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AMPO Survey Results:  Planning and Operations

This AMPO survey was conducted in cooperation with the National Coalition on Advancing Transportation Operations to gain an understanding of how MPOs incorporate regional transportation system management and operations (M&O) in their transportation plans, programs, and project investments.  The survey was conducted in December 2003, and received 44 responses.  

Respondents were given the following definition of regional transportation systems management and operations:

An integrated program to optimize the performance of existing infrastructure through the implementation of multi- and intermodal, cross-jurisdictional systems, services, and projects designed to preserve capacity and improve security, safety, and reliability of the regional transportation system.  Transportation systems management and operations includes regional operations collaboration and coordination activities among transportation and public safety agencies, and improvements such as traffic detection and surveillance, arterial management, freeway management, demand management, work zone management, emergency management, electronic toll collection, automated enforcement, traffic incident management, roadway weather management, traveler information services, commercial vehicle operations, traffic control, freight management, and coordination of highway, rail, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian operations.

Note that management and operations does NOT include routine roadway or transit system maintenance activities.

Section - Long Range Planning

1. Does your current MPO long-range transportation plan include M&O programs or strategies?
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2. If yes:
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3. Were you able to model/quantify the benefits of M&O to enable comparison with capital construction of roadway or transit capacity?
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4. If yes, how?

· Minor increases in per lane capacities (+10 percent) are assumed for facilities that are coded with "traffic operation systems" (TOS) flag variables. Typically free-flow speeds are not adjusted due to operation and maintenance strategies. (Metropolitan Transportation Commission)

· Some aspects such as signal coordination could be modeled directly.  Other aspects such as incident management were modeled indirectly.  That is, estimates of incident related delay were modeled for varying degrees of system disruption.  A portion of this excess delay, excess user cost, excess emissions was assumed to be addressed through formal incident management / TMC / help patrols / traffic information services. (Capital District Transportation Committee)

· Used IDAS Model (OKI Regional Council of Governments)

· We applied some model trickery. We assuming there would be an equivalent to 10 percent reduction in trips region wide as a result of certain Management and Operations, ITS and demand reduction strategies. The assumption was intended to reflect that increased efficiency in operations as a result of M& O, ITS and demand reduction activities would offset some fragment of the rate of future increases in trips & traffic volumes, which in turn would reduce delays improve travel times for remaining users on the system equivalent to a 10 percent regional trip reduction. This reduction was applied strategically (not uniformly) throughout the region based on geography/land use/density and trip origins and destinations, and actually ranged from a reduction of 1 percent on the externals to as high as 18 percent on some segments in the urban core and University areas consistent with our adopted Regional Concept of Management and Operations and Regional Land Use Vision. This fragment was split off from the trip table and the remainder were run as a separate assignment as part of a package of 8 network alternatives, which ranged from a High Transit to a Highways Only alternative. This reduction was included as part of our adopted network alternative. (Tri-County Regional Planning Commission)

· We did some off-model estimate of productivity gains that can be attributed to specific M&O strategies proposed in the plan based on available research literature.  For example, implementation of comprehensive corridor-wide ITS program have been documented to improve throughput of the corridor by at least 5% to 10%. (Southern California Association of Governments)

5. What percentage of your total LRTP investment is represented by M&O programs and strategies?

· .01% (Washoe County Regional Transportation Commission)

· 10 percent (Huntsville Area Transportation Study)

· 10% (ATRC)

· 10-12% (El Paso)

· 15% (Sarasota/Manateewe)

· 36% (Broward County)

· 4.5% (Mid-America Regional Council)

· 5 (CCMPO)

· 5% (Ithaca-Tompkins County Transportation Council)

· 5% (Binghamton Metropolitan Transportation Study)

· 5% (Kentuckiana Regional Planning & Development Agency)

· 5% for major locality in MPO - less than 5% region wide (Roanoke Valley Area MPO)

· <10% Our investments are related to ITS hardware at the Canadian border as well as related infrastructure projects, but funds are project specific and outside of normal MPO PL funding categories. (Whatcom)

· A small   percentage  (1-2%) for ITS/ Intelligent Transportation Systems (Brownsville MPO)

· A very small percentage - these are inexpensive, albeit "big bang for the buck" kinds of projects in our region at this time (Thurston Regional Planning Council)

· Approximately 5% (Augusta GA - SC)

· Approximately 55% of the total expenditure proposed is for M&O. (Southern California Association of Governments)

· At least 75% (Cowlitz-Wahkiakum Council of Governments)

