processes, including the development of mitigation strategies, so that
transportation and conservation goals can be optimally met. For example, long-range transportation plans can be
screened to assess the effect of general travel corridors or density, on the viability of sensitive plant and animal species or
habitats. This type of screening provides a basis for early collaboration among transportation and environmental staffs, the
public, and regulatory agencies to explore areas where impacts must be avoided and identify areas for mitigation
investments. This can lead to mitigation strategies that are both more economical and more effective from an
environmental stewardship perspective than traditional project-specific mitigation measures.
III. ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES
16. Are Federal funds eligible to pay for these additional, or more in depth, environmental studies in transportation
planning?
Yes. For example, the following FHWA and FTA funds may be utilized for conducting environmental studies and
analyses within transportation planning:
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• FHWA planning and research funds, as defined under 23 CFR part 420 (e.g., Metropolitan Planning (PL), Statewide
Planning and Research (SPR), National Highway System (NHS), STP, and Equity Bonus); and
• FTA planning and research funds (49 U.S.C. 5303), urban formula funds (49 U.S.C. 5307), and (in limited
circumstances) transit capital investment funds (49 U.S.C. 5309).
The eligible transportation planning-related uses of these funds may include: (a) Conducting feasibility or
subarea/corridor needs studies and (b) developing system-wide environmental information/inventories (e.g., wetland
banking inventories or standards to identify historically significant sites). Particularly in the case of PL and SPR funds, the
proposed expenditure must be closely related to the development of transportation plans and programs under 23 U.S.C.
134-135 and 49 U.S.C. 5303-5306.
For FHWA funding programs, once a general travel corridor or specific project has progressed to a point in the
preliminary engineering/NEPA phase that clearly extends beyond transportation planning, additional in-depth
environmental studies must be funded through the program category for which the ultimate project qualifies (e.g., NHS,
STP, Interstate Maintenance, and/or Bridge), rather than PL or SPR funds.
Another source of funding is FHWA's Transportation Enhancement program, which may be used for activities such as:
conducting archeological planning and research; developing inventories such as those for historic bridges and highways,
and other surface transportation-related structures; conducting studies to determine the extent of water pollution due to
highway runoff; and conducting studies to reduce vehicle-caused wildlife mortality while maintaining habitat connectivity.
The FHWA and the FTA encourage State DOTs, MPOs, and public transportation operators to seek partners for some
of these studies from environmental, regulatory, and resource agencies, non-government organizations, and other
government and private sector entities with similar data needs, or environmental interests. In some cases, these partners
may contribute data and expertise to the studies, as well as funding.
17. What staffing or organizational arrangements may be helpful in allowing planning products to be accepted in the NEPA
process?
Certain organizational and staffing arrangements may support a more integrated approach to the planning/NEPA
decision-making continuum. In many cases, planning organizations do not have environmental expertise on staff or readily
accessible. Likewise, the review and regulatory responsibilities of many environmental, regulatory, and resource agencies
make involvement in the transportation planning process a challenge for staff resources. These challenges may be
partially met by improved use of the outputs of each agency's planning resources and by augmenting their capabilities
through greater use of GIS and remote sensing technologies (see http://www.gis.fhwa.dot.gov/ for additional information
on the use of GIS). Sharing databases and the planning products of local land use decision-makers and State and Federal
environmental, regulatory, and resource agencies also provide efficiencies in acquiring and sharing the data and
information needed for both transportation planning and NEPA work.
Additional opportunities such as shared staff, training across disciplines, and (in some cases) reorganizing to
eliminate structural divisions between planning and NEPA practitioners may also need to be considered in order to better
integrate NEPA considerations into transportation planning studies. The answers to the following two questions also
contain useful information on training and staffing opportunities.
18. How have environmental, regulatory, and resource agency liaisons (Federally and State DOT funded positions) and
partnership agreements been used to provide the expertise and interagency participation needed to enhance the
consideration of environmental factors in the planning process?
For several years, States have utilized Federal and State transportation funds to support focused and accelerated
project review by a variety of local, State, Tribal, and Federal agencies. While Section 1309(e) of the TEA-21 and its
successor in SAFETEA-LU section 6002 speak specifically to transportation project streamlining, there are other
authorities that have been used to fund positions, such as the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act (31 U.S.C. 6505). In
addition, long-term, on-call consultant contracts can provide backfill support for staff that are detailed to other parts of an
agency for temporary assignments. At last count (as of 2015), over 200 positions were being funded. Additional
information on interagency funding agreements is available at: http://environment.fhwa.dot.gov/strmlng/igdocs/index.htm.
Moreover, every State has advanced a variety of stewardship and streamlining initiatives that necessitate early
involvement of environmental, regulatory, and resource agencies in the project development process. Such process
improvements have: addressed the exchange of data to support avoidance and impact analysis; established formal and
informal consultation and review schedules; advanced mitigation strategies; and resulted in a variety of programmatic
reviews. Interagency agreements and work plans have evolved to describe performance objectives, as well as specific
roles and responsibilities related to new streamlining initiatives. Some States have improved collaboration and efficiency
by co-locating environmental, regulatory, and resource and transportation agency staff.
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19. What training opportunities are available to MPOs, State DOTs, public transportation operators and
environmental,
regulatory, and resource agencies to assist in their understanding of the transportation planning and NEPA processes?

