
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MEMORANDUM #1 

Peer Region Analysis 

The Peer Region Analysis memorandum displays best practices in the 
development of Regional Transportation Plans (RTP), including sections 
addressing RTP development strategies, funding portfolio and revenue 
analysis, and peer region interview summarization. 

September 3, 2020 



 

   
 

   
   

   
               

       

               
 

          
       

             
 

 

        
                 

   
 

 

                
           

 

      
     

           
 

     
   

 

            
           

         
   

   

Executive Summary 
The Maricopa  Association  of  Governments  (MAG)  Peer  Region  Analysis was initiated  to  analyze  best 
practices in the development of Regional Transportation Plans (RTP). Section 1 begins with a summary of 
selected peer regions before outlining characteristics and best practices of RTP composition in Section 2. 
Section 3 provides an overview of peers’  funding portfolios before detailing a comparative analysis of 
funding sources in Section 4. Section 5 summarizes interviews conducted with selected peer regions to 
better understand elements of their plan development process, including performance‐based project and 
program evaluation, scenario planning, and plan flexibility. 

While  each  Section  includes  with  key  takeaways,  the  following  notable findings will shape  policy 
discussions related to the development of MAG’s next RTP: 

 Peer regions are outpacing MAG in transportation investment. Dedicated regional sales taxes 
are common, ranging from a half‐cent to two cents when multiple tax initiatives are compounded. 
Agencies  often  have  access  to  an  additional  tax  dedicated  to  supporting regional transit 
investments.  Today, peer  regions are outpacing MAG  in transportation  investment with more 
robust regional funding sources and more significant state‐generated revenues. 

 MAG is heavily reliant on regional funding relative to other transportation revenues. As federal 
and  state funding continues  to decrease  in real value  over time  and  erode  in  size  due  to  
unpredictable  economic  events  and  policy  uncertainty,  pressure will  continue  to increase  on 
regional sources to deliver a growing number of future projects to address regional needs. 

 Agencies commonly fund operations and maintenance expenses. Agencies distributing funding 
by improvement type commonly allocated at least half of funds to operations and maintenance 
across all modes. 

 The region has opportunities to leverage revenue through public‐private partnerships. In other 
regions,  transportation  agencies  have leveraged  public‐private partnerships,  tapping capital 
markets to underwrite new infrastructure expansion based on forecasted revenue streams. The 
most  common examples  of  these partnerships  are  toll  roads  and managed  lanes, which have 
enabled regions to expand their roadway networks in ways that could not have otherwise been 
funded through more conventional delivery models. 

 Scenario planning is an important tool to understand the outcomes of policy decisions and give 
policymakers confidence in long‐range plan decisions.  While carried out by agencies in a variety 
of ways, many of those interviewed use scenario planning to evaluate the resiliency of projects 
and  programs against  alternative  futures,  while  others  use  scenario  planning  to  test  the 
implications of different policy decisions.   
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1.0 Peer Region Analysis Overview  

This Peer Region Analysis features 14 peer planning agencies representing metropolitan areas bearing a 
range of common characteristics with the Phoenix metropolitan region. The purpose of this analysis is to 
highlight key similarities and differences in how the peer regions plan, fund, and coordinate transportation 
investment programs and strategies. 

Multiple attributes were considered when selecting peer regions, including geographic size, population 
density, urban form, travel patterns, and/or recognition as mega‐regions. Furthermore, the selected peer 
regions represent areas that have undergone or are currently undergoing a significant commitment and 
investment in multimodal regional transportation, including rail systems. Peer regions assessed as part of 
the preliminary review (displayed in Figure 1‐1) include: 

 Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) 

 Capital Area MPO (CAMPO) (Austin, TX) 

 Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning 

(CMAP) 

 Delaware Valley Regional Planning 

Commission (DVRPC) (Philadelphia, PA) 

 Denver Regional Council of Governments 

(DRCOG) 

 Houston‐Galveston Area Council (HGAC) 

 Metropolitan Council (Twin Cities, MN) 

 Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

(MTC) (Bay Area, CA) 

 North Central Texas COG (NCTCOG) (Dallas 

– Fort Worth, TX) 

 Oregon Metro (METRO) (Portland OR) 

 Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) 

(Seattle, WA) 

 San Diego Association of Governments 

(SANDAG) 

 Southern California Association of 

Governments (SCAG) (Los Angeles, CA) 

 Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC) 

(Salt Lake, UT) 

Figure 1‐1: Peer Regions  
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Table 1‐1 summarizes general characteristics of each of the peer regions and how they compare to the 
MAG region; bolded information signifies attributes that are similar  to MAG. Overall,  the MAG region 
covers the second largest geography of the peer group, due primarily to the absence of major physical 
barriers that constrain the urban geography of other regions and the comparatively large geography of 
Arizona counties. As such, MAG’s population density is on the lower range of the peer group. It should 
also be noted that MAG covers only two counties, whereas the other metropolitan planning organizations 
(MPOs) include up to 16 different counties.   