· In the LRTP, ITS Infrastructure (capital) is budgeted for $10.3 M/yr; ITS operating is $2.54M/yr on top of traditional traffic signals, operations, etc.  Percentage-wise, this compares to a federal-aid total of approximately $100 M/yr and a grand total (federal/state/local) transportation budget of approximately $500 M/yr for all transportation capital, maintenance and operations on all modes in the four-county region.  If the ITS and M&O were to come exclusively from the federal-aid program, this would equate to about 10% for capital, 2.5% for supplemental ITS M&O. (Capital District Transportation Committee)

· Less than 10% (Columbia Area Transportation Study)

· Less than one percent (OKI Regional Council of Governments)

· Not available. (Rhode Island State Planning Council / Statewide Planning)

· Nothing specifically (St. Cloud Area Planning Organization,)

· Of total 25 year revenues, approximately $1 billion or 1.1% is dedicated to regional operational programs. This includes regional projects managed by our organization (the MPO) only.  It does not include system management projects being administered by other  agencies in our region. (Metropolitan Transportation Commission)

· To date, we have identified about 2 million dollars worth of capital projects programmed in the first five year period of our adopted plan plus another nearly 2.75 million which is in a single High Priority Project for signal system upgrades, integration and emergency vehicle prioritization. We have been directed by our committees to begin developing criteria and procedures to create a set-aside program to reserve some percentage of future attributable STP funds to management and operations projects. Out of a 1.5 bullion dollar investment program through 2025, the percentage reserve4d for M & O to date is small, but we have treated M & O as intrinsic to the process in a big way and are committed to expanding that percentage over time by directing our federal aid dollars to this approach. (Tri-County Regional Planning Commission)

· We can't answer this, because we don't currently separate operations and maintenance costs in our LRTP.  We only include individual M & O capital projects in the LRTP. (Lee County MPO)
6. M&O programs typically require both a capital investment (in ITS hardware or a traffic management center, for example) and ongoing support.  Which does your LRTP fund?
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7. If no, indicate why not:
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Section - Short Range Programming

8. Does your current TIP include M&O programs or projects?
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9. If yes, what is the total dollar value of M&O programs/projects?

· $ 957,250 (Battle Creek Area Transportation Study)

· $1,210.000.00 (Augusta GA - SC)

· $1.150 million (Binghamton Metropolitan Transportation Study)

· $117,859,100 (Mid-America Regional Council)

· $14,300,000 (Kentuckiana Regional Planning & Development Agency)

· $2 million (Metroplan)

· $233.1 million. (Metropolitan Transportation Commission)

· $240 million (over 2 years) (Rhode Island State Planning Council / Statewide Planning)

· $40 Million (Sarasota/Manatee)

· $5.2 M for the three-year STIP portion of the program. (Capital District Transportation Committee)

· $500,000 (ATRC)

· $587,000 (Ithaca-Tompkins County Transportation Council)

· 25,000/yr (CCMPO)

· 500,000 (Huntsville Area Transportation Study)

· 6 million (Washoe County Regional Transportation Commission)

· Approx. $6-8 million dollars (El Paso)

· Approximately $10 million. (Thurston Regional Planning Council)

· Approximately $25 million; approximated because some M&O features are included in major projects but not separately listed.  This is an extraordinary year to be asking this question.  There are several MAJOR interstate projects that include ITS features.  The MPO/DOT also are constructing a TMC and enhanced signal system, so the value of M&O programs in the current TIP is not representative of an average 5-year period in the past.  The future might show an equal or even greater commitment to M&O programs/projects. (Pensacola, Michael Zeigler)

· Approximately $3 billion. (Southern California Association of Governments)

· Don't know. (NW Indiana RPC)

· It is not clear what costs we are supposed to include in M & O (particularly operating) costs.  Our TIP includes state as well as federal capital costs, but not local government projects or costs, and does not even include all state operating costs.  For instance, the local government support for transit operations and fare box and advertising revenues are not included in the TIP, while state and federal transit grants are.  State reimbursement to local government for traffic signal operating expenses are included, but operation of a traffic management center and incident management systems, freeway service patrols, and highway lighting operating costs, are not. (Lee County MPO)

· Listed as "statewide" and "district wide" amounts so it is difficult to arrive at an MPO dollar amount, however it is certainly less than 5% of entire TIP (Roanoke Valley Area MPO)

· Roughly, 3.5 million out of a nearly 403 million dollar program (Tri-County Regional Planning Commission)

· Unknown (French Broad River MPO)

· Unknown because they are funded on a statewide basis (Dover/Kent County MPO)

· We fund ITS and other congestion management activities at approximately $500,000/year (Columbia Area Transportation Study)

10. What percentage of your TIP does M&O represent?

· 1% (Binghamton Metropolitan Transportation Study)