Both the FHWA and the FTA offer a variety of transportation planning, public involvement, and NEPA courses through
the National Highway Institute and/or the National Transit Institute. Of particular note is the Linking Planning and NEPA
Workshop, which provides a forum and facilitated group discussion among and between State DOT; MPO; Federal, Tribal,
and State environmental, regulatory, and resource agencies; and FHWA/FTA representatives (at both the executive and
program manager levels) to develop a State-specific action plan that will provide for strengthened linkages between the
transportation planning and NEPA processes.
Moreover, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service offers Green Infrastructure Workshops that are focused on integrating
planning for natural resources (“green infrastructure”) with the development, economic, and other infrastructure needs of
society (“gray infrastructure”).
Robust planning and multi-issue environmental screening requires input from a wide variety of disciplines, including
information technology; transportation planning; the NEPA process; and regulatory, permitting, and environmental
specialty areas (e.g., noise, air quality, and biology). Senior managers at transportation and partner agencies can arrange
a variety of individual training programs to support learning curves and skill development that contribute to a strengthened
link of the transportation planning and NEPA processes. Formal and informal mentoring on an intra-agency basis can be
arranged. Employee exchanges within and between agencies can be periodically scheduled, and persons involved with
professional leadership programs can seek temporary assignments with partner agencies.
IV. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON THIS TOPIC
Valuable sources of information are FHWA's environment Web site (http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/index.htm)
and FTA's environmental streamlining Web site (http://www.environment.fta.dot.gov). Another source of information and
case studies is NCHRP Report 8-38 (Consideration of Environmental Factors in Transportation Systems Planning), which
is available at http://www4.trb.org/trb/crp.nsf/All??????38. In addition, AASHTO's Center for Environmental Excellence
Web site is continuously updated with news and links to information of interest to transportation and environmental
professionals (www.transportation.environment.org).
Back to Top

Need assistance?

http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=70249c37c970409fd2ace5bac773412c&mc=true&node=pt23.1.450&rgn=div5
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Agenda Item 10

DATE:

February 16, 2017

TO:

PPACG Transportation Advisory Committee

FROM:

Jennifer Valentine, Transportation Planner

SUBJECT:

Long Range Transportation Plan Schedule Update
ACTION REQUESTED: Discussion

SUMMARY
Although a proposed schedule and methodology for the 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan
were approved in the fall of 2016, the schedule is intended to be an iterative, evolving
document. PPACG staff continues to update the schedule to reflect current knowledge and
events, and will provide periodic updates throughout the planning process.
Since the last iteration, more detail has been added to some tasks, and specific timeframes
have been identified for two workshops. The middle section of the schedule (i.e. plan chapters
and appendices) has been condensed to highlight more significant, ongoing processes. No
significant project completion dates have been modified, and planning activities remain
generally on schedule as of February 2017.
RECOMMENDATION(S)
N/A
PROPOSED MOTION
N/A
ALTERNATIVES
N/A
PREVIOUS BOARD ACTION
The proposed schedule and framework for the 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan were
presented, discussed and approved at the October 2016 Community Advisory Committee
meeting, the November 2016 Transportation Advisory Committee meeting, and the December
2016 Board of Directors meeting.
ATTACHMENTS
1) Long Range Transportation Plan Schedule (revised 2/2017)

Item 10 Attachment 1
2050 Regional Transportation Plan Timeline
2016
June
30

Board of Directors
TAC
CAC

6

July
13

20

8

27

4

11

August
18

25

13
16

1

8

15

September
22

29

10
21

29

5

October
19

14
18

27

12

26

3

10

24

31

12
15

31

7

15 28

14

December
21

28

9
20

28

Develop & Refine Scope of Process
Goals/Objectives

November
17

19

15
30

26

12

14
17

26
20

5

28

9
14

Performance Measures/Targets
Scenario Development
Identify Needs
EJ Analysis
Develop Project Evaluation Criteria
Determine Weighting of Criteria
Develop Applications
Call for Projects
Project Applications Due
Project Analysis and Scoring
Draft Fiscally Constrained Project List
Application of Performance Metrics
Public Participation Plan

18 31

14

17 30

14

31

14

17 30

14

CDOT Revenue Estimates
Specialized Transportation Plan
Small Area Forecast
Small Area Forecast Scenarios
Transit Plan
Nonmotorized Plan Update
Indicator Methodology + Scenario Outcomes
CMP Corridor Plans
TIP
Traffic Noise Analysis
Integrated Regional Mitigation Plan
Title VI/Limited English Proficiency Plan