Table 1‐1: Peer Agency Characteristics Summary 

MAG 
Phoenix, 

AZ 

PSRC 
Seattle, 
WA 

DRCOG 
Denver, 

CO 

MTC 
San 

Francisco, 
CA 

CMAPO 
Chicago, IL 

ARC 
Atlanta, 

GA 

WFRC 
Salt Lake 
City, UT 

METRO 
Portland, OR 

Agency Type  COG, 
MPO 

MPO 
COG, 
MPO 

MPO MPO MPO MPO MPO 

Transportation 
Management Area 

X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X 

# of Counties  2  4  8  9  7  10  6  3 

# of States  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1 

Approximate  Land 
Area (sq miles) 

10,654  6,290 5,289 7,000 4,102 2,974 1,835 470 

Geographic 
Context1 b, f a, b  b  a  c  N/A  b  d, e, f 

Population 4.3M  3.9M  3.1M  7.6M  8.5M  5.6M  1.5M  2.5M 

Annualized 
Population Growth 
Based on RTP 

1.4%  1.3%  1.5%  1.1%  0.8%  1.8%  1.0%  1.2% 

Population Density 
(pop/sq mile) 

400  619  593  1,087 2,078 1,880 1,001 5,360 

Employment 1.9M  2.1 1.7M 4.0M  4.3M  2.9M  1.1M  0.9M 

Non‐Attainment 
Area (Air Quality) 

X X X  X  X X 

MAG 
Phoenix, 

AZ 

CAMPO 
Austin, 
TX 

HGAC 
Houston, 

TX 

NCTCOG 
Dallas‐
Fort 

Worth, TX 

DVRPC 
Philadelphia, 

PA 

SANDAG 
San Diego, 

CA 

SCAG 
Los 

Angeles, 
CA 

Metropolitan 
Council 

Minneapolis, 
MN 

Agency Type  COG, 
MPO 

MPO MPO 
COG, 
MPO 

MPO MPO MPO MPO 

Transportation 
Management Area 

X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X 

# of Counties  2  6  8  16  9  2  6  7 

# of States  1  1  1  1  2  1  1  1 

Approximate  Land 
Area (Sq miles) 

10,654  7,110 11,200  13,349 3,811 4,261 38,000 3,000 

Geographic 
Context* 

b  N/A  A  N/A  a  A  a  c, d 

Population 4.3M  2.1M  6.5M  6.9M  5.7M  3.2M  18.8M  3.0M 

Annualized 
Population Growth 
Based on RTP 

1.4%  4.0%  1.9%  2.3%  0.5%  0.6%  0.7%  1.0% 

Population Density 
(pop/sq mile) 

400  290  583  556  1,500 757  494  1,003 

Employment 1.9M  0.9M  3.2M  4.2M  3.1M  1.4M  8.0M 1.6M 

Non‐Attainment 
Area (Air Quality) 

X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X 

1 Geographic Context Key: a. Coastal, b. Terrain, c. Lake(s), d. River(s), e. Forest(s), f. Public Lands 
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2.0 RTP Characteristics 

2.1 Introduction 

One of the primary objectives of this Peer Region Analysis is to document the approach that each MPO 
adopted to prepare its Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) and highlight best practices that can inform 
the development of MAG’s RTP process. The primary focus was to understand the relationship between 
the  goals  of  the  plan and how MPOs  establish  performance measures.  In  addition,  key  performance 
indicators  (KPIs)  were  reviewed  to  understand  how  agencies move  from  high‐level  goals  towards  
performance‐based planning and decision‐making. 

