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Dear Colleague: MAY -8 1996

Since the passage of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) over
four years ago, we have witnessed a significant reinvention of how states and metropolitan areas
plan, finance, and manage their transportation systems and facilities. The Act's emphasis on
economic efficiency, concern for the environment, and equitable delivery of transportation
services has required that states and metropolitan areas take a multimodal approach to systems
planning. Such an approach facilitates the consideration of a wide range of modal alternatives to
address transportation problems, encourages innovation in project planning, and requires the
active participation of the public in transportation planning activities.

As part of our commitment to assist the transportation community in taking full advantage of
ISTEA's landmark prowvisions, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) are jointly issuing the fifth annual report on "Flexible Funding
Opportunities for Transportation Investments" (Flexible Funding Opportunities). The first edition
of "Flexible Funding Opportunities" focused primarily upon providing transportation planners,
elected officials, and the general public with a summary of ISTEA's unprecedented flexible
funding provisions. Subsequent editions have attempted to clarify some of the inevitable
administrative and eligibility issues associated with the new programs, and to explain how
ISTEA's multimodal planning requirements and flexible funding provisions can work together to
provide states and metropolitan areas with a process for generating transportation plans,
improvement programs, and projects which best meet locally determined goals, objectives, and
needs.

It is our intention with this edition of "Flexible Funding Opportunities" to describe what a
multimodal transportation system provides for the community it serves, and how flexible funding
can support state and metropolitan area efforts to develop and maintain a system which provides
users with multiple options for meeting mobility and accessibility needs. As ISTEA begins its fifth
year, we believe there exists a significant body of successful local efforts to make the most out of
the authorization's broad flexibility. To that end, we are showcasing several examples of some of
the ways that our Nation's communities have embraced a multimodal approach to transportation
planning and decisionmaking. From Santa Barbara, California, to Worcester, Massachusetts ---
and points between and beyond --- flexible funding is helping planners, officials, and citizens
develop innovative and efficient transportation plans, programs, and projects which both enhance
the movement of people and goods and provide opportunities for economic and community
development.
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Rodney E. Slater rdon J. Lintpr/
Administrator dministrato
Federal Highway Administration Federal Transit Administration







State

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DIST. OF COL
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII

IDAHO

ILLINOIS
INDIANA

IOWA

KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPP!
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
RHODE {SLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS

UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
PUERTO RICO

WITHHELD

Summary of FY 1996 Multimodal Apportionments, by State

all amounts in dollars

STP*

90,098,139
113,073,014
58.920,172
62,164,726
405,593,199
69,210,804
192,581,593
34,880,913
26,244 507
227,735,871
123,783,753
66,551,080
42,653,327
286,526,775
141,676,632
66,739,468
76,046,797
72,254,199
68,575,085
35,136,677
102,547,437
399,510,544
158,108,228
109,865,754
69,884,266
111,757,020
59,454,690
50,862,230
43,254,148
32,983,618
166,500,548
75,740,846
407,555,463
150,241,562
44,173,856
200,191,644
81,264,422
69,905,488
148,740,077
33,038,135
67,773,052
44,296,299
104,004,759
353,143,549
34,432,988
29,483,670
87,638,517
127,350,156
44,810,038
138,280,940
39,494,490
25,819,984

2,868,887

5.875,424,036

CMAQ

4,287,648
4,287,648
11,500,208
4,287,648
126,911,824
4,287,648
20,151,398
4,287,648
4,287,648
25,607,854
13,262,102
4,287,648
4,287,648
41,964,724
9,650,845
4,287,648
4,287,648
6,297,832
"4,287,648
4,287,648
26,586,683
35,271,195
24,916,425
4,287,648
4,287,648
8,497,075
4,287,648
4,287,648
4,287,648
4,287,648
49,403,831
4,287,648
90,144,829
10,583,857
4,287.648
37,628,717
4,287,648
5,023,270
51,773,848
5,014,940
4,287,648
4,287,648
9,563,375
85,114,358
4,287,648
4,287,648
18,235,391
13,624,478
4,287,648
10,746,301
4,287,648
4,287,648

857,529,504

(apportionments subject to change)

Minimum
Allocation

7,475,200
0

33,680,488
16,051,875
79,250,280

0

0
0
0
82,176,770
71,066,717
0
0

0
44,600,256
0

0
24,910,807
0

0

0

0
9,043,181

OO0 O0OOO0O

28,195,826
0

9,333,422
75,926
15,381,501
0

0
13,653,277

0
7,126,735
0

0

Q
33,747,886

0
22,001,045
0

o]
0

497,771,192

Donor
State
Bonus

16,773,963
0

13,514,934
9,296.077
101,686,570
0

0

0

0
48,948,369
29,490,295
0

0

Q
17,804,342
0

0
13,098,227
0

0
0

0
31,894,190

0CO00O0OQOOOO

26,230,592
0
30,189,777
12,740,424
9,469,283
0

0
14,474,842
0
18,486,349
0

0

0
23,796,889
0
16,779,696
0

0
0

432,674,819

NHS

55,809,450
45,926,527
38,950,345
33,427,535
253,467,919
45,635,852
49,414,617
14,824,385
15,405,734
114,525,642
84,004,849
15,115,089
22,672,589
112,781,597
63,366,980
45,635,852
41,566,413
47,961,246
48,251,920
18,312,476
45,635,852
55,228,102
81,388,781
50,577,314
36,334,277
70,924,509
31,974,164
31,102,142
22,381,915
17,731,127
75,865,971
31,102,142
158,708,124
73,540,577
21,800,567
105,224,067
44,473,156
35,752,929
119,467,104
15,115,059
43,019,784
24,125,960
63,948,328
198,239,817
27,614,061
15,987,082
63,657,654
51,158,663
35,752,929
48,833,269
24,125,960
17,004,442

1,889,382

2,906,742,187

Bridge**

37.892,532
7,477,542
5,528,109

25,517,749

158,248,079

19,925,736

35,878,089
5,583,948

14,625,923

40,305,219

35,410,048

15,193,029
5,707,883

83,977,218

27,939,396

32,936,029

34,255,036

27,335,436

51,976,604

14,442,958

29,363,526

109,296,402

55,099,764

21,067,229

31,209,269

72,319,721

10,379,135

23,147,296
5,528,109

11,976,452

122,146,630
6,579,998
221,124,343

58,185,997
5.528,109

82,084,036

35,103,490

30,943,699

223,357,922

13,858,526

23,899,119
7,827,802

44,772,095

90,069,031
9,099,931

10,679,412

50,762,778

54,567,960

42,333,027

22,579,671
5,528,109

11,136,403

2,221,701,554

Interstate
Maintenance#

46,253,035
18,697,242
51,691,210
26,931,387
241,448,484
44,516,134
30,556,038
12,142,084
12,142,084
91,207.681
85,860,149
12,142,084
22,274,752
83,358,402
55,171,183
33,845,760
34,345,000
41,826,881
44,393,956
12,142,084
40,107,144
40,378,471
79,090,307
46,833,870
28,534,245
66,131,183
37,497,854
19,635,715

21,056,023

12,142,084
26,848,077
39,131,915
86,927,301
50,467,340
18,537,318
92,872,679
33,265,525
36,626,345
63,655,240
12,142,084
41,641,656
22,487,936
60,698,376
180,983,227
40,660,242
12,142,084
70,186,529
52,383,257
19,527,953
33,124,523
29,612,666
10,927,876

1,214,208

2,428,416,883

Fund
Restoration

5,257,404
3,498,269
4,168,771
4,139,619
26,732,607
3,702,335
5,072,490
1,136,937
1,515,817
11,777,506
8,612,455
1,574,221
2,040,657
11,311,070
6,355,189
3,702,335
3,294,203
4,460,293
4,431,141
1,894,896
4,897,577
11,981,572
8,016,867
4,926,729
3,235,899
6,646,712
2,711,159
2,303,027
2,011,505
1,399,308
8,337,542
2,973,529
15,596,450
7,637,888
1.865,744
10,611,417
3,964,705
3,585,726
14,372,056
1,632,526
4,139,619
2,011,505
5.830,449
18,103,543
2,128,114
1,253,546
6,646,712
5,976,210
3,352,508
5,538,926
1,894,896
1,341,003

291,493,284

Urbanized
Area Formula+

3.914 254
1,159,956
16,828,788
1,300,042
229,083,384
13,754,721
13,353,918
3,090.740
55,985,068
67.747.823
25,817,783
13,734.491
¢
106,207.089
5,816.009
2,701,761
1,500,550
6,251,277
10,440,943
0
18,714,375
48,924,441
21,858,963
13,275,742
859,367
15,892,190
0
2,781,720
9,043,307
c
2,374,085
2,980,164
361,289,741
7,024,292

0
38,089,332
4,706,707
12,718,499
78,623,015
8,400,327
4,012,062
C
9,607,922
70,110,429
10,575,777
0
9,306,747
39,331,616

¢

12,184,30C
Q
15,173,627

1,396,547,334

Includes Apportionment Adjustments and Interstate Reimbursement funds.

** 40% of each State's apportionment considered multimodal (flexible).
# 20% of each State's apportionment considered muitimodal (flexible).

+ Formerly known as Section 9; amounts are funds apportioned to urbanized areas of over 200,000 population which cannot be used for the payment of transit

operating expenses.
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Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA).