16

10

Assembled Complete Draft Plan
Release for 30‐day Public Comment
Air Quality Conformity with AQCC*
Final Plan Approval
PPACG Board of Directors

Data Collection + Needs Identification

AQCC

Transportation Advisory Committee

Development of Material/Report/Draft

Public Process/Comment

Community Advisory Committee

Ongoing Process

PPACG Board of Directors Approval

Project Applications Due

Workshop

Timeline TBD
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2050 Regional Transportation Plan Timeline
2017
January
26

Board of Directors
TAC
CAC

2

9

February
16

23

11

30

5
19

6

March

13

20

8

27

6

20

27

8
16

25

Develop & Refine Scope of Process
Goals/Objectives

13

April
3

10

16

8

17

24

1

12

22
16 22

May

16

8

June
15

22

29

10
20

5

26

29

12 20 26

Performance Measures/Targets

July
19

26

14
18

29

12

3

10

August
17

24

12
15

31

31

7

14

September
21

9
20

28

28

4

18

October
25

13
17

26

11

9

16

November
23

11
21

30

2

6

13

December
20

8
19

27

30

27

4

16
25

14 15

28

12

15

28

12

Scenario Development

16 29

13

EJ Analysis

16 29

13

17 30

13

Determine Weighting of Criteria

17 30

13

17 30

13

Develop Applications
Call for Projects
Project Applications Due
Project Analysis and Scoring
Draft Fiscally Constrained Project List
Application of Performance Metrics
Public Participation Plan
CDOT Revenue Estimates
Specialized Transportation Plan
Small Area Forecast

14

18 31

Small Area Forecast Scenarios
Transit Plan
Nonmotorized Plan Update
Indicator Methodology + Scenario Outcomes
CMP Corridor Plans
TIP
Traffic Noise Analysis
Integrated Regional Mitigation Plan
Title VI/Limited English Proficiency Plan
Assembled Complete Draft Plan
Release for 30‐day Public Comment
Air Quality Conformity with AQCC*
Final Plan Approval
PPACG Board of Directors

Data Collection + Needs Identification

AQCC

Transportation Advisory Committee

Development of Material/Report/Draft

Public Process/Comment

Community Advisory Committee

Ongoing Process

PPACG Board of Directors Approval

Project Applications Due

Workshop

Timeline TBD

25

27

Identify Needs
Develop Project Evaluation Criteria

18

21
29

10
18 31

11

13
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2018
January
1

Board of Directors
TAC
CAC

8

15

February
22

10

29

5

12

March
19

26

14
18

5

12

19

April
26

2

14
15

31

9

23

11
15

28

May
16

30

7

14

June
21

28

4

9
19

28

11

July
18

25

2

13
17

25

August
16

23

11
21

30

9

6

13

September
20

27

8
19

27

30

10

17

October
24

12
16

25

3

8

15

November
22

10
20

29

1

5

12

December
19

26

14
18

26

29

10

17

24

12
15

31

3

20
28

26

Develop & Refine Scope of Process
Goals/Objectives
Performance Measures/Targets
Scenario Development
Identify Needs
EJ Analysis
Develop Project Evaluation Criteria
Determine Weighting of Criteria
Develop Applications
Call for Projects

14

Project Applications Due

30

Project Analysis and Scoring

20 26

Draft Fiscally Constrained Project List
Application of Performance Metrics
Public Participation Plan
CDOT Revenue Estimates
Specialized Transportation Plan
Small Area Forecast
Small Area Forecast Scenarios
Transit Plan
Nonmotorized Plan Update
Indicator Methodology + Scenario Outcomes
CMP Corridor Plans
TIP

17

30

13

Traffic Noise Analysis
Integrated Regional Mitigation Plan
Title VI/Limited English Proficiency Plan
Assembled Complete Draft Plan
Release for 30‐day Public Comment
Air Quality Conformity with AQCC*
Final Plan Approval
PPACG Board of Directors

Data Collection + Needs Identification

AQCC

Transportation Advisory Committee

Development of Material/Report/Draft

Public Process/Comment

Community Advisory Committee

Ongoing Process

PPACG Board of Directors Approval

Project Applications Due

Workshop

Timeline TBD
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2050 Regional Transportation Plan Timeline
2019
January
31

Board of Directors

7

14

February
21

28

9

TAC
CAC

4

11

March

18

25

13
17

4

11

18

April
25

1

13
21

30

8

22

10
21

27

May
15

29

6

13

June
20

27

3

8
18

27

10

24

1

12
16

24

July
17

15

August
22

29

10
20

29

8

5

12

19

September
26

14
18

26

2

9

16

October
23

11
15
28

7

14

November
21

28

9
19

31

30

4

11

Scenario Development
Identify Needs
EJ Analysis
Develop Project Evaluation Criteria
Determine Weighting of Criteria
Develop Applications
Call for Projects
Project Applications Due
9