2.2 Setting Goals, Measures of Success, and Key Performance Indicators 

Nearly all the peer agencies establish a vision framework that links regional goals to specific performance 
measures  and  policy  objectives,  with  a  process  that,  at  a  minimum,  balances  several core  goals: 
Congestion, Mobility,  Safety,  and  Environmental  considerations. Figure  2‐1 shows  an  example  of  the 
layered process common to several of the RTPs reviewed.  

Figure 2‐1: Example RTP Process 

Source: Oregon METRO, 2018 

2.2.1 Phrasing Approaches 

Peer agencies used two main phrasing approaches when developing their plan goals: 

 Goal‐Oriented: This approach incorporates technical words or phrases and does not address the 
specific  impact  transportation  has  on  people’s  lives.  The majority  of  peer  agencies  used  this  
phrasing approach in their RTP. Historically, MAG has also used this approach.  

 People‐Oriented: This  approach  phrases  the  goals  in  a  way  that  relates  more  tangibly  to  the 
impact the goal would have on people’s lives. METRO best utilizes this approach.  
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Table 2‐1 compares examples of the two different types of phrasing to MAG’s most recent RTP (approved 
February  2020)  and highlights  the differences  between  Goal‐  and People‐Oriented  approaches.  For 
comparison purposes, only goals that were consistent across multiple agencies were included in the table. 

Table 2‐1: Examples of Goal Phrasing 
MAG  Goal‐Oriented Phrasing People‐Oriented Phrasing 

Safety Transportation 
infrastructure that is 
properly maintained and 
safe, preserving past 
investments for the 
future. 

PSRC 
Create a safe and secure 
transportation system. 
NCTCOG 
Achieve significant reduction in 
traffic fatalities and serious injuries 
on public roads. 

METRO 
People's lives are saved, crashes 
are avoided, and people and 
goods are safe and secure when 
traveling in the region. 

Mobility   Transportation systems 
and services that provide 
accessibility, mobility, 
and modal choices for 
residents, businesses, 
and the economic 
development of the 
region. 

CAMPO 
Improve connectivity within and 
between various transportation 
modes for goods and for people of 
all ages and abilities. 
SCAG 
Maximize mobility and accessibility 
for all people and goods within the 
region. 

METRO 
People throughout the region 
have safe, convenient, healthy, 
and affordable options that 
connect them to jobs, school 
services, and community places, 
support active living and redact 
transportation‐related pollution. 

Objectives  and  measures of  success  define  what  constitutes  achievement  of  the  plan’s goals.  Peer 
agencies  defined  their  measures  of  success  differently  based  on transportation  needs  and  priorities 
unique to each region. Some regions developed questions that would indicate whether the region was 
moving towards its goals while others used phrases or statements. Table 2‐2 provides examples of how 
the peer agencies incorporated objectives and measures of success into their plans.  

Table 2‐2: Examples of Objectives/Measures of Success 
MAG  MTC METRO DVRPC SANDAG 

Modal 
Options 

Provide the people of the 
region with transportation 
modal options necessary 
to carry out essential daily 
activities and support 
equitable access to the 
region’s opportunities. 

Increase 
non‐auto 
mode 
share. 

Improve public health by 
providing safe, 
comfortable and 
convenient transportation 
options that support 
active living and physical 
activity to meet daily 
needs and access 
services. 

Are fewer 
people 
driving to 
work? 

Are more 
people 
walking, 
biking, using 
transit, and 
sharing rides? 

Air 
Quality 

Make transportation 
decisions that are 
compatible with air quality 
conformity and water 
quality standards, the 
sustainable preservation 
of key regional ecosystems 
and desired lifestyles. 

Reduce 
per‐capita 
CO2 
emissions. 

Reduce transportation‐
related air pollutants, 
including air toxic 
emissions. 

Are GHG 
emissions 
lower? 

Is the region's 
air quality 
improving? 

KPIs are typically quantitative metrics that measure the region’s performance at implementing the goals 
and  objectives  of  the plan. CAMPO,  NCTCOG,  DVRPC,  SANDAG,  SCAG, and  the Metropolitan  Council 
identified metrics  to  monitor  performance, but did  not articulate specific  targets  for which  they were 
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aiming to meet within the RTP. DRCOG, MTC, and METRO include specific targets for their KPIs. Table 2‐3 
shows examples of the differences in the way the peer agencies approach setting KPIs. 