State and Urbanized Area

ALABAMA
BIRMINGHAM
COLUMBLS (GA)
MOBILE
MONTGOMERY

TOTAL

ALASKA
ANCHORAGE

TOTAL

ARIZONA
PHOENIX
TUCSON

TOTAL

ARKANSAS
LITTLE ROCK-N.LITTLE ROCK
MEMPHIS (TN)

TOTAL

CALIFORNIA
BAKERSFIELD
FRESNO
LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH
MODESTO
OXNARD-VENTURA-1000 OAKS
SACRAMENTO
SAN BERNARDINO-RIVERSIDE
SAN DIEGO
SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND
SAN JOSE
S. BARBARA-S MARIA-LOMPOC
STOCKTON

TOTAL
COLORADO
COLORADO SPRINGS
DENVER

TOTAL

Urbanized Areas Over 200,000 Population*

all amounts in dollars

STP

6,006,552

311,763
2,905,512
2,027,762

11,251,589

14,610,535
4,218,308

18,828,843

3,240,657
367,204

3,607,861

1,752,072
2,625,099
66,022,628
1,335,217
2,781,973
6,351,618
6,775,391
13,597,246
21,014,761
8,308,706

1,517,236
132,081,947
3,419,472
14,704,933

18,124,405

(apportionments subject to change)

Minimum

Allocation

359,642

18,667
173,967
121,412

673,688

5,761,162
1,663,344

7,424,506

651,592
73,833

725,425

251,822
377,301
9,489,310
191,908
399,848
912,906
973,814
1,954,307
3,020,413
1,194,195

218,070

18,983,894

Donor

State Bonus

758,906

39,390
367,101
256,201

1,421,598

2,311,778
667,448

2,979,223

377,354
42,759

420,113

323,114
484,117
12,175,798
246,239
513,047
1,171,356
1,249,508
2,507,585
3,875,512
1,532,280

279,807

24,358,363

Restoration

Funds

117,588
6.103
56,880
39,697

220,268

410,669
118,567

529,236

86,232
9,771

96,003

37,678
56,452
419,792
28,713
59,825
136,589
145,702
292,404
451,914
178,676

32,628

—

2,840,373

53.940
231,961

285,901

Summary of FY 1996 Multimodal Funds Attributable to

Urbanized

Area Formula

2,237,766
1,115,657
560.83!

3,914,254

1,159,956

1,159,956

11,868,684
4,960,104

16.828,788

1,300,042

1,300,042

1,942,886
2,793,924
97,822,004
1,508,241
3,082,195
6,960,145
9,993,113
20,066,585
65,737,536
15,970.217
1,777,625
1,428,913

229,083,384
1,954,017
11,800,704

13,754,721

Total

9,480,454

375,923
4.619.1:7
3,005,903

17,481,397

1,159,956

1,159,956

34,962,825
11,627,771

46,590,596

5.655.877
493,567

6,149,444

4,307,572
6,336,893
186,929,532
3,310,318
6,836,888
15,532,614
19.137.528
38,418,127
94.100.136
27,184,074
1.777.625
3,476,654

407,347,961
5,427,429
26,737,598

32,165,027



Flexible Funding Opportunities for Transportation Investments

Minimum Donor Restoration Urbanized
State and Urbanized Area STP Allocation State Bonus Funds Area Formula Total
CONNECTICUT

BRIDGEPORT 9.005,512 0 0 109,598 3,097,251 12,212,361

HARTFORD 11.885.075 0 0 144,643 5,091,955 17,121,673

NEW HAVEN 9,824,175 0 0 119,562 5,164,712 15,108,449

SFIELD-CHICOPEE-H'OKE (MA) 1,480,635 0 0 18,020 --- 1.498.655

WORCESTER (MA) 12,077 0 0 147 - 12,224

TOTAL 32,207,474 0 0 391,970 13.353,918 45,953,362
DELAWARE

WILMINGTON 8,727.839 0 0 108,531 3,090,740 11.927.110

TOTAL 8,727,839 0 0 108,531 3,090,740 11,927,110
DIST. OF COL. :

WASHINGTON 10,294,886 0 0 168,355 55,985,068 66,448,309
TOTAL 10,294,886 0 0 168,355 55,985,068 66,448,309
FLORIDA

DAYTONA BEACH 1,722,718 439,336 261,689 40,609 1,092,767 3,557,119

FT LAUDERDALE-HOLLYWOQOD 9,636,511 2,457,548 1,463,832 227,157 10,593,384 24,378,432

FORT MYERS 1,716,577 437,769 260,756 40,464 1,231,668 3,687,234

JACKSONVILLE 5,747,137 1,465,662 873,018 135,475 4,384,331 12,605,623

MELBOURNE-COCOA 2,381,455 607,330 361,754 56,137 2,009,639 5,416,315
MIAMI 14,901,975 31,800,372 2,263,681 351,277 21,820,319 43.137.624

ORLANDO 6,904,583 1,760,839 1,048,839 162,759 7,388,915 17,265,935

PENSACOLA 1,973,465 503,282 299,779 46,520 928,567 3,751,613

ST. PETE-CLEARWATER-TAMPA 13,299,047 3,391,586 2,020,189 313,492 8,420,708 27,445,022

SARASOTA-BRADENTON 3,458,689 882,051 525,391 81,530 1,929,985 6,877,646

WEST PALM BEACH 6,186,375 1,577,678 939,740 145,829 7,947,540 16,797,162
TOTAL 67,928,532 17,323,453 10,318,668 1,601,249 67,747,823 164,919,725
GEORGIA

ATLANTA ) 19,083,942 7,397,300 3,069,630 531,491 24,022,227 54,104,590

AUGUSTA 1,919,196 743,917 308,701 53,450 949,913 3,975,177

CHATTANOOGA (TN) 408,546 158,361 65,714 11,378 --- 643,999

COLUMBUS 1,666,325 645,899 268,026 46,408 845,643 3,472,301
TOTAL 23,078,009 8,945,477 3,712,071 642,727 25,817,783 62,196,067

HAWAII
HONOLULU 0 0 0 0 13,734,491 13,734,491

TOTAL 0 0 0 0 13,734,491 13,734,491




Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA)
Minimum Donor Restoration Urbanized
State and Urbanized Area STP Allocation State Bonus Funds Area Formula Total
ILLINOIS
CHICAGO-NW INDIANA 58,388,541 0 0 850,534 104,324,342 163,563,417
DPORT-ROCK ISLE-MOLINE (1A) 1.251.592 0 0 18,232 --- 1,269,824
PEORIA 2,245,737 0 0 32,713 1.021.750 3.300.200
ROCKFORD 1,925,796 0 0 28,053 860,997 2,814,846
ST. LOUIS (MQ) 3,042,146 0 0 44,314 3.086,460
TOTAL 66,853,812 0 0 973.846 106,207,089 174,034,747
INDIANA
CHICAGO-NW INDIANA (IL) 5,074,533 1,234,272 492,719 107,737 -—- 6,189,261
FORT WAYNE 2,567,617 624.518 249,307 54,513 785,275 4,281,230
INDIANAPOLIS 9,454,626 2,296,637 918,011 200,731 3,958,098 16,831,103
LOUISVILLE (KY) 1,035.206 251,792 100,515 21,978 --- 1,409,491
SOUTH BEND 2,224,040 540,951 215,946 47,219 1,072,636 4,100,792
TOTAL 20,356,022 4,951,170 1,976,498 432,178 5,816,009 33,531,877
IOWA
DPORT-ROCK ISLE-MOLINE 1,425,795 0 0 22,650 1,424,859 2,873,304
DES MOINES 3,247,053 0 0 51,582 1,276,902 4,575,537
OMAHA (NE) 662,201 0 0 10,519 .- 672,720
TOTAL 5,335,049 0 0 84,751 2,701,761 8,121,561
KANSAS
KANSAS CITY MOQ) 5,796,430 0 0 78,993 -—- 5,875,423
WICHITA 4,089,060 0 0 55,725 1,500,550 5,645,335
TOTAL 9,885,490 0 0 134,718 1.500,550 11,520,758
KENTUCKY
CINCINNATI (OH) 2,124,386 499,251 262,509 48,535 --- 2,934,681
LEXINGTON-FAYETTE 1,983,736 466,197 245,129 45,322 721,503 3,461,887
LOUISVILLE (IN) 5,885,541 1,383,159 727,271 134,464 5,529,774 13.660.209
TOTAL 9,993,663 2,348,607 1,234,909 228,321 6,251,277 20,056,777
LOUISIANA
BATON ROUGE 2,221,576 0 0 35,525 1,332,313 3,589,414
NEW ORLEANS 6,315,030 0 0 100,984 7,747,133 14,163,147
SHREVEPORT 1,557,100 0 0 24,900 1,361,497 2,943,497
TOTAL 10,093,706 0 0 161,409 10,440,943 20.696,058
MARYLAND
BALTIMORE 15,449,900 0 0 242,661 18,714,375 34,406,936
WASHINGTON (DC) 11,616,808 0 0 182,458 --- 11,799,266
WILMINGTON (DE) 112,260 0 0 1,763 a—— 114,023
TOTAL 27,178,968 0 0 426,882 18,714,375 46,320,225



Flexible Funding Opportunities for Transportation Investments_
Minimum Donor Restoration Urbanized
State and Urbanized Area STP Allocation State Bonus Funds Area Formula Total
MASSACHUSETTS
BOSTON 45,601,546 0 0 676,100 42,217,023 88.494,669
LAWRENCE-HAVERHILL 3,483,329 0 0 51,645 1.928.106 5,463,080
PROV. PTUCKET-WARWICK (RI) 1,529,543 0 0 22,677 1.552.220
SFELD-CHICOPEE-HOLYOKE 7,635,425 0 0 113,205 3,075,111 10,823,741
WORCESTER 5,177.525 0 0 76,763 1,704,201 6,958,489
TOTAL 63,427,368 0 0 940,390 48,924,441 113,292,199
MICHIGAN .
ANN ARBOR 1,455,214 67,512 238,106 25,707 1,934,820 - 3,721,359
DETROIT 24,230,717 1,124,138 3,964,696 428,038 14,078,987 43.826,576
FLINT 2,136,500 99,119 349,580 37,741 2,130,394 4,753,334
GRAND RAPIDS 2,859,405 132,657 467,864 50,512 2,055,982 5,566,420
LANSING 1,737,226 80,595 284,249 30,688 1,658,780 3,791,538
SOUTH BEND (IN) 149,086 6,916 24,394 2,634 - 183,030
TOLEDO (OH) 123,312 5,721 20,177 2,178 --- 151,388
TOTAL 32,691,460 1,516,658 5,349,066 577,498 21,858,963 61.993,645
MINNESOTA
MINNEAPOLIS-ST. PAUL 21,084,316 0 0 350,546 13,275,742 34,710,604
TOTAL 21,084,316 0 0 350,546 13,275,742 34,710,604
MISSISSIPPI
JACKSON 3,027,910 0 0 45,380 859,367 3,932,657
MEMPHIS (TN) 307,109 0 0 4,603 --- 311.712
TOTAL 3,335,019 0 0 49,983 859,367 4,244,369
MISSOURI
KANSAS CITY 6,427,338 0 0 101,891 4,442,297 10,971,526
ST. LOUIS 13,081,763 0 0 207,382 11,449,893 24,739,038
TOTAL 19,509,101 0 0 309,273 15,892,190 35,710.564
NEBRASKA
OMAHA 7,034,890 0 0 98,754 2,781,720 9,915,364
TOTAL 7,034,890 0 0 98,754 2,781,720 9,915,364
NEVADA
LAS VEGAS 6,236,974 0 0 102,042 6,875,237 13.214,253
RENO 1,911,721 0 0 31,277 2,168,070 4,111,068
TOTAL 8,148,695 0 0 133,319 9,043,307 17,325,321
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Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA).