Draft Fiscally Constrained Project List

18

31

14 15 28

11

Application of Performance Metrics

18

31

14 15 28

11

Public Participation Plan
CDOT Revenue Estimates
Specialized Transportation Plan
Small Area Forecast
Small Area Forecast Scenarios
Transit Plan
Nonmotorized Plan Update
Indicator Methodology + Scenario Outcomes
CMP Corridor Plans
TIP
Traffic Noise Analysis
Integrated Regional Mitigation Plan
Title VI/Limited English Proficiency Plan
Assembled Complete Draft Plan

19 25

Release for 30‐day Public Comment
Air Quality Conformity with AQCC*
Final Plan Approval

13
PPACG Board of Directors

Data Collection + Needs Identification

AQCC

Transportation Advisory Committee

Development of Material/Report/Draft

Public Process/Comment

Community Advisory Committee

Ongoing Process

PPACG Board of Directors Approval

Project Applications Due

Workshop

Timeline TBD

9

16

23

30

19
27

Performance Measures/Targets

2

11
21

30

Develop & Refine Scope of Process
Goals/Objectives

Project Analysis and Scoring

December
25

13
17

25

18

25

Agenda Item 11

MEMORANDUM
DATE:

February 16, 2017

TO:

PPACG Transportation Advisory Committee

FROM:

Ken Prather, Acting Transportation Director

SUBJECT:

CANDIDATE PRIORITY PROJECTS

ACTION REQUESTED: Discussion

At the Jan. 19 TAC meeting, the materials in Attachment #1 were distributed to begin the discussion of
revising the PPACG Board’s list of priority projects. The documents show priority projects prior to
November 2015 and the priority projects approved by the Board of Directors in November 2015. Key
questions/concerns discussed during the development of these lists are also included. The resolution
approved in December 2016 designating the I-25 Gap project as the Board’s number one priority is part of
Attachment #1. Also included is a list of CDOT projects discussed by TAC and the Board last fall for CDOT’s
10-year Development Program and Project Priority List. This list was not an approval item for the Board.
At the meeting, TAC members requested entities submit a list of up to 10 projects to be reviewed and
considered as priority projects in the Pikes Peak Region. Two entities submitted the projects shown in
Attachment #2. The projects are listed in the order received.
ATTACHMENT(S)
1) Priority Project Lists from Jan. 19 TAC Meeting
2) Candidate 2017 Priority Projects

Item 11 Attach. 1
MEMORANDUM
DATE:

October 15, 2015

TO:

PPACG Transportation Advisory Committee

FROM:

Craig Casper, Transportation Director

SUBJECT:

List of Priority Projects on State Highways
ACTION REQUESTED: Review & Recommend

SUMMARY
The Pikes Peak Area Council of Governments maintains a list of priority state highway projects.
Additionally, the Board has prioritized projects for inclusion in statewide ballot initiative
processes, including Referendum D in June 2005 and Referendum A in 1999. In these
referendums, the PPACG Board prioritized projects that are components of the overall I-25 and
Powers Boulevard corridors. The existing prioritized list of state highway projects is:

Examination and discussion of projects with CDOT and the TAC and CAC has resulted in the
preliminary draft project list shown in Attachment 1. These committees will take up the action
during their October committee meetings.
Key questions that were raised during the discussions are:
• Should projects on National Highway System routes that are not state highways be
included since CDOT receives funding that should be used on these routes?
• Should there be projects types other than road projects, such as transit, nonmotorized,
or operations/safety prioritized?
• Should we have a list of regional priority projects and subset of state highway projects
that could be taken from that overall list?
Key concerns that were expressed during the CAC discussions are:
• Why are we even considering projects that have benefit/cost ratios below 1.0?
• What do we do about projects that are not funded in the long-range plan?
Page 1 of 2