· 1.4% of the total highway + transit program; (Capital District Transportation Committee)

· 10 percent (Huntsville Area Transportation Study)

· 10% (ATRC)

· 2% (Ithaca-Tompkins County Transportation Council)

· 2.5% (Kentuckiana Regional Planning & Development Agency)

· 3.0% (Metropolitan Transportation Commission)

· 3.4% (Battle Creek Area Transportation Study)

· 40% (Sarasota/Manatee)

· 46% of TIP resources are allocated to "System Management" projects.  This includes construction projects that improve traffic flow. (Rhode Island State Planning Council / Statewide Planning)

· 6.25% (Mid-America Regional Council)

· 7% (Washoe County Regional Transportation Commission)

· <10% with reference to the region’s TIP as opposed to MPO generated and funded projects (Whatcom)

· <5 (Columbia Area Transportation Study)

· About 25% (Thurston Regional Planning Council)

· Approximately 10%. (Southern California Association of Governments)

· Don't know. (NW Indiana RPC)

· Less than 1% (CCMPO)

· Less than 1.0 % (Augusta GA - SC)

· Less than 5% (Roanoke Valley Area MPO)

· Miniscule, see earlier numbers. (Tri-County Regional Planning Commission)

· See response to question 9. (Lee County MPO)

· Small (Metroplan)

· The approximate $25 million is about 4 percent of the FY 03/04 - 07/08 TIP. (Pensacola)

· Unknown (Dover/Kent County MPO,)

· Unknown, but small (French Broad River MPO)

11. Indicate which project types are in your current TIP:
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Other:

· Ridesharing operations, work zone safety & enforcement, some traditional signal and intersection safety type projects, emergency vehicle prioritization, ITS signal integration Roundabouts; rail / highway signal coordination

· Surveillance and communications equipment along freeway 

· Transit Automatic Vehicle Locator/Computer Aided Dispatch System Upgrade Transit operations 

12. If no, indicate why not:
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Other:

· M&O not sexy from political standpoint 

· NCDOT handles M&O programming 

· There are items that relate but we don't label them as M & O

13. How does your MPO fund the capital elements of M&O programs or projects?
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14. How does your MPO fund the ongoing operating costs of M&O programs or projects?


[image: image8.wmf]9

14

6

18

23

CMAQ

STP

NHS

State transportation fund

(primary source, not match to

federal $)

Local funds (primary source,

not match to federal $)


Section - Planning Process

15. Does your planning process reflect measurements of actual system performance, like travel time, reliability, and incidence of non-recurring congestion?

[image: image9.wmf]Yes

No

54.55% (24)

45.45% (20)

Mean: 1.45


16. What strategies would increase the likelihood of your MPO including M&O in your LRTP and TIP?
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Other:

· Additional funding - we have many unmet needs 

· Adequate funding 

· Federal or state requirement that operating costs be included in MPO LRTP and TIP, and state cooperation in providing MPOs forecasts of state and federal funds available for operations. 

· Implementation funding based on demonstrated need

· It is of little use in small MPOs where there is a lack of funding for staff or capital for M&O! 

· Make projection for the next 25 years for M&O cost so it can be included in the financial assumptions. 

· More funding for M&O or mandate that a certain % of federal funds be dedicated to M&O 

· Much worse congestion 

· Training of State DOT staff 

· We have developed new reporting mechanisms to keep partner agencies apprised of the effectiveness of operational projects managed regionally

17. If you have developed a methodology to either quantitatively measure or qualitatively articulate the benefits of funding M&O activities, please describe:

· M&O for transit operation is included in the LRTP and the difference between the regular Hwy maintenance cost and that in South Florida is included in the financial assumption of the LRTP (Broward County)

· Our region's first traffic management center is currently in the design phase. Anticipate construction in calendar year 2004. (Augusta GA - SC)

· See question #4. (Capital District Transportation Committee)

· See response to Q4. (Southern California Association of Governments)

· We have determined that the benefit /cost of our region's ITS is 12 to 1. The IDAS model was used for the analysis. (OKI Regional Council of Governments)

· We have identified and adopted 5 year and 20-year investment strategies and performance measures. Not all of the data necessary measure performance currently exists or is being processed, but we are generally moving in this direction. (Tri-County Regional Planning Commission)

· We routinely (3 yr schedule) monitor the performance of the functional class identification system w/LOS determined for all signalized intersections and corridors both urban and rural.  Signalized locations are prioritized based on crash data, LOS and then ADT; corridors are prioritized based on ADT and crash data. (Lima-Allen County Regional Planning Commission)

18. Do the operating agencies in your region participate in institutional coordination/collaboration?
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19. Do you have any other comments on incorporation of M&O in your planning and programming activity?