State and Urbanized Area

NEW HAMPSHIRE
LAWRENCE-HAVERHILL (MA)

TOTAL

NEW JERSEY
ALTOWN-BETH.-EASTON (PA)
NEW YORK-NE NEW JER (NY)
PHILADELPHIA (PA)
TRENTON
WILMINGTON (DE-)

TOTAL

NEW MEXICO
ALBUQUERQUE
EL PASO (TX)

TOTAL

NEW YORK
ALBANY-SCHENECTADY-TROY
BUFFALO
NEW YORK-NE NEW JERSEY
ROCHESTER
SYRACUSE

TOTAL

NORTH CAROLINA
CHARLOTTE
DURHAM
FAYETTEVILLE
RALEIGH

TOTAL

OHIO
AKRON
CANTON
CINCINNATI
CLEVELAND
COLUMBUS
DAYTON
LORAIN-ELYRIA
TOLEDO
YOUNGSTOWN-WARREN

TOTAL

STP

323,803

323,803

179,612
37.011,518
6.838,498
1,850,590
188,485

46,068,703

9,299,265
152,999

9,452,264

3,740,705
7,012,047
80,310,200
4,552,960
2,857,613

98.473.525

4,100,265
1,848,146
2,175,809
2,753,252

10,877,472

3,770,479
1,746,985
6,973,812
11,982,179
6,751,745
4,381,941
1,600,634
3,359,583
2,583,070

43,150,428

Minimum
Allocation
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605,608
272,971
321,366
406.654

1,606,599

141,938
65,764
262,525
451,063
254,166
164,956
60,255
126,470
97,238

1,624,375

Donor
State Bonus

[ B o B e B = B e

[« 2 < R = i o> B oo ]

563,397
253,945
298,967
378,311

—

,494,620

459,110
212,721
849,162
459,003
822,122
533,564
194,500
409,078
314,526

e

5,254,186

Restoration
Funds

4,493

4,493

2,662
548,582
101,360

27,429

2,794

682,827

139.062
2,288

141,350

47,434
88,917
1,018,380
57,734
36,236

1,248,701

85,871
38,705
45,567
57.661

227,804

66,400
30,765
122,812
211,011
118,901
77,168
28,188
59,164
45,489

759,898

Urbanized

Area Fomula

2,374,085

2,374,085

2,980,164

2,980,164

3,833,004

5.510,274
345,870,717
3,488,991
2,586,665

361,289,741

3,429,017
1,443,431

666,190
1,485,654

7,024,292

2,671,531
798,825
6,629,646
11,577,098
5,498,064
6,835,633
502,085
2,718,070
858,380

38,089,332

Total

328,296

328.296

182,274
37,560,100
6.939,858
4,252,104
191,279

49,125,615

12,418,491
155.287

12,573,778

7,621,233
12,611,238
427,199,297
8.099,685
5,480,514

461,011,967

8,784,158
3.857.198
3.507.899
5,081,532

21,230,787

7,109.458
2,855,060
14,837,957
25,680,354
13,444,998
11,993,262
2,386,062
6,672,365
3,898,703

88,878,219
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Minimum Donor Restoration Urbanized
State and Urbanized Area STP Allocation State Bonus Funds Area Formula Total
OKLAHOMA
OKLAHOMA CITY 8,274,208 5,917 992.850 137,158 2,356,518 11,766,651
TULSA 5.006,854 3,580 600,790 82,996 2,350,189 8.044.409
TOTAL 13,281,062 9,497‘ 1.593,640 220,154 4,706,707 19,811,060
OREGON
PORTLAND 8,733,119 1,699,032 1,045,972 172,697 12,718,499 24,369,319
TOTAL 8,733,119 1.699,032 1,045,972 172,697 12,718,499 24,369,319
PENNSYLVANIA
ALTOWN-BETH.-EASTON 1,530,719 0 0 28,439 1,850,785 3,409,943
HARRISBURG 1,162,686 0 0 21,602 1,005,790 2,190,078
PHILADELPHIA 13,009,424 0 0 241,703 58,483,629 71,734,756
PITTSBURGH 6,663,798 0 0 123,807 15,991,985 22,779.590
SCRANTON--WILKES-BARRE 1,541,064 0 0 28,631 1,290,826 2,860,521
TRENTON (NJ) 170,316 0 0 3,164 - 173,480
WILMINGTON ((DE) 7,459 0 0 139 - 7.598
TOTAL 24,085,466 0 0 447 485 78,623,015 103,155,966
RHODE ISLAND
PROV.-PTUCKET-WARWICK 9,684,238 0 0 156,810 8,400,327 18.241,375
TOTAL 9,684,238 0 0 156,810 8,400,327 18.241,375
SOUTH CAROLINA
AUGUSTA (GA) 588,707 85,091 90,211 12,754 -—- 776,763
CHARLESTON 3,335,321 482,080 511,089 72,257 1,504,884 5,905,631
COLUMBIA 2,779,877 401,798 425,975 60,223 1,394,263 5,062,136
GREENVILLE 2,101,089 303,687 321,961 45,518 1,112,915 3,885,170
TOTAL 8,804,994 1,272,656 1,349,236 190,752 4,012,062 15,629,700
TENNESSEE
CHATTANOOGA 2,199,307 114,507 297,024 39,737 1,193,203 3,843,778
KNOXVILLE 2,670,328 139,030 360,637 48,248 1,080,453 4,298,696
MEMPHIS 6,676,584 347,616 901,697 120,634 4,512,112 12,558,643
NASHVILLE-DAVIDSON 5,028,092 261,787 679,062 90,848 2,822,154 8,881,943
TOTAL 16,574,311 862,940 2,238,420 299,467 9,607,922 29,583,060
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Minimum Donor Restoration Urbanized

State and Urbanized Area STP Allocation State Bonus Funds Area Formula Total
TEXAS

AUSTIN 5,087,924 0 0 79,520 6,719,393 11,886,837
CORPUS CHRISTI 2,444,396 0 0 38,204 1,976,094 4,458,694
DALLAS-FORT WORTH 28,954,214 0 0 452,527 . 20,355,668 49,762,409
EL PASO 5,095,439 0 0 79,637 5,017,842 10,192,918
HOUSTON 26,270,798 0 0 410,588 24,572,442 51,253,828
MCALLEN-EDINBURG 2,382,708 0 0 37,239 535,570 2,955,517
SAN ANTONIO 10,222,364 0 0 159,766 10,933.420 21,315,550
TOTAL 80,457,843 0 0 1,257,481 70,110,429 151.825,753
UTAH

OGDEN 2,237,055 0 0 32,130 1,660,567 3,929,752
PROVO-OREM 1,903,923 0 0 27,346 1,340,651 3,271,920
SALTLAKECITY 6,814,806 0 0 97,880 7.574,559 14,487,245
TOTAL 10,955,784 0 0 157,356 10,575,777 21,688,917
VIRGINIA

HAMPTON ROADS 7,463,706 0 0 187,580 5,952,745 13,604,031
PETERSBURG --- — --- - 184,185 184,185
RICHMOND 3,328,126 0 0 83,644 3,169,817 6,581,587
WASHINGTON (DC) 7.531,590 0 0 189,286 - 7.720.876
TOTAL 18,323,422 0 0 460,510 9,306,747 28.090.679
WASHINGTON

PORTLAND (OR) 1,357,528 0 0 21,331 - 1,378,859
SEATTLE-EVERETT 14,136,713 0 0 222,128 29.828.135 44,186,976
SPOKANE 2,261,746 0 0 35,538 3,384,860 5,682,144
TACOMA 4,030,142 0 0 63,325 6,118,621 10,212,088
TOTAL 21,786,129 0 0 342,322 39,331,616 61,460,067
WISCONSIN ‘
MADISON 2,653,479 343,411 246,303 52,488 2,887,844 6,183,525
MILWAUKEE 13,317,494 1,723,541 1,236,166 263,428 9,296,456 25,837,085
TOTAL 15.976,973 2,066,952 1,482.469 315,916 12,184,300 32,020.610
PUERTO RICO

SANJUAN 0 0 0 0 15,173,627 15,173,627
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 15,173,627 15,173,627
- GRAND TOTAL 1.068,062,480 77,571,430 70,133,045 18,872,504 1,396,547,334 2.631,186.793

* Flexible Urbanized Area Formula funds are apportioned to all TMAs, whether or not they contain a UZA over 200.000. Bi- or
tri-State apportjonments under the Urbanized Area Formula program are provided for the State where the majority of the
population within the TMA resides, although funds may be obligated in any portion of the TMA. STP, Minimum Allocation,
Donor _State Bonus. and Restoration Fund funds presented here are attributable only to UZAs over 200,000 population.
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"multi-interest” planning partnerships; 2) the develop- -

ment by this partnership of community and regionwide
goals and objectives for transportation, economic, and
social development; 3) a "problem-solving” approach to
transportation planning; 4) the integration of transporta-
tion and land use planning; and 5) taking full advantage
of the planning and "flexible funding™ provisions con-
tained in the Intermodal Surface Tranmsportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 (ISTEA). These five elements of
multimodal planning are discussed below.