BACKGROUND
The PPACG Board of Directors approved various resolutions identifying projects along the
I-25 and Powers Boulevard corridors. The following are excerpts from those the Board has
adopted.
January, 2006: NOW, BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED, the PPACG Board of Directors endorses and
recommends that the Fort Carson Interchange Project be funded first among all projects in the
State of Colorado and Pikes Peak Region
September, 2005: WHEREAS, this Board has prioritized two interchanges: (1) the I-25 and
Highway 16 interchange, which will provide access for the soldiers and support personnel at the
expanded Fort Carson; and (2) the I-25 and Highway 24 interchange; which will result in a
savings of more than $5 million if built in conjunction with COSMIX
May, 2005: WHEREAS, the Pikes Peak Area Council of Governments believes there is a critical
need to accelerate the funding of vital transportation projects across Colorado and within the
Pikes Peak Region including the expansion of the I-25 corridor to Monument. BE IT FURTHER
RESOLVED, the PPACG Board of Directors supports the recommendation of CDOT to fund the
$110 million widening of I-25 from Colorado Springs to Monument
May, 2002: WHEREAS, the Pikes Peak Area Council of Governments previously passed a
resolution that identified improvements to State Highway 94 as a priority for the 2003 Strategic
Investment Plan; and WHEREAS, significant Federal military installations are located along State
Highway 94 including Peterson Air Force Base, Schriever Air Force Base, United States Space
Command and the newly created Northern Command; NOW, BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED, the
Urban Area Policy Committee and Board of Directors hereby strongly recommends that State
Highway 94 be considered as a category two priority in the 2003 Strategic Investment for
Colorado; and BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Urban Area Policy Committee, acting for and on
behalf of its affected local governmental units, hereby recommends to the Colorado Department
of Transportation that all efforts be made to expedite the process to complete improvements for
the State Highway 94 corridor
ATTACHMENTS
1) Preliminary Draft Priority State Highway Project List
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Agenda Item 7D
MEMORANDUM
DATE:

November 13, 2015

TO:

PPACG Board of Directors

FROM:

Craig Casper, Transportation Director

THROUGH:

Robert MacDonald, Executive Director

SUBJECT:

Draft Priority Project List
ACTION REQUESTED: Review & Approve

SUMMARY
PPACG staff has sought input from the advisory committees on a list of regional priority
transportation projects for use in focusing funding efforts at the regional and state levels. Key
questions that were raised during the discussions are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Should project types other than road projects, such as transit, nonmotorized, or
operations/safety be regional priorities?
Should we have a list of regional priority projects and then subset of priorities on state or
national highways that could be taken from that overall list?
Should we consider projects that have a benefit-cost ratio below 1.0? What is the driving
impetus to put a 0.2 benefit-cost ratio project on the priority list at this point in time, when
other high-benefit projects are left off?
Do we have a good distribution geographically and in project costs?
Should there be a first and second priority?
What do we do about projects that are not included in the 2040 Regional Transportation
Plan?
Which projects are needed in the next 10 years versus which projects are needed by year
2040?

Examination and discussion of projects with CDOT and the Transportation Advisory Committee and
the Community Advisory Committee resulted in the revised draft priority project lists shown in
Attachment 1, including state and local highway projects and non-roadway projects.
1) The top list consists of projects that are included in the fiscally-constrained regional
transportation plan.
2) The bottom list consists of projects that are not in the fiscally-constrained regional
transportation plan.
The CAC recommended a list in September; however, after reviewing the TAC list in October, they
revised their recommendation to approve the proposed list with the notation that projects in the
2040 Plan be noted ahead of projects that are not in the 2040 Plan. For the sake of comparison,
they also desire cost-benefit analysis of projects that have not yet been analyzed for the sake of
comparison.

Item 11 Attach. 1

Agenda Item 7D
RECOMMENDATIONS
The TAC, CAC, and staff recommendations for priority projects are shown in Attachment 1.
PROPOSED MOTION
Approve a recommended list as PPACG’s Regional Priority Transportation project list.
ALTERNATIVES
The Board of Directors has the following alternatives to consider:
1) Approve the item as presented.
2) Disapprove the item.
3) Refer the item back to staff and recommending committees.
PREVIOUS BOARD ACTION
The PPACG Board of Directors has approved various resolutions identifying projects along the
I-25 and Powers Boulevard corridors.
BACKGROUND
The Pikes Peak Area Council of Governments maintains a list of priority state highway projects. The
Board has prioritized projects for inclusion in various statewide ballot initiative processes, including
Referendum D in June 2005 and Referendum A in 1999.
STAKEHOLDER PROCESS
This proposal conforms to the PPACG public involvement process adopted April 10, 2013. PPACG
staff engaged members of the TAC and CAC during this process, and committee members have
provided valuable input to the discussion. Materials addressed by the committees were made
available on the PPACG website.
ATTACHMENT
1) Draft priority project lists
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Proposed priority projects in the fiscally-constrained portion of the 2040 plan
Ref.
ID

A

TAC

YES

CAC

YES

Staff

YES

B

YES

YES

YES

C

YES

YES

YES

D

YES

YES

YES

E

YES

YES+

YES

F

YES

YES

YES

G

YES

YES+

YES

H

YES

YES+

YES

I

YES

YES+

YES

J

YES

YES

Project Name

Description

2040 Plan ID
number

Academy South
Expansion

Expand Academy Blvd. from 4 to 6 lanes from Drennan Rd. to Hwy 115. Design
and construct shoulders, improve sight distance with horizontal and vertical
improvements, address add turn lanes and intersection improvements where
needed. Address drainage and improve bridge structures.

75

Charter Oak
Ranch Rd
Improvements
Fontaine
Widening

Rehabilitation of access road leading to Ft Carson Gate 19. Upgrade to arterial
standards.