· 1) We’ve been successful in building coalitions of non-traditional partners around incident management opportunities.  These coalitions are budding new ideas for longer-range strategies and other kinds of coordination efforts, such as shared communications systems. 2.  There is some resistance on the part of local road engineers to the federal definition of "maintenance and operations" as applied to this MPO planning process.  It is not consistent with their various uses of the phrase.  When talking with our local partners we use M&O as they use it, not as the feds use it, since they're the ones who are actually doing on-the-ground implementation and working to secure funding from each of their local governing agencies. (Thurston Regional Planning)

· Because this is a new AMPO proposal for reauthorization, we have been both interested in, but concerned about, M&O planning/projects/programs.  If this is to become a new planning practice for MPOs, training is essential.  Also, the MPO will want to see how plans and projects can be funded without major diversions of facility construction funds.   This response is for the Pensacola MPO.  Because we staff the Ft. Walton Beach and Panama City MPOs as well, the responses will be essentially the same for all 3 MPOs. (Pensacola)

· CTCs are generally reluctant to commit to specific M&O expenditures.  M&O expenditures needs to be worked out earlier on in the planning process.  Documenting a strong argument for M&O expenditures goes a long way in convincing the CTCs and other implementing agencies. (Southern California Association of Governments)

· DelDOT owns and operates the transportation system.  We get information about M&O decisions they have made.  They do the CMS for the MPO that provides info about M&O needs. (Dover/Kent County MPO)

· If it becomes a priority for the state DOT it will be easier to include in TIP.  Since the 3 C process is a partnership between Federal, State and MPO levels, the state needs to be committed to providing and/or "flexing" the funds. (Roanoke Valley Area MPO)

· It will be a few more years before the Augusta-Aiken area has a fully operational M&O system in place. (Augusta GA - SC)

· M&O systems are less cost effective in smaller urban areas, where congestion may not be as grave and where economies of scale are missing. In this situation State level support is missing because they are looking at larger problem areas. Even when the need is legitimate and quantifiable, projects in smaller urban areas may go unfunded. (Ithaca-Tompkins County Transportation Council)

· Necessary and valuable tool to address transportation congestion and high cost of new roads and transit. (Sarasota/Manatee)

· Our MPO is small in size-- we have 3 full-time staff. So we don't have the staff to tackle technically challenging issues in terms of congestion management, and other issues at this time. Given add'l resources (funds) we might be able to do more in this sphere. No mandates...please. (Brownsville MPO)

· Our success derived from ITS and M&O being identified and addressed as a key element in the MPO's LRTP process, rather than coming to the MPO from operating agencies.  Availability of CMAQ funds has been crucial to implementation.  If NHS or STP funds were the only option, funding M&O would have been more difficult. (Capital District Transportation Committee)

· Regarding #18. Coordination/collaboration is a goal and objective to the degree possible with different agencies/entities. There is a lack of full time dedicated transportation staff to handle transportation projects, programs and activities. (Macon County RPC)

· The current draft plan places more emphasis in this area, and we will be using the UPWP to move in this direction. (CCMPO)

· The operational projects that we have undertaken need to be brought to maturity before other new activities will be considered. (Metropolitan Transportation Commission)

· There is a cost factor in coordinating M&O in our overall MPO planning programs. Where is the money going to come from? (Lafayette Consolidated Government)

· There is not an operating agency with regional system responsibility. MPO authority and funding eligibility should be broadened under the law to allow assumption of those operating responsibilities. (Metroplan)

· Very difficult in light of little, if any, new revenue for new projects ... public wants to see new things on the street (Cowlitz-Wahkiakum Council of Governments)

· We are in the process of updating our LRTP and will be addressing M&O in greater detail. (St. Cloud Area Planning Organization)

· We have a formal regional Management and Operations Task Force as part of our MPO Committee process. Their responsibilities included development of a regional ITS architecture, maintenance of that architecture certification of consistency with it for projects, ongoing operational analysis and coordination, development of our CMS system and are discussing designating priority corridors for interregional corridor review teams as well as some regional safety initiatives such as school safety. Our adopted regional concept of management and operations extends the definition of M & O given above to include all users, all modes and system operating characteristics from "building facade to building facade", not just from curb to curb. Adopted strategies include such techniques as road diets, traffic calming, wide nodes/ narrow roads (such as roundabouts), traditional traffic engineering treatments, developing an extensive bike/peds network and a regional land use vision which is tied to reducing congestion and improving safety.  We'd love to collaborate on a best practices case study on M & O :) (Tri-County Regional Planning Commission)
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