Planning Partnerships

Multimodalism requires a reinvention of traditional
transportation planning. Not only must highway and
transit planners begin to work more closely together,
they must begin to see the services and facilities they
plan within broader goals for community and economic
development. To that end, transportation planners need
to form planning partnerships with business and com-
munity groups, land use planners, locally elected offi-
cials, environmental interests, advocates for alternative
transportation, and, importantly, the general public.

Many of these players are new to the transportation
planning "table”, but all are impacted by transportation
decisions, and all have something to offer. The inclusion
of these groups provide the multimodal transportation
planner with better information about the needs of the
populations they plan for, and may help to generate sup-
port for innovative solutions to transportation problems.
The involvement of local employers, for example, may
lead to the adoption of some of the "travel demand man-
agement” strategies -~ i.e. parking management, alterna-
tive work schedules, perhaps even telecommuting --
which help to redirect trips off of congested transporta-
tion modes.

There is another reason to involve as wide and diverse a
range of interests as possible in the transportation plan-
ning process. The building of a broad coalition of sup-
port for the transportation planning process makes
planning activities more credible among these diverse in-
terests, and ensures public "buy-in’" of the transportation
plans and projects which result from the process. While
some planners argue that too much involvement of the
public unnecessarily delays the implementation of trans-
portation improvements, the opposite is true: the early
and continuing involvement of the public should lead to
the development of transportation plans, programs, and
projects which are widely supported, thus reducing the
likelthood of last-minute delays resulting from legal ac-
tion brought about by dissatisfied groups.

Development of Goals and Objectives

Consensus on transportation investments is further en-
hanced by the establishment of a shared vision for the
future. In other words, the development of transporta-
tion plans, programs, and projects should reflect the pri-
orities of the interests (social, economic, environmental)
which function within a given region. The establishment
of a planning partnership as described above should thus
lead to the development of goals and objectives which
will help guide the transportation planning process.
Partners need to ask several questions: What aspects of
my community do I value? What aspects would I like to
see improved? What do I want my community to look
like in the future? No doubt that not all groups will
share the same exact priorities, and negotiation is criti-
cal. The result of this negotiation, however, is the estab-
lishment of a foundation for transportation planners to
evaluate and select the most appropriate transportation
strategies which best meet locally defined goals and ob-
jectives for community and regional development.
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The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) broke significant ground in giving State and local
decisionmakers greater discretion in the use of Federal transportation dollars. In particular, ISTEA's flexible fund
programs now provide transportation planners and decisionmakers with the flexibility to fund transportation projects,
programs, and initiatives which best meet locally determined goals and objectives for mobility, economic opportunity, and
air quality. The key to getting the most out of flexible funding is understanding the multimodal transportation planning
process which identifies the most appropriate solutions for our most urgent local and regional transportation problems.

What does a "multimodal” transportation sys-
tem mean?

Multimodalism is the integration of all modes of trans-
portation --- highways, public transportation, bicycle
and pedestrian facilities --- into an interconnected,
"seamless” system . Multimodalism also acknowledges
the importance of strategies which go beyond invest-
ments in expanded infrastructure --- for example, the im-
plementation of rideshare programs or alternative work
schedules --- which make the most efficient use of exist-
ing transportation facilities. A multimodal transporta-
tion system is a system of complimentary --- not
competing --- modes planned and coordinated to provide
maximum personal mobility within environmental and
financial constraints.

How does multimodalism help a community?

A multimodal transportation system provides the public
with several benefits. Multimodalism offers users ac-
cess to choices among several options for travel, based
on individual values of cost, convenience, and travel
time. It ensures social equity by providing alternatives
to travel by automobile for those populations which do
not own vehicles. By shifting trips from the automobile
to other forms of travel, auto emissions are significantly
reduced and air quality may improve. Moreover, a mul-
timodal approach to transportation planning challenges
planners and decisionmakers to rethink past assumptions
and develop new and innovative solutions to transporta-
tion problems.

Perhaps an example might illustrate the advantages of
multimodal planning and investment over traditional
highway construction. A major highway which links a
community to jobs or shopping suffers from terrible con-
gestion during the morning and afternoon "peak”™ hours
of travel. Adding road capacity might relieve this con-
gestion, but may provide only a partial and temporary

solution: it does nothing to enhance the mobility of
those individuals without automobiles, and it could fur-
ther entice vehicle owners --- who perceive faster travel
times because of the road improvements --- to make
more and longer trips on the highway. As automobile
trips increase in the corridor, congestion ultimately re-
turns and leads us back to the same problem we sought
to eliminate in the first place.

Multimodal planning, however, would consider a variety
of ways to meet the community's demand for access and
mobility. Perhaps improvements to public transporta-
tion in the corridor might induce drivers to leave their
cars at home and take a bus or train into work. Not only
would this relieve the highway of some automobile traf-
fic. but it would provide citizens who do not own vehi-
cles --- or do not care to use their vehicles --- with access
to jobs and shopping. Efficiency along the corridor
might be further enhanced through the implementation
of carpool programs, high-occupancy vehicle facilities,
and advanced technology Intelligent Transportation Sys-
tem (ITS) elements. Adoption by employers of parking
management policies, transit fare subsidies, and alterna-
tive work schedules which shift travel to "off-peak”
hours may further reduce congestion and help sustain
improvements vielded by highway investments.

What this example demonstrates is two important goals
of multimodalism: 1) investment in one mode (or the
"packaging” of investments and policies) should repre-
sent an investment in the transportation system as a
whole; and 2) implemented solutions can and should be
sustainable and serve a long-term need.

What facilitates the development of a muitimo-
dal transportation system?

There are several conditions to effective multimodal
planning and project development. These include 1) the
establishment of multimodal, multi-jurisdictional and
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Problem Solving Approach

Transportation planning must be seen as a problem solv- '

ing exercise. Problem definition is important, and solu-
tions must "fit” the problem, as well as meet the goals
and objectives established for the region. Returning to
the example given earlier, we could say that a multimo-
dal planning process might define the problem as "a
transportation corridor suffers from congestion™. This is
much different than a statements such as "the highway
needs more capacity” or “the existing local bus service
is a poor option to driving, we need light rail." In the
first statement the highway is viewed as a component of
a larger transportation system, and it is the job of the
transportation planner --in cooperation with their part-
ners mentioned above -- to examine alternatives to ad-
dress congestion. In the second statement, the problem
implies a predisposed solution; in effect, the solution
drives the problem, and not the other way around.

Please note, too, that multimodal planning can -- and
should -- address environmental, social, and economic

problems and concerns. A second problem that needs to -

be addressed in our example is that low-income, non-
automobile owning citizens have poor access to jobs; a
third may be that the area suffers from poor air quality.
Again, the involvement of the general public provides
useful information on social needs, and the development
of goals and objectives help the transportation planning
partnership to develop transportation solutions which
meet a shared vision of the future.

Integration of Transportation and Land Use
Planning

It is obvious that transportation shapes the demand for
other types of land use, just as commercial and residen-
tial development require transportation infrastructure to
provide needed access. Most planners and elected offi-
cials see transportation and land use as a "chicken and
egg” relationship. At a very basic level, however, trans-
portation facilities are a land use, and the planning of
the transportation system with other types of develop-
ment must be more closely integrated than in the past.

Post 1950's automobile-oriented suburban development
has placed significant demands on our regional transpor-
tation systems and facilities. Today, transportation
planners --- and American society in general --- are
beginning to rethink these past development practices
and policies. Congestion continues to worsen, work
commutes are getting longer, and air quality

improvements resulting from new technologies are in-
creasibly offset by increases in vehicle miles traveled.
At the same time, public resources for providing new
transportation facilities (and maintaining existing facili-
ties) are decreasing. While it is becoming increasingly
clear that we can't build our way out of congestion, we
may be able to change land use patterns which perpetu-
ate the kind of development that has contributed to these
problems.

High density, mixed-use development around transit fa-
cilities, "joint" development of transit sites, bicycle trails
and supportive facilities, and safe and effective pedes-
trian access all help to encourage non-automobile travel
(as well as making shorter many trips that must be made
by automobile). Projects supported under the U.S. De-
partment of Transportation's Livable Communities Ini-
tiative provide excellent examples of how an inclusive,
participatory planning process can lead to the develop-
ment of transit supportive land use policies which en-
hance personal mobility and help to build stronger, more
vibrant communities (see box above).
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ISTEA Planning and Funding Provisions

Changing our traditional approach to transportation
planning is an ambitious task. Fortunately, ISTEA pro-
vides a framework for developing the new partnerships
and planning procedures necessary to achieve these ob-
jectives. On October 18, 1993, the Federal Highway
Administration and Federal Transit Administration is-
sued joint regulations to help guide statewide and metro-
politan transportation planning.  These regulations
address, among other things:

¢  The development of multimodal transportation plans
to guide the establishment of a long range vision for

transportation in a given state or urbanized area.

®  The development of a transportation improvement
program, or "TIP", to implement the goals and objec-
tives contained in the plan.

®  The implementation of congestion management sys-
tems to identify and evaluate low cost strategies to
mitigate and manage congestion in urbanized areas.

®  The undertaking of major investment studies to ad-
dress the evaluation of alternatives when a transporta-
tion problem requires significant capital investment.

*  The development of procedures to facilitate the in-
volvement of the general public in transportation
planning activities.