Cost in $2015

$54,000,000

2040
B/C
Ratio

2040
NPV

2040
Plan
Score

Notes

451.7 Local Agency

$15,000,000

DAR

Local Road. $5.5 million
from Department of
Defense in DAR funding.

NHS
Route?

Yes

No*

Add one lane each direction from SH 85 to SH 21

98

$17,500,000

371.3 Local Agency

No

Highway 105
Widening and
Improvements

Widen Highway105 from Woodmoor to Furrow from 2 to 4 lanes and improve
sight distance and intersections where needed. From Furrow to SH 83, add
shoulders, correct vertical and horizontal alignment and improve drainage.

106

$32,000,000

368.4 Local Agency

No

I-25 South
Widening

Widen to six (6) general purpose lanes, construct noise wall, drainage, ITS, and
safety features from South Academy Interchange to Circle/Lake Interchange

108

$28,000,000

Connection from Powers to Marksheffel

117

$9,975,000

Construct new Interchange at State Highway 21 (Powers) and Research Parkway
to complete a section of freeway.

51

$22,000,000

5.8

48.2

Reconstruct Powers Boulevard to install CFI intersections at Constitution and
North Carefree.

53

$40,000,000

21.6

379.4

Complete widening from 4 lanes to six (6) general purpose lanes from Woodmen
Road to SH 83

125

$12,000,000

14.2

79.5

Mesa Ridge
Parkway
Connection
Powers Blvd.
Interchange
Research
Parkway
Powers Blvd.
Central
Intersections
Powers Blvd.
(SH 21)
Widening

YES

Regional
Nonmotorized
Priorities

Improvements to the 11 Priority Nonmotorized Corridors

Implement access control plan; construct widened turn lanes, raised medians,
sidewalks, drainage improvements and signalization; private work has been
completed; Phase 1 consists of improvements from County Road to Kelley's Road.

141

$2,000,000

7.8

89.4

K

YES

YES

YES

L

YES

YES

YES

SH 83
Traffic/Safety
Improvements

Safety improvements from SH 21 to El Paso-Douglas County Line

143

$18,000,000

M

YES

YES+

YES

SH 85 Widening

Widen 1.5 miles to four (4) general purpose lanes from Comanche Village Drive to
Mesa Road and replace Structure J-18-B

145

$6,000,000

State highway. The next
needed I-25 improvement.

4.7

11.3

2.4

20.4

Yes

PPRTA Local Agency

No

State highway. Would
367.4 complete a section of
freeway.

Yes

351

State highway. Best
benefit/cost ratio project
analyzed.

428.2 State highway.
Some are on state
jurisdiction corridors and
some are on local
jurisdiction corridors

$10,000,000

SH 67 Corridor
Phase I

412.7

Yes
Yes

Yes

307.4 State highway.

No

330.9 State highway.

Yes

415.9 State highway.

Yes

Ref.
ID

TAC

CAC

Staff

N

YES

YES

YES

O

YES

YES+

YES

P

YES

YES+

YES

Q

YES

After

YES

R

YES

After

YES

S

YES

YES

YES

Project Name
StapletonBriargate
Parkway
Connection
US 24 East
Widening
US 24 East
Widening
US 24 West
SH 94
US 24 West
Bypass Study

2040
B/C
Ratio

Description

2040 Plan ID
number

Cost in $2015

Create new principal arterial connection that could eventually become a new
alignment for US 24

87

$47,000,000

154

$28,000,000

6.3

153

$81,000,000

2.4

Widen to four (4) general purpose lanes from Garrett/Dodge Road to Stapleton
Road
Widen to six (6) general purpose lanes from SH 21 to Marksheffel Road;
reconstruct Peterson Road Interchange; construct new Interchange at
Marksheffel Road
US 24 Intersection with Fountain Ave. in Ute Pass
Safety and capacity improvements from US 24 to Ellicott Hwy.
Complete PEL for possible bypass around Woodland Park
Subtotal - Priority projects in the fiscally constrained portion of the 2040 RTP

2040
NPV

2040
Plan
Score

Item 11 Attach. 1

Notes

NHS
Route?

500.2 Local Agency

No

70.8

435.5 State highway.

Yes

53.8

391.5 State highway.

Yes

$5,000,000
$2,000,000

State highway.
State highway.

Yes
Yes

$3,000,000

State highway.

Yes

$432,475,000

Proposed priority projects NOT included in the fiscally constrained portion of the 2040 plan

#

T

U

TAC

YES

YES

CAC

YES

NO+
After

Staff

Project Name

Description

YES

I-25 NEPA
Document

NEPA document for I-25 Widening from Monument north to county line as part of
I-25 widening Monument to Castle Rock

ID number

N/A

Cost in $2015

2040
B/C
Ratio

2040
NPV

2040
Plan
Score

Notes

NHS
Route?