Table 2‐3: Examples of Key Performance Indicators 

MAG  DRCOG MTC SANDAG SCAG 

System‐Wide 
Monitoring 

Per Capita 
Freeway 
Vehicle 
Miles of 
Travel 

- Decrease daily 
VMT per 
capita by 10% 
from the 2010 
VMT per 
capita. 

- Keep person 
delay per 
capita less 
than 9 
minutes. 

Reduce per 
capita delay 
on the 
Regional 
Freight 
Network by 
20%. 

- Travel time 
to jobs 

- Travel times 
and 
volumes for 
all modes 

- Vehicle miles 
traveled per 
capita 

- Person‐delay per 
capita 

- Person‐delay by 
facility type 

- Truck delay by 
facility type 

Multi‐Modal  N/A  Increase non‐single Increase the  Commute mode  - Transit mode 
Mode Share  occupant vehicles 

mode share to work 
by 35% 

non‐auto 
mode share 
by 10% 

share  share 
- Mode share of 

walking and 
biking 

2.2.2 Addressing Quality of Life 

Several  peer  agencies  incorporated  goals, measures  of  success/objectives,  and  KPIs  into  their  RTP  to 
address quality of life. Some elements incorporated include growth locations, transportation affordability, 
and  impacts on  disadvantaged  populations.  Table 2‐4 provides  examples of  how  peer  agencies 
incorporated quality of life components.  

Maricopa Association of Governments   September 2020 
Peer Region Analysis  2‐9 



 

   
   

     

 
 

   

     
   

 

 

 

 

   

 
   

     
 

 
 

   

Table 2‐4: Examples of Quality of Life 
Growth/ Livable Communities 
METRO Goals  Portland region  is a great and affordable place to  live, work and play where 

people  can  easily  and  safely  reach  jobs,  schools,  shopping  services,  and 
recreational opportunities from their home by walking, biking, transit, shared 
trip or driving. 

Objectives / 
Measures of 
Success 

‐ Focus growth and transportation investment in designated 2040 growth 
areas 

‐ Increase the share of households in walkable, mixed‐use areas served by 
current and planned frequent transit service 

KPIs  Number of jobs accessible in 30 minutes by car, 45 minutes by transit, 30 
minutes by bike, 20 minutes by walking 

Data Source  Longitudinal Employer Household Dynamics (LEHD), a census program, would 
provide job location data. Census data provides where people live; regional 
data sets of facilities for each mode and the average speed of each mode 
would determine the travel time for residents to reach jobs with different 
modes 

DVRPC Goals  Develop Livable Communities 

Objectives / 
Measures of 
Success 

Is the population in the Core Cities and Developed Communities increasing? 

KPIs  ‐ Population in Centers 

‐ Employment in Centers 
Data Sources  Census data for population location. LEHD data for job locations. Regional 

data on where urban centers are located. 
SANDAG  Goals  Healthy environment and communities 

Objectives / 
Measures of 
Success 

Focus growth in areas that are already urbanized, allowing the region to set 
aside and restore more open space in our less developed areas 

KPIs  Share of new housing units and jobs located in Smart Growth Opportunity 
Areas 

Data Source  Development plans from member agencies, as well as Census and LEHD data 
over time; regional data on where Smart Growth Opportunity Areas are 
located 
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Table 2‐5: Examples of Quality of Life (continued) 
Affordability & Equity 
MTC Goals  ‐ Adequate Housing 

‐ Equitable Access 

Objectives / 
Measures of 
Success 

Decrease  share  of  lower‐income  households'  budgets  spent  on  housing  and 
transportation 

KPIs  Decrease the share of lower‐income residents' household income consumed 
by transportation and housing by 10 percent 

Data Source  Based on information from the Census on income levels as well as data on the 
median cost of housing and cost of transportation (gas prices, transit fare 
costs, number of people using each mode, average distance people travel per 
year) 

METRO Goals  The transportation‐related disparities and barriers experienced by historically 
marginalized communities, particularly communities of color, are eliminated 

Objectives / 
Measures of 
Success 

Eliminate disparities related to access, safety, affordability, and health 
outcomes experienced by people of color and other historically marginalized 
communities 
Eliminate barriers that people of color, low income people, youth, older adults, 
people with disabilities and other historically marginalized communities face 
to meet their travel needs 

KPIs  Measure access in equity focus areas and non‐equity focus areas: 20 minutes 
by car, 30 minutes by transit, 20 minutes by bicycle, and 20 minutes walking 