Another very important tool for the development of mul-

timodal plans, programs, and projects is "flexible fund-
ing.” Unlike traditional categorical funding programs
which restrict project eligibility to narrowly defined uses,
flexible funding supports multimodal planning and pro-
ject development by eliminating strict modal criteria as a
condition of use. Instead, Federal flexible funds may be
used for highway. transit, and multimodal capital and
planning investments --- whichever transportation solu-
tions are identified by state and metropolitan planning
processes as best meeting locally defined goals and ob-
jectives. Over the 6 vear life span of ISTEA, over $70
billion of Federal highway and nearly $10 billion in Fed-
eral transit funds may be used flexibly. And while we
have seen a gradual increase in the use of flexible funds
for innovative, multimodal projects, flexible funding re-
mains a largely under-utilized resource.

Realigning the responsibilities, roles and relationships of
players and other participants in the transportation plan-
ning process will not happen over night. ISTEA pro-
vides a necessary starting point, but it will be up to each
area's planning partnership to effectively implement a
multimodal approach to transportation planning which
meets locally determined goals and objectives for com-
munity development. The following provides a sum-
mary of the ISTEA planning provisions, and highlights
examples of several projects and processes which have
embraced the spirit of ISTEA and have used flexible
funding to realize a new vision for the planning and de-
livery of transportation services.
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 Multimodal uses of Federal Highway and Transit Administration funds have resulted from a collaborative, multimodal

approach to transportation planning and programming, with projects being prioritized by their ability to meet locally
determined needs rather than because of Federal requirements dictating where money must be spent. Flexible funding
is working in those areas which have "institutionalized" a truly multimodal planning process and see flexibility as an
opportunity to meet multiple goals for improving air quality, enhancing mobility, and achieving an equitable distribu-

tion of transportation services.

The following section summarizes the Federally-required transportation planning

process, the planning tools that local transportation entities can use to get the most out of flexible funding

Multimodal Transportation Planning

ISTEA requires a continuing, cooperative, and compre-
hensive transportation planning process in all metropoli-
tan areas and throughout each State. The planning
function in urbanized areas of greater than 50,000 popula-
tion is conducted by officially designated metropolitan
planning organizations (MPOs); state Departments of
Transportation (DOTSs) are responsible for statewide trans-
portation planning activities. In both cases, ISTEA re-
quires that MPOs and States work with each other, as well
as with transit operators, other affected local and state
agencies, and the general public in the development of mul-
timodal transportation plans and improvement programs.
Cooperatively developed statewide and metropolitan trans-
portation plans must forecast future growth, identify the
needed transportation investments to meet this growth, and
ensure the maintenance and efficient operation of existing
transportation systems over a 20 year timeframe. Projects
identified through the planning process and included in
transportation plans are then prioritized and programmed
in transportation improvement programs (TIPs) at the
metropolitan level and consolidated throughout the State in
statewide transportation improvement programs (STIPs)
(which include both urban and rural areas). These near-
term programming documents serve as the agenda for im-
plementing a multi (at least three) year package of high-
way, transit, bicycle and- pedestrian projects for each
metropolitan area and throughout the State. To qualify for
Federal financial assistance, all projects contained in TIPs
and STIPs must be derived from an adopted transportation
plan.

Major Investment Studies

Where the metropolitan planning process identifies the
need for a project to provide significant added transporta-
tion capacity on a given corridor (or in a defined sub-area
of the metropolitan area) which will have an impact on the
regional transportation system and which may involve fed-
eral funding, a major investment study (MIS) is required.
The MIS should 1) establish the nature of present and fu-
ture problems in a corridor or sub-area and 2) identify all

reasonable alternative strategies for addressing transporta-
tion demand and produce information on the costs, bene-
fits, and impacts of these alternatives. Flexible funding
supports the analysis of a wide range of multimodal options
within the MIS by providing capital assistance to most po-
tential study outcomes, be they highway, transit, or bicycle
facilities or transportation demand and/or congestion man-
agement strategies.

Flexible funds may also be used to fund planning costs as-
sociated with conducting major investment studies, as well
as provide financial support for many other transportation
planning activities. See page 15 for an example of how two
areas have embraced the MIS concept.

Congestion Management System

ISTEA requires for all transportation management areas
(TMAs; urbanized areas over 200,000 population and other
areas designated at the request of locally elected officials
and the State Governor) that the congestion management
system be a part of the transportation planning process.
The intent of the CMS is to provide a framework for 1) the
identification of corridors and subareas where congestion is
occurring or likely to occur; 2) an evaluation of the cause
and characteristics of congestion within these corridors/
subareas; and 3) the identification and evaluation of poten-
tial strategies to manage congestion and improve the mobil-
ity of persons and goods. In TMAs that are nonattainment
for carbon monoxide and ozone, Federal funds may not be
programmed for highway projects that will result in a sig-
nificant increase in single occupant vehicle (SOV) capacity
unless the project is based on an approved CMS.

Potential congestion management strategies include travel
demand management measures, traffic flow/operational en-
hancements, facilities and programs which encourage the
use of bicycles for non-recreational purposes, and transit
capital and operating improvements. The CMS process is
intended to allow specific mobility-related problems to
drive the identification of solutions, rather than assume that
adding capacity --- either highway or transit --- is the de
Jfacto preferable solution. Like the alternatives evaluated as
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part of the MIS process, most CMS strategies are projects
and programs which are eligible for flexible funding.

Financial Constraints

ISTEA stipulates that metropolitan plans, TIPs, and STIPs
include only those projects for which funding can be rea-
sonably expected to be available. The intent of "financially
constrained" plans and programs is to focus investment on

operating and maintaining the existing transportation sys- .

tem and to prevent TIPs from becoming unrealistic "wish
lists" of projects. Furthermore, in nonattainment areas,
fiscally constrained plans and TIPs ensure that sufficient
funds are available for the implementation of required
transportation control measures (TCMs; see appendix I)
and that the sum of transportation improvements identified
in plans and contained in TIPs demonstrates conformity
with State Implementation Plans for the reduction of trans-
portation related pollutants.

Because of these financial requirements, projects generated
by the transportation planning process must not only meet
cooperatively defined needs, but must be developed within
the context of realistic funding availability. Flexible funds
give decisionmakers great leverage in long term financial
planning by expanding the potential availability of funding
beyond traditional specific Federal highway or transit allo-
cations.

Planning Factors

To help set a direction for the development and preparation '

of plans, TIPs, and major investment studies in metropoli-
tan areas, ISTEA has identified 15 factors which must be
explicitly considered throughout the transportation plan-
ning process (recent legislation designating the National
Highway System has added a sixteenth factor; see box to
the right). These factors address both transportation issues
(i.e. alleviating congestion, preserving existing facilities)
and the need for the process to encompass broader issues
such as consistency with land use planning and the affects
of transportation investments on surrounding communities.

The joint FTA/FHWA planning regulations further define
23 factors for consideration in the development of statewide
plans and STIPs. Metropolitan and statewide planning fac-
tors, combined with the cooperation of affected agencies
and the need to solve the air quality and congestion prob-
lems faced in most urban areas, should serve as the build-
ing blocks for the development of multimodal planning and
project evaluation criteria. As demonstrated by the in-
cluded case studies, the development of multimodal project
evaluation criteria is an important component of any plan-

ning process which intends to get the most out of flexible
funding.

Project Evaluation Processes

Prior to the availability of flexible funding, the selection of
transportation projects was driven in large part by the nar-
rowly defined eligibility of the source of funds being used.

These Federal restrictions discouraged the development of
multimodal project evaluation criteria because any type of
multimodal analysis could not be supported by traditional
funding mechanisms. Flexible funding, however, elimi-
nates these Federal funding limitations, and the develop-
ment of multimodal project evaluation criteria allows
planners to effectively rate the various highway, transit,
and other modal improvements to evaluate how well they
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address the needs defined by the transportation planning
process.

To be most effective, project evaluation criteria must be
credible to the implementing agencies affected by them and
understandable to the decisionmakers responsible for ap-
proving transportation improvement programs. The key to
establishing such criteria is the broad participation of af-
fected agencies in the development of evaluative measures.

Public Involvement

ISTEA further requires that participation in the develop-
ment of plans, programs, and projects extend beyond insti-
tutional entities and embrace the concerns of the general
public. To the extent that transportation investment deci-
sions have far-reaching economic, environmental, and

social effects upon the communities they impact, the in-
volvement of the public is critical in helping MPOs and
States address community values and needs. Furthermore,
an ongoing and open public participation process, which
provides the public with early opportunities for input into
plans and programs, helps to build broad-based consensus
for these planning efforts and minimize dissatisfaction with
resulting transportation improvements.

Public involvement should be a significant element of met-
ropolitan and statewide planning, programming, and pro-
ject prioritizing processes, as well as MIS and
management system activities. An educated and informed
public is the key to ensuring that this involvement is mean-
ingful, productive, and ultimately reflect community goals
for transportation, economic development, and quality of
life.
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ments for the use of each funding source.
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planning activities, including:

Other eligible projects under the Surface Transportation
Program inciude highway and transit safety improvements,
capital and operating costs for traffic management and con-
troi projects, and most Transporiation Control Measures
(TCMs; see appendix 1) established by the Clean Air Act
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Amendmentis of 1990 (CAAA).
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Another element of a successful multimodal planning process is understanding the Federal, State, and local funding
sources which support the implementation of transportation improvement programs.
and FTA flexible funding programs and the improvement opportunities provided by them. While all of the programs
described below may be considered "flexible”, it is important to consider and understand the distinct eligibility require-

The following summarizes FHWA

o

has been set aside for transportation enhancement activi-
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portation facilities into their surrounding communities by
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stand-alone projects with an identifiable relationship to the

intermodal transnortation svstem. Transnortation enhance-
mermeoeaal wansporialion system, 1ransporiaion ennance

ment projects should be generated from the metropolitan

and statewide transnortation nlannine nrocess described in
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the previous section and must be based on strong commu-
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Ten specific categories of transportation enhan ce,__gn_ts are
eligible for funding. Please note that the list is definitive;
only those activities listed below are eligible for transporta-

tion enhancement funding:

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Im-
provement Program

Consistent with the intent of flexible funding, the Conges-
tinn Mitioation and Air ﬂnf\hhr Imnrovement (CMA
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Program is distinguished by its objectives --- i.e. improving

our Nation's air mmhrv and managing traffic congestion ---
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rather than by typical modal eligibility requirements.
CMAQ projects and programs are often innovative solu-

tions to common mobility problems and are driven by
Clean Air Act mandates to attain national ambient air
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quality standards (NAAQS). Eligible activities under the
CMAQ program include:

Eligible TCMs contained in 2 State Implementation Plan
for reducing airborne pollutants are at all times provided
the highest priority for CMAQ funding. Funds under the
$6 billion dollar program must be used in areas designated
by the Environmental Protection Agency as being "nonat-
tainment" for carbon monoxide and ozone NAAQS (see ap-
pendix 2), or in arcas redesignated from nontattinment to
maintenance.