The vast majority of this
project is in DRCOG, not
PPACG. This is to show
support for this project.

$5,000,000

Yes

State highway.
$31,500,000 of
404.1
local/PPRTA funds is
allocated for this project.

Yes

After

Powers Blvd (SH
21) Extension:

Construct new 6-lane facility from SH 83 north to I-25 (at Northgate Boulevard)

N/A

$175,000,000

Downtown
Transit Station /
Multimodal
Center

Construction of a new center

N/A

$20,000,000

Needed Improvement

Yes

$270,000,000

State highway. This
project is not included in
the long range plan.

Yes

V

YES

After

YES

W

YES

After

Partial

Acronym List
$2015 = Value of money in 2015
RTP = Regional (2040) Transportation Plan
NPV = Net Present Value
B/C = Benefit / Cost Ratio

US 24 West

Widen US 24 from 4 to 6 lanes from 8th street west to 31st street
Subtotal - Priority Projects NOT included in the 2040 RTP
Total - Listed Projects
YES = This project was recommended for inclusion in the Priority Project list.
YES+ = This project was recommended by the CAC in September
NO+ = This project was specifically not recommended by the CAC in September
After = This project is recommended only after completion of projects in the RTP

N/A

0.2

-63.7

$ 470,000,000
$ 902,475,000
NO* This is not currently on the NHS but may be eligible as a STRAHNET route.
NHS = National Highway System
STRAHNET = Strategic Highway Network (National Defense Roadways)
TAC = Transportation Advisory Committee
CAC = Community Advisory Committee
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Agenda Item 8A
MEMORANDUM
DATE:

September 14, 2016

TO:

PPACG Board of Directors

FROM:

CDOT Region 2

THROUGH:

Robert MacDonald, Executive Director

SUBJECT:

CDOT 10-YEAR DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM AND PRIORITY PROJECT LISTS
ACTION REQUESTED: Discussion

SUMMARY
As discussed last month, CDOT is creating two transportation project lists, a 10-year
Development Program of priority highway projects that could total as much as $10 billion, and a
higher-priority project list that will total approximately $2.5 billion. There are no funds
associated with these lists, but they could be used as a starting point for a discussion on
additional funding for transportation.
PPACG staff has been coordinating with CDOT on this item, and the Board of Directors made a
recommendation to CDOT last month, as shown below. CDOT sent a draft version of the list to
the Transportation Commission. This list contained the same projects with slightly different
funding levels for two projects that were of particular interest last month.
Project Name
SH 21: Research Pkwy.
Interchange (Phase of the SH 21

Description
Construction of new grade-separated
interchange at SH 21 and Research Pkwy. (MP
Woodmen to SH 83 EA)
149-151)
SH 21: Interim Intersection
Construct four CFI intersections along SH 21
Improvements- Constitution Constitution to North Carefree. (MP 144.0to North Carefree (Re-evaluation 145.0)

Funding
$30 Million

$40 Million

of SH 21 needed)

I-25: Widening S. Academy to
Circle/Lake (Phase of the I-25
Improvements in C.S. EA)

Widening to six lanes. (MP 135.0-138.0)

I-25 to Woodland Park (MP 283.0-303.8)
Drainage and intersection improvements and
resurfacing.
Widening I-25 From Monument to Castle
I-25 (I-25 North PEL in Progress)
Rock/C-470 based on PEL Study currently being
developed. (MP 160.5-180.0/194.5)
*CDOT funding levels sent to the Transportation Commission
US 24 West

$45 Million
$25 Million
$15 Million*
$25 Million
$35 Million*

Page 1
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The TAC, CAC, and staff all agree that this is the correct list of priority projects. The TAC
recommendation supported CDOT’s funding levels. The CAC recommendation supported last
month’s Board recommendation. The TAC also expressed concern that the description of the I25 expansion project indicated that only toll lanes will be considered. The CAC recommends
that the Board of Directors urge CDOT to consider a full range of options for the I-25 project.
FISCAL IMPACTS
A funding source for these projects has not been identified.
PREVIOUS BOARD ACTION
The Board approved the new Priority Project List in November 2015. The Board sent a
recommended list with funding amounts to CDOT in August 2016.
Attachments
1) CDOT 18 August Priority Project List
2) CDOT August 18 Transportation Commission Memorandum
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Project Name

Project Description

Project Sponsor

Total Project Cost

I-25 North Widening

Safety, congestion and economic benefit project that will widen I-25
from Monument to Castle Rock

CDOT

$270,000,000

SH 21 (Powers)/Research
Interchange

Safety and congestion project to construct the SH 21 (Powers
Blvd)/Research Parkway interchange

CDOT

$30,000,000

SH 21 (Powers CFIs)

Safety, congestion and economic benefit project to construct CFIs
from Constitution to N Carefree

CDOT

$40,000,000

I-25 Widening

Safety, congestion and national security enhancement of I-25 from
Circle/Lake to South Academy; DDI for I-25/S Academy

CDOT

$45,000,000

Powers Extension North

Congestion and economic benefit project that will extend powers
from SH 83 to I-25.