Data Source  Based on identified  equity focus  areas, average  speed  of mode, and  the 
available network for each mode of transportation 

DVRPC Goals  Advance equity and foster diversity 
Objectives / 
Measures of 
Success 

N/A 

KPIs  ‐ Annual household transportation costs as a percent of income 
Data Source  Based on information from the Census on income levels as well as other 

factors such as cost of gas, average distance people travel per year, amount of 
car owners, amount of people taking transit, cost of transit fare 

SANDAG  Goals  Healthy environment and communities 
Objectives / 
Measures of 
Success 

Increase the supply and variety of housing types ‐ affordable for people of all 
ages and income levels in areas with frequent transit service and with access 
to a variety of services 

KPIs  ‐ Real per capita income, compared with California and the United States 
‐ Regional poverty rate, compared with California and the United States 

Data Source  Based on information from the Census on income levels as well as data on the 
median cost of housing and cost of transportation (gas prices, transit fare 
costs, number of people using particular modes, average distance people 
travel per year) 

2.3 Regionally Significant Projects 

As part of the planning process, many of the peer agencies developed a definition or guidance to help 
determine whether a project  is  regionally  significant. While definitions differ  somewhat,  the effort  to 
define regional projects was generally recognized as an essential first step in facilitating the prioritization 
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process and determining priorities across the planning horizon. Table 2‐6 summarizes how peer agencies 
have defined regionally significant projects. 

Table 2‐6: Regionally Significant Project Definition 
Agency  Regionally Significant Project Definition 
CMAP  Regionally significant projects are capital investments in the region’s expressways, transit system, and 

arterials with impacts and benefits that are large enough to warrant additional discussion through the 
regional planning process. These  include  large reconstruction projects and additions to the system. 
The  federal  government  requires  regional planning agencies  to  demonstrate  fiscal  constraint  by 
showing that sufficient resources will be available to construct projects recommended in the plan. 

CAMPO  Regionally  significant  project means  a transportation  project  (other  than  an  exempt project)  on  a 
facility  that  serves  regional  transportation needs  (such as access  to and  from  the area outside  the 
region; major activity centers in the region; major planned development such as new retail malls, sport 
complexes, or employment centers; or transportation terminals) and would normally be included in 
the modeling of the metropolitan area’s transportation network. At a minimum, this includes all minor 
and  principal  arterial  highways  and  regional  high‐capacity  transit  services.  Regionally  significant 
projects include: 

 Roadway and intermodal connectors included in the federally adopted National Highway System 
(NHS) 

 Roadways identified as minor arterials or higher in the Federal Regional Functional Classification 
System or are expected to be re‐classified as an arterial or higher when open for public use 

 Grade‐separated interchange projects on regionally significant roadways 
 Frontage and backage roads (up to ¼ mile from the corridor) 

 Roadways that serve as a connection to/or between existing or planned regional activity centers 
and corridors. 

HGAC Regionally Significant Roadway Projects 

Non‐exempt projects on regionally significant roadways will be treated as regionally significant if they: 

a. Provide additional traffic lanes greater than 1 mile in length; 
b. Construct a bypass to a principal arterial/interstate along a new alignment; 
c. Add or extend freeway auxiliary/weaving lanes from one interchange to a point beyond the 

next interchange; 
d. Construct a new interchange that provides access from or allows movement between facilities 

which previously existed; 

Regionally significant roadways are limited to:  

1. All freeways, tollways, and other highways classified as principal or higher; and 
2. As  identified  in  the  conformity  document,  select  highways  currently designated as minor 

arterials  that  serve  significant  interregional  and  intraregional  travel,  and  connect  rural 
population  centers,  not  already  served  by  a  principal  arterial,  or connect with intermodal 
transportation terminals not already served by a principal arterial  

Regionally Significant Transit Projects 

Any  transit  facility within  an exclusive  right‐of‐way  (“fixed guideway”)  that offers  an alternative  to 
regional  highway  travel  including light  rail,  commuter  rail,  intermodal transportation  terminals  no 
already served by a principal arterial. 
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In general, definitions align with the intent of the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) definition, as 
shown below: 