Funds are apportioned to States based on a formula which
considers the severity of its air quality problems as of FY

1994. States which are in attainment of air quality stan-
dards receive 0.5% of the national program, which may be
used for any project or program eligible for assistance un-
der the Surface Transportation Program.

National Highway System

In November, 1995, President Clinton signed into law the
National Highway System (NHS) Act of 1995. The Act of-
ficially establishes the National Highway System and
makes available funding for a wide range of transportation
activities on the NHS. Eligible highway and transit pro-
jects under the NHS program include:

ISTEA authorized funding for the NHS at $21 billion over
six years. Fifty percent of a State's NHS apportionment
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may be transferred to the STP (although up to 100% may
be transferred with the approval of the U.S. Secretary of

Transportation).

Funding Restoration

The NHS Act also restores a portion of FY 1996 Title 23
(Highways) funding which was reduced due to budget com-
pliance provisions contained in ISTEA. These restored
funds may be used for any purpose eligible under the Sur-
face Transportation Program or other Chapter 1, Title 23
Federal-aid programs.

Bridge and Interstate Maintenance programs

Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation program funds are
apportioned among States based on the square footage of
"deficient" highway bridges inventoried by each State. Up
to 40% of Bridge program funds may be transferred by
States to the STP or NHS for purposes consistent with ei-
ther program.

Interstate Maintenance program funds are apportioned to
States based on interstate lane miles and vehicle miles trav-
eled criteria established by Congress. Each State may un-
conditionally transfer up to 20% of its Interstate
Maintenance apportionment to the STP or NHS. In addi-
tion, if a State certifies that its apportionment is in excess
of its maintenance needs, it may, upon approval by the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transfer this excess amount to the
STP or NHS.

Funds transferred by either program to the STP may be
used anywhere within a State.

Donor State Bonus and Minimum Allocation

The Donor State Bonus and Minimum Allocation programs
are additional equity provisions which ensure a return to
"donor" States which contribute more to the Highway Trust
Fund than they receive in Federal-aid apportionments,
Like the STP, a portion of the Donor State Bonus and
Minimum Allocation funds are earmarked for use in areas
of specific population thresholds. Funds available under
these categories may be used for any purpose eligible under
the Surface Transportation Program.

FTA Urbanized Area Formula Transit funds

FTA's Urbanized Area Formula Program provides transit
capital and operating assistance to metropolitan areas of
50,000 and more population. Urbanized Area Formula
funds apportioned fo TMAs which cannot be used for the

payment of transit operating expenses may be made avail-
able for highway projects if the following three conditions
are met:

1. The use of these funds for highway purposes is ap-
proved by the MPO after appropriate notice and op-
portunity for comment and appeal are provided to
affected transit providers;

2. The funds are not needed for capital transit invest-
ments required by the Americans with Disabilities
Act of 1990;

3. State and local funds used to match Urbanized Area
Formula funds made available for highway pur-
poses are also eligible to fund either highway or
transit projects.

10
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While fund flexibility has often been thought, and measured in terms, of their transferability between the Federal
Highway and Transit Administrations, it must be noted that several FHWA programs may provide for transit-related
prajects without funds actually being administered by FTA. For example, eligible projects on the National Highway
System include capital investments in transit, provided they meet the conditions described in the previous section.
The Interstate Maintenance program also provides for specific, limited, transit opportunities.

As importantly, multimodal projects such as HOV lanes and park and ride lots, as well as TSM and TDM strategies
and surface transportation planning activities, may be funded with flexible resources and administered through either
agency. Funding flexibility means that for many multimodal projects, local and State officials have discretion in

choosing how funds are to be administered. However, il is critical that State and local planners understand FHWA's

FHWA Obligation Ceiling

For budgetary reasons, each fiscal year a ceiling is placed
on most programs contained in the overall Federal-aid
highway program. What this generally means is that the
sum total of all FHWA obligations in any fiscal year for
these programs (including STP, CMAQ, and other flexible
programs) may not equal the sum total of available funds
for that year; instead, each State has the authority to obli-
gate only up to its "obligation ceiling". The gap between
the sum of FHWA apportionments and the obligation ceil-
ing is thus carried over as an unobligated balance, which
may then be made available for obligation in future years.

Because this ceiling is applied by Congress to the sum total
of all Federal-aid highway and highway safety construction
program apportionments and not to each individual pro-
gram which collectively make up this total, States have the
flexibility to obligate the mix of FHWA programs which
best meet their transportation needs. MPOs, transit opera-
tors, and other project sponsors need to be aware, however,
that this choice typically allows States to obligate funds for
projects that are immediately ready for implementation
(e.g. contract letting) regardless of individual funding; this,
in turn, may prevent States from obligating their full appor-
tionment of STP, CMAQ, or other flexible funds if a State
has already reached its obligation ceiling.

It should be noted that FHWA flexible funds made avail-
able to FTA are counted against a State's obligation
limitation at the time of the transfer, not with the obligation
by FTA of the funds. Furthermore, any obligation authority
which individual States do not expect to utilize by the end
of the fiscal year is redistributed in August to other States
that are able to utilize more than their share of the total ob-
ligation limitation. This annual redistribution of obliga-
tion authority provides some MPOs and transit operators
another opportunity for funding if projects are already in an
approved STIP and are ready to go.

States which use up both their original ceiling and their re-
distributed authority may further qualify for a bonus ceil-
ing. This additional authority is usually set at an amount
equal to 2.5% of the State's unobligated balance.

FTA Procedures

FTA's obligation ceiling is applied to each individual pro-
gram, rather than as an overall ceiling for all programs.
For FTA formula programs (for example, the Urbanized
Area Formula program), the obligation limitation for a par-
ticular fiscal year consists of the current-year apportioned
funds plus any prior-year unobligated funds. Available
current-year funding for each FTA program is published
annually in the Federal Register following passage of the
annual appropriations act.

Since flexible funds transferred to FTA are already counted
against FHWA's obligation ceiling, they are not affected by
the FTA limitation.

Clearly, it is essential that all players engaged in metropoli-
tan and statewide planning activities understand both the
FTA and FHWA obligation limitation mechanism, and
work together to best manage its State's obligation author-
ity. In addition to carefully monitoring the status of the
limitations to avoid funding shortfalls and to take advan-
tage of any possible authority redistribution, project spon-
sors should also try and get their projects programmed as
early in the fiscal year as possible. The incremental "phas-
ing" of federal funds for major construction projects over a
multiyear period, rather than a larger, one-time obligation,
is another viable strategy to get the most out of a State's ob-
ligation limitatton.




Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA)

-P'edestrian Accessway in Cleveland -

In the last 10 years downtown Cleveland, Ohxo has enjoyed an
amazing renewal. - Rehabilitation of the multimodal Tower City sta-
tion has dramatmally improved rail access to downtown employment
and shopping, and subsequent development -~ such:as the city's
Gateway Sports and Entértainment Complex, home of the baseball
Indians and basketball Cavaliers --- has further revitalized the central
| business district, generating even more jobs and retail opportunities.

An imponizm't piece of the city's redevelopment has been the con:

struction of a Passenger Accessway which links the Tower City
rapid transit station with the Gateway Complex. The 1,050 foot ac-.

cessway, built by the Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority
and funded with $8,000,000 in CMAQ resources, provides a climate-
controlled -pedestrian ‘connection between: downtown's: main tranisit

Flexible funds can be --- and
have been --- used for a variety
of transportation projects and
programs. The following pro-
vides several more examples of
how flexible funds have worked
for communities around the na-
tion, and how the key elements of
a multimodal planning process
--- the development of planning

terminal and the Gateway: The accessway cffectively extends access.
of the RTA's light rail system to the G'lteW'ly Complex; thus:
reducing the need for parking at the Gateway and relieving conges-
tion‘on the area's surrounding streets and: highway network. Further:
more; the dccessway is-totally grade separated; -users.do-not have to
cross downtown :arterials ‘to. gain access to the Gateway, ensurmg a
safe and convenient link between the two facilities. :

partnerships, integration of trans-
portation and land use, and tak-
ing a problem-solving approach
to transportation planning ---
can help areas maintain mobility,
reduce congestion, and provide
more options for travel, while
promoting community and eco-
nomic development goals.

Since the Passenger Accessway opened in 1994;:more: than 940,000
transit trips have been linked to it, removing 625,000 antomobile
trips and 5 million vehicle miles from the road system. Sevemeen
percent of fans attendmg sporting events at the Gateway in 1994
took ddvantage of pubhc transportation to reach:it,

Partnershlps in Prq;ect Development o ‘

One of the keys to successful project planning, development, and implementation is solxcllmg mput and gaining support
from a broad range of community interests. In Grand Rapids, Michigan, for example, the region's transit authority
[ (GRATA) orgamzed a committee of community leaders and' citizens 10 act as an advisory and coordinating body to
GRATA's' long range planning effort. The committee, along with transit and MPO staff, will create and evaluate visions
of what a multimodal transportation system will look like in Grand Raplds, and how investiients:in transportation’ can
help reduce commuting costs, traffic congestion, parking requirements, energy consumption and air pollation. Among
other activities, the committee. is visiting model transit communities to determine what lcssons they can bring to Grand
Rapids. Some of the ideas generated to meet these goals include a reverse commute service; rideshare marketing; and
the implementation of a new downtown Circulator service. GRATA has.utilized nearly $3 million in CMAQ funds over
the 1ast three years to fund these and other nnprovemenm and thelr mulumodal task force contmues to-generate new and
innovative ideas. :

A similar approach to participatory planning is occurring ‘in Berks: Coumy, Pennsylwmla The: Reddlng Area MPO cre-
ated a CMAQ Task Force. comprised of 25 representatives from area businesses, the region's transit provider; and city
and county pkummg officials, to review all CMAQ projects proposed for the region. In addition to meeting air quality
objectives, CMAQ projects must be endorsed by the committee as being consistent with regional needs and priorities:
before they can be included in the ‘area’s TIP. Among. the projects endorsed by the task force are-a serles of park and
ride lots to reheve congestion on major arterials.