CDOT

$150,000,000

Ridge Road/US 24

Safety project reconstructing the intersection into a 3/4 movement
intersection

CDOT

$7,500,000

Briargate/Stapleton Extension

Safety, congestion and economic benefit project that will
extend/connect both Briargate and Stapleton roadways between
Powers and US 24.

Colorado Springs/ El
Paso County

$47,000,000

Downtown Transit Station /
Multimodal Center

Define final site location, property acquisition, environmental, design,
and constuction of a new Downtown Transit Station / multimodal
center

City of Colorado
Springs - Transit

$15,000,000-$25,000,000

Fixed-Route Vehicle Storage
Expansion

Define final site selection, property acquisition, environmental,
design, and construction of a new fixed-route vehicle storage facility

City of Colorado
Springs - Transit

$2,500,000

Transit Information Technology
Enhancements

Enhancements to transit information technologies

City of Colorado
Springs - Transit

$6,500,000

Electric Fixed-Route Vehicle
Expansion

Conversion and expansion of fixed-route vehicle fleet to electric;
including supporting infrastructure

City of Colorado
Springs - Transit

$10,500,000

Expanded Transit Operations

Expanded transit operations to include increased service frequencies,
weekday-evening and weekend service, and new routes

City of Colorado
Springs - Transit

$8,600,000

Bus Rapid Transit

Planning, design, capital acquisition, and construction

City of Colorado
Springs - Transit

$81,000,000

I-25: Widening S. Academy to
Circle/Lake (Phase of the I-25
Improvements in C.S. EA)

Widening to six lanes. (MP 135.0-138.0

CDOT

$45,000,000

Charter Oak Ranch Road

Rehabilitation of access road leading to Ft Carson Gate 19. Upgrade
to arterial standards.

EPC

$15,000,000

Powers Blvd. Central Intersections

Reconstruct Powers Boulevard to install CFI intersections at
Constitution and North Carefree.

CDOT

$40,000,000

SH 83 Traffic/Safety Improvements

Safety improvements from SH 21 to El Paso-Douglas County Line

CDOT

$20,000,000

Marksheffel North Widen

Widen Marksheffel from 2 to 4 lanes from Carefree to Woodmen

COS/EPC

$30,000,000
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Briargate / Stapleton Parkway
Connection

Create new principal arterial connection that could eventually
become a new alignment for US 24

COS/EPC

$47,000,000

US 24 East Widening and safety
improvements

Widen to four (4) general purpose lanes from Garrett/Dodge Road to
Stapleton Dr.

CDOT

$28,000,000

SH 94 Improvements

Safety and capacity improvements from US 24 to Ellicott Hwy

CDOT

$10,000,000

Highway 105 Widening and
Improvements

Widen Highway 105 from Lake Woodmoor Dr. to Furrow from 2 to 4
lanes and improve sight distance and intersections where needed.
From Furrow to SH 83, add shoulders, correct vertical and horizontal
alignment and improve drainage.

EPC

$32,000,000

Powers Blvd. (SH 21) Widening

Complete widening from 4 lanes to six (6) general purpose lanes from
Woodmen Road to SH 83

CDOT

$12,000,000

Agenda Item 12

MEMORANDUM
DATE:

February 16, 2017

TO:

Transportation Advisory and Community Advisory Committees

FROM:

Jessica McMullen, Policy and Communications Manager

SUBJECT:

2017 Colorado Legislative Session Update
ACTION REQUESTED: Discussion

SUMMARY
At the PPACG Board of Directors Meeting they approved the revitalization of the Legislative
Subcommittee of the board. This group will be reviewing legislation and submitting it to the
executive committee to keep up with the speed of the legislative session. All bills will also be sent
to TAC and CAC for comments each week.
At the February 8th meeting, the BOD approved supporting
 HB17-1054, Community-military Cooperation
 HB17-1018, Extend Voter Approval Window For RTA Regional Transportation Authority Mill
Levy
 HB17-1031, Hearings On Transportation Commission Districts
 SB17-011, Study Transportation Access For People With Disabilities
 SB17-153, Southwest Chief And Front Range Passenger Rail Commission
 HB17-1087, Office Of Public Guardianship Pilot Program
STAKEHOLDER PROCESS
PPACG tracks state legislation that affects PPACG programs or our member governments. The
committee’s input and expertise is very helpful in determining the implications of proposed
legislation and whether to take formal positions on specific bills.
For the most up-to-date information on bills we’re tracking, please refer to the most recent
tracking spreadsheet, sent to TAC members by email or available at www.ppacg.org. I will be
available at the committee’s meeting to discuss specific bills in detail.