Regionally  significant project means a transportation project  (other  than projects  that may be 
grouped in the TIP and/or STIP or exempt projects as defined in EPA's transportation conformity 
regulations (40 CFR part 93, subpart A)) that is on a facility that serves regional transportation 
needs (such as access to and from the area outside the region; major activity centers in the region; 
major planned developments such as new retail malls, sports complexes, or employment centers; 
or transportation terminals) and would normally be included in the modeling of the metropolitan 
area's transportation network. At a minimum, this includes all principal arterial highways and all 
fixed  guideway  transit  facilities  that  offer  an  alternative  to regional  highway travel. (23  CFR 
§450.104) 

FHWA’s  definition  highlights  three  specific  criteria commonly  referenced  in the  peer  agency RTP 
definitions: 1) proximity to a facility that serves regional transportation needs; 2) the extent to which a 
facility provides access to and from major activity centers in the region, or to major planned developments 
(e.g., sports complexes and employment centers); and 3) principal arterials and fixed‐guideway transit 
facilities. Overall, the definitions imply that the benefit of a regionally significant project should extend 
beyond the limits of the city or town in which the project is located. 

To  determine  which  projects  qualify  as  regionally  significant,  peer  agencies  typically  held  a  “Call  for 
Projects” and applied their definition and supporting evaluation criteria to identify regionally significant, 
fiscally  constrained  projects  to include in  their  RTP  and  Transportation Improvement  Program (TIP). 
Examples of agencies who employ a formal Call for Projects process include MTC, CAMPO, Metropolitan 
Council, and DRCOG. 

2.4 Key Observations and Findings 

 All the agencies included goals on Safety, Congestion, Mobility, and Environmental considerations. 

 MTC, DVRPC, METRO, and SANDAG addressed quality of life in their plans by incorporating goals, 
measures of success, and KPIs that relate to growth, affordability, and equity. 

 Identification of a regionally significant project definition is a customary step in refining the project 
composition of RTPs. 
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3.0 RTP Funding Overview 

3.1 Introduction 

This Section discusses  the revenue sources  that planning agencies use  to  fund regional  transportation  
projects and approaches to distribute funding. All information related to funding sources and distributions 
are derived from information contained in the agency’s RTP.  

3.2 Revenue Sources 

Every peer agency included a section in their RTP on the sources of revenue used to fund transportation 
projects  through their planning horizon. Like MAG, all peer agencies receive a combination of  federal, 
state, and local funds. There were, however, variations in the way the peer agencies summarized their 
funding sources. In order to compare between peers, the primary revenue sources were categorized as 
federal, state, or regional/local. In addition to this section’s overview, funding sources and distribution 
are discussed in further detail in Section 4. 

3.2.1 Federal 

Peer agencies are recipients of transportation federal formula and program funds from both the FHWA 
and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), which commonly include Surface Transportation Block Grant 
Program  (STBGP),  Congestion  Mitigation  and  Air  Quality  Improvement  (CMAQ),  and  5307  formula 
funding, as well as funds from discretionary grant programs, such as 5309 New Starts funds. 

For most peer agencies, federal funding accounts for a small portion of their projected revenue compared 
to other sources, with most agencies relying on federal funding for less than 20 percent of their overall 
projected revenues.  Instead, most  peer  agencies  relied  on  funding  from  the  state  and  regional/local 
sources for their transportation programs. 

3.2.2 State 

State funding  includes  any  funds  originating with  and  administered by the state Department of 
Transportation (DOT), most commonly in the form of state motor fuel taxes. State funding sources may 
also include other taxes and fees, toll revenue, and programs managed at the statewide level. 

Like MAG, almost all the agencies receive funding from the state motor fuel tax as well as other state‐
administered federal funding sources. However, several peer regions receive different forms of revenue 
from the state, including: 

 Fees: WFRC receives a large share of state funding from Class B and C revenue. In Utah, Class B and C 
revenue is generated from a state motor fuel tax, vehicle registration fees, temporary permit fees, 
motor  vehicle  control fees,  proportional  registration  fees,  a highway  use  tax, and  special 
transportation permit fees. In addition to the motor fuel tax, ARC receives Georgia DOT generated 
revenue from  lodging fees,  heavy  vehicle impact  fees,  and  electric  vehicle  registration  fees.  In  a 
response to the 2008 economic recession, DRCOG established the FASTER Transit Program to deliver 
transit projects, which is funded by state vehicle registration fees and fines. 

 State Revenue from Tolls: DRCOG and CMAP both receive toll revenue from their respective state 
DOTs. 

 Statewide Transportation Taxes: While there is no dedicated statewide funding source