The wide rdnge of multimodal projects ehgnble for assistance under ﬂemhle fund pro grams reqmre a more inclusive ap-
proach to goal formulation: and project develupmem The: incorporation: of comununity and. bUSIHﬁSS interests helps 1o
generate innovative ideas and build broad consensus for investments in improving air quality. :
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CMAQ: Planting a Seec :’nffSanta Barbara ;

traffic congequon ¢nd parkmg shortages, and lookcd }'t_he city's Metropolitan
Transit District (MTD) for help in solvmg these problems.. After looking at
the area’s demographics and student's. commuting behavior, the MTD found

population, had no direct bus service 1o the college. Exxstmg travel by bus re-

few students rode the bus.

MTD recommended the’implementatian aof a new express route between Isla
Vista and the college. The objective of the service was to provide a
more direct route to- the coIIege which would etfectively. compete with the
automobile in terms of trip time. Of course, adding new service would result
in reducing needed service on other lines, so additional funding would be re-

was: encoumermg scvere’

that Isla Vista, a community just west of Santa Barban with a Lmrge student

quired a transfer at the city's downtown TranSI Cémer to a City College bus.
The average trip time for this’ commme Was S". mmmeq and comequently,:

shorter;

s Mobility Manager -

“The Beaver County Transit Authority
'(BCTA) prowdes limited fixed route

and paratransit services in western
Pennsylvania. Completlon of the
neatby Pittsburgh International Airport
and the resultmg associated develop-

ment has put pressure on the Author-

ity to expand its scope of services to

teach a rapldly grcwmg markel

Usm‘g_STP funds, t,he BC:TA has com-
pleted the market research and plan-
ning for a multimodal Mobility
Muanager system. The Mobility Man-
ager is intended to not only provide m-

formation to users of the various
fixed-route, paratransnt taxt, and other
shared ride services available in the :
County but will coordinate the sched- |
:uhng and routing of vehicles to pro- .
vide more cfficient: transpartauon
services, STP funds are prograxmned
'through 1998 for ITS technologies
such as advanced communijcations
equipment and automatic vehicle loca-
tion systems; ultimately, travelers will |
be able to get real time information on
transit and traffic conditions, inci-
dents, and weather.

quired. With the backing of the college, and the support of the region’s MPO,
the MTD soughtand received $320 000 in CMAQ funds to initiate the Jska
Vista Express service.

The express bus wag a'n' immediate success; trip time by bus was reduced to
30 minutes , less. than travel by automublle Use of the service increased.
steadily: within two years daxly ridership. from Isla Vlsta 10 City College had |
increased by 255%. This increase in new bus riders proved to be decisive in
the campus’ approval, in April, 1994, of estabhqhmg a bus pass program, to
e paid for by student fees Earher anempts at passage of a bus pass program |
had been unsuccessful

The pass went into eftect in August 1994 Overall MTD ndersmp subse-
quently expanded by 5%, primarily became of: the increase in City College
pass users. Funds from the student pass program has enabled the MTD to in-
corporate the Isla stt;a Express into regular Toute structure after CMAQ
funds expire. :

Thmugh 1ts Mub111ty Manager system,
the BCTA is beginning to see itself as
a manager of services, rather than sim-
ply as a.provider. STP funds are help-
ing the Authority reinvent itself to
utilize emerging technologies and de-
liver more efficient, convenient and in-
novative public fransportation services.

The Isla Vista Exprec,s has effectwely met the tmfﬁc mitigation abjectives
pursued originally by MTD and City College. Moreover, it has contributed to
a reduction in SOV travel in the region, ‘Perhaps most 1mportantly, the suc-
cess of this new service has helped the MTD to gain credibility and support
for subsequent service 1mpr0vements, smne of them funded wﬂh additional
CMAQ resources. - :

- Multimodal Funds at Work

Comnmuter and heavy rail: operatmns express and. local bus service, and the regional highway system prov1de Dade
County, Florida, residents with several - modal options for travel. - The Dade County MPO, however, found that the cffi-
ciency of the overall multimadal transporiation sysiem is Himited in some areas by 1) poor connectivity between modes; 2)
increasingly congested roadway conditions; and 3) lack of mtegtatmn of land use and surface transportation planning. - A
1992 study to improve mtermod'ﬂ connections to the Miai International Airport and major. employment centers identi-
fied an intermodal center, linking the airport with intracity, commuter, and future high-speed regional rail, bus and ferry
service, and planned hlgbway expansmn (mcl ing the region's EasyWest Multimodal Corridor); as a means to address
these multiple issues. The ultimate intent of the Migmi Intermodal Center (MIC) is to improve access to the airport, fos-
ter appropriate. developmem in:the surrounding area, and make the transfer of passengers between transn thhway and
air modes as safe eﬁimeut and "seamless" as possxble : : : e

The delivery of Federdl doll"nrs to support mu!nmodal prejects silould be JHSt as seamless: FHWA, through the. Flonda
Department.of Transportation, has administered neariy $16 million in CMAQ funds for project planmng, preliminary en-
gingering, and environmental work for the MIC: FTA has also served in an advisory capacity. ‘$700 million in Federal,
State, and other resources are programmed in the region’s TIP for project construction. . The MIC demonstrates not only
a cooperative Federal-State-tocal and hlghway-transltaau partnership to project planning, but: the flexibility of CMAQ
program funds: despite the significant transit. com_pguents to the project, no transfer of funds to FTA was necessary:
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Investments in transportation facilities should incorporate both community and regional needs
and be seen within the context of surrounding economic development. The following two ex-
amples demonstrate how two communities have tied transportation, land use, and economic
development planning into a comprehensive strategy for revitalizing urban neighborhoods.

A Tale 0fTonerm1f als -

The Rensselaer Amtrak -station, located just across the ai
‘Hudson River from downtown Albany,; New York; serves:
as the region's major terminal of downtown-oriented rail

trips.. : The facility, however, suffers from long overdue ..
“maintenance work and inadequate access by private vehi-
cle. 'Meanwhile, the area surrounding the terminal has de-
clined over the past several years, and no master plan has

existed to:guide its redevelopment

Planners in the -Capitalv District recognized the im’poﬁaxice

of the Rensselaer station as both an amportant link for: re-

gional travel and as a possible centerpiece for economic de-
‘velopment:in the Rensselaer community, ~In early 1994,
‘using both: CMAQ funds and city generated revenues. the
Capital District Transportation Authority (CDTA) com-
‘missioned a development study for the area surrounding

the station. While the CDTA administered the study, an

advisory committee, comprised of city, county, and State.
officials, as well as representatives from Amtrak, local

businesses, and rail commuters, provided policy direction

1o the study. :Ebugr committee meetings were open to the _
public to provide for their input. A final report, which in-

cludes both a station development plan and a plan for de-

velopment i the neighborhood around the station was -

completed i in October:; 1995

As directed from this:report; rehabilitation of the Rensse-
laer Intermodal Station and neighborhood - revitalization -
efforts will encompass several elements of the community |
‘and are being sought from a variety of financial sources.
FTA capital transit funds, matched with state transit and

rail resources, will provide several passenger amenities to
the station and improve access to it by bus and automobile;

meanwhile; FHWA funds may be used for bridge i improve-

ments which will enhance access between Rensselaer and

downtown Albany. Concurrently, the city of Rensselaer is
using $250,000 in community development funds for infra-

structure  improvements in the residential nelghborhood.’
‘around the station; the county's Industrial Development
Agency is financing a hotel feasibility study on' the site; -
and the city is: ﬁnancmg plans for a new City Hall near'the

stanon

By cooperating with local development: agencies and the

:rt:gion?'s.MPO,:CDTA will be part of a partnership that will
jlevegge a variety of state; local and Federal transportation’ -

urban dcvelopment funds for much needed xmproveg
ments, ‘The result is more than just an intermodal termi-

-nal; s an Jnvestment in the rebm!dmg of a valued;

community.

The cit’y of Wordeé'ter MA is also focusing on the rehabili=
- tation of its historic Union Station as a major component
- of its economic deveiopmem plans; ‘Onge one of the great

drchitectiiral treasu land Union Station has

been abandoned since f979 victimized by vandalism, and

threatened with demplition. ' Yet the station --- which is
located near downtown Worcester and Interstate 290 and is
built on two rail lines = has the potential for playing a

“major role in facﬂltatmg passenger tmvel both locally and;
throughout the reglon B :

fUSlng CMAQ funds, the Worcester Regxonal Transu
jAuthcmty (WRTA) and _
have studied the transportatwn air quality, and economic
“development impacts of a renovated, operational Union

,‘c1ty s Redevelopmem Authonty;

Station. Public input was solicited regarding various reno-

“vation altematwes and a: Umon Station Cominittee, cons
sisting of various transportatmn, busmess cotmunity, ‘and

preservanon mterests was created to guide the study.

Based onthe results of the study and public comment, the
"WRTA concluded that a feasible restoration of the Station

could maintain thﬁ arch:tecturai character of the facility

_while at the same time be expanded to serve local; express, |
~and innercity bus service, airport shattle and taxi service, 4|
‘parking garage, Amtrak, and the Massachusetts Bay;
, Transportatlon Authontys oommuter raxl exiension, The'

Station would accommodate blcycle and pedestrian traﬁic‘
to downtown, and will prowde space for commercial activi-

ties and a visitor center highlighting the Blackstone River.

Valley, The total project cost is estimated at $35 million
and is proposed to be funded under a combination of
CMAQ and Urbamzed Area Formula funds.

' Worcesters Intermodal Union Statlon will make traveling

by all modes more convemem, will improve the area's air
“quality, and will serve as a conduit to future development

~ around the facility. As with ‘the Renssclaer Intermodal

Station; Umen Statlon is seen by the comumunity as noti
only an unportant regional transportanon asset but as A
catalyst to the rewtahzanou of dU’WDtO’WH Worcester, .-

14




Flexible Funding Opportunities for Transportation Investments

: US 301 South Corridor MIS bl

The ‘50~1mle US 301 Corridor stretches from US Route 50 in Bowie, Maryland south to the Potomac River. US 301 was |
originally built as a ‘bypass of Washmgmn DC. As the Washington area spread eastward, however, commercial and
residential development occurred along the highway, leadmg 10-a congested mix of local:and through traffic on much of
the corridor. A proposal for a new, limited access Outer Beltway to divert through traffic was met with substantial pub-.
lic opposition. ]

Subsequently, an MIS has been undertaken bﬁ/ the Maryland Department of'Transporiatlon m'cooperauon with local |
ransportation agencies,. to dddress the US 301 corridor’s existing and future l:ramsponatmn problem “The study includes
a broad set of highway, transit, and policy options, mcludmg

* a six-lane fully-controlled access highway with the existing traffic lights replaced w1th a mmlmum number of
interchanges; S

*a light rail line along US 301 and MD 5 connecting to a future Metrorail Station at Branch Avenue;
* commuter rail 'on ex1sung tracks that parallel US 301;
* HOV lanes on US 301, MD 5, and MD 205:
* increased local and express bus service;
® park and ride lots; telecommuting centers; and land use changes.

The MIS process is being used to generate and evaluate alternative strategy packages which include combinations of
these tacilities and policies. This process may set the stage for the selection of a multimodal package of improvements |
as the preferred investment strategy. These strategies are being explored with the public through an extensive outreach
program, including a 76-member citizen task force.

Denver's Coordinated MIS Process.
In the Denver metropolitan area, three agenmes collaborate in the re-
gional transportation. planning process: the Reglonal Transportation
District (RTD). the Colorado. Depmmem ot Transponanon (CDOT),
and the Penver Regional Council of Govemmems (DRCOG) Con-
 struction of a new international airport, rapid gro v .throughaut the fe-
gion, and increasing congestion and concem: for the area's air quality

ISTEA's  major invest- requires that these agencics take a collaborative reglonal approach to
ment study (MIS) require- transportation problem-solving,

ment provides the : . . . e
transportation planning The agencies have colleetively identitied three major transportation

partnership with a mecha-
nism for evaluating a
broad range of multimodal
facility and policy options
for solving transportation
problems. Flexible funds

can be used to fund both
the MIS and most of the
alternatives identified and
analyzed by the study.

corridors as candidates for a major investment study.  To facilitate the

required analyses, a coordinated MIS process is being utilized to pri-

oritize activities among the three corridors, as well as within each cor-

| ridor. Each corridor is managed by a different lransportanon agency,

but an MIS Coordination Committee; comprised of mpresent(mves
fiom the RTD, CDOT, and DRCOG, as well as the consultant teams

involved in-the studies, has been established to facilitate congsistency
-among the three corridors. - One intent of the Coordination Committee

is to:develop a Guidance Mamual to establish common procedures for
evaluating alternatives for each MIS. DRCOG and RTD are further
cooperating to provide joint traffic and patronage forecasts forall three
studies.

The overall goal of this cooperation is to ensure consistent and credible

information to help decisionmakers select a priority corridor for invest-
ment. A cooperative approach to conductmg an MIS also helps fit fo-
ture corridor 1mpr0vements to the region's long ranige transportation
and air quality improvement plans, ensures: that these nnprovements
can be achieved with identified funds, and prowdes # consistent Vllel‘l
for the future of the Denver metmpohtan area G
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Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA)

“ Alal[.)en‘(:iixl
Transportation Control Measures (TCMs)

Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990
Section 108(b)(1)(A)

(i) programs for improved public transit;

(ii) restriction of certain roads or lanes to, or construction of such roads or lanes for use by, passenger buses or high oc-
cupancy vehicles;

(iii) employer-based transportation management plans, including incentives;

(iv) trip reduction ordinances;

(v) traffic flow improvement programs that achieve emission reductions;

(vi) fringe and transportation corridor parking facilities serving multiple occupancy vehicle programs or transit service;

(vii) programs to limit or restrict vehicle use in downtown areas or other areas of emission concentration particularly
during periods of peak use;

(viii) programs for the proviston of all forms of high-occupancy, shared-ride services;

(ix) programs to limit portions of road surfaces or certain sections of the metropolitan area to the use of non-motorized
vehicles or pedestrian use, both as to time and place;

(x) programs for secure bicycle storage facilities and other facilities, including bicycle lanes, for the convenience and
protection of bicyclists, in both public and private areas;

(xi) programs to control extended idling of vehicles;

(xii) programs to reduce motor vehicle emissions, consistent with Title 1I, which are caused by extreme cold start
conditions;

(xiii) employer-sponsored programs to permit flexible work schedules;

(xiv) programs and ordinances to facilitate non-automobile travel, provision and utilization of mass transit, and to gen-
erally reduce the need for single-occupant vehicle travel, as part of transportation planning and development ef-
forts of a locality, including programs and ordinances applicable to new shopping centers, special events, and
other centers of vehicle activity;

(xv) programs for new construction and major reconstruction of paths, tracks or areas solely for the use by pedestrian or
other non-motorized means of transportation when economically feasible and in the public interest. For pur-
poses of this clause, the Administrator shall also consult with the Secretary of the Interior; and

(xvi) program to encourage the voluntary removal from use and the marketplace of pre-1980 model year light duty ve-
hicles.and pre-1980 model light duty trucks.
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Flexible Funding Opportunities for Transportation Inyestments

Appendix II

Designated Ozone and Carbon Monoxide
Nonattainment Areas

Classified Ozone Nonattainment Areas
as of February 14, 1996

Dates in parenthesis are when ozone standards must be met

Extreme (2010)

Los Angeles-South Coast Air Basin, CA

Chicago-Gary-Lake County, IL-IN
Houston-Galveston-Brazoria, TX
Milwaukee-Racine

Baltimore, MD
Philadelphia-Wilmington-Trenton, PA-NJ-DE-MD

Atlanta, GA

Baton Rouge, LA

Beaumont-Port Arthur, TX
Boston-Lawrence-Worcester, MA-NH
El Paso, TX

Greater Connecticut

Moderate (1996)

Atlantic City, NJ
Cincinnati-Hamilton, OH-KY
Cleveland-Akron-Lorain, OH
Dallas-Fort Worth, TX

Grand Rapids, MI

Kewaunee County, WI

Knox and Lincoln Counties, ME
Lewiston-Ashburn, ME
Louisville, KY-IN
Manitowoc County, WI
Monterey Bay, CA
Muskegon, MI

Marginal (1993)

Albany-Schnectady-Troy, NY
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, PA-NJ
Altoona, PA

Birmingham, AL

Buffalo-Niagara Falls, NY

Canton, OH

Columbus, OH

Door County, WI

Erie, PA

Essex County, NY

Evansville, IN

Hancock and Waldo Counties, ME
Harrisburg-Lebanon-Carlisle, PA
Jefferson County, NY

Johnstown, PA

Kent and Queen Anne's Counties, MD

Severe (2007)

Severe (2005)

Serious (1999)

New York-N. New Jersey-Long Isle, NY-NJ-CT
Southeast Desert Modified AQMA, CA

Sacramento Metro, CA
Ventura County, CA

Portsmouth-Dover-Rochester, NH
Providence, RI

San Diego, CA

San Joaquin Valley, CA
Springfield, MA

Washington, DC-MD-VA

Nashville, TN

Phoenix, AZ
Pittsburgh-Beaver Valley, PA
Portland, ME

Poughkeepsie, NY

Reading, PA

Richmond, VA

Salt Lake City, UT

Santa Barbara-Santa Maria-Lompoc, CA
Sheboygan, WI

St. Louis, MO-IL

Lake Charles, LA
Lancaster, PA
Manchester, NH

Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newp. News, VA
Portland-Vancouver, OR-WA

Reno, NV

Scranton-Wilkes Barre, PA
Seattle-Tacoma, WA

Smyth County, DE

Sunland Park, NM

Sussex County, DE

Walworth County, WI

York, PA
Youngstown-Warren-Sharon, OH-PA
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Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA)

Appendix I (continued)
Classified Carbon Monoxide Nonattainment Areas

Serious
Los Angeles South Coast Air Basin

Moderate > 12.7 ppm

Anchorage, AK New York-N. New Jer-Long Isle, NY-NJ-CT
Denver-Boulder, CO Provo, UT

Fresno, CA Seattle-Tacoma, WA

Las Vegas, NV Spokane, WA

Moderate <=12.7 ppm

Albuquerque, NM Minneapolis, MN

Baltimore, MD Missoula, MT

Boston, MA Modesto, CA

Chico, CA Ogden, UT

Colorado Springs, CO Philadelphia-Camden County, PA-NJ
El Paso, TX Phoenix, AZ

Fairbanks, AK Portland-Vancouver, OR-WA

Fort Collins, CO Raleigh-Durham, NC

Grants Pass, OR Reno, NV

Hartford-New Britain-Middletwon, CT Sacramento, CA

Klamath Falls, OR San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose, CA
Lake Tahoe South Shore, CA San Diego, CA

Longmont, CO Stockton, CA

Medford, OR Washington, DC-MD-VA

Duluth, MN Winston-Salem, NC

Cleveland, OH Syracuse, NY

Memphis, TN

# US. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1996 - 405-571 - 814/55752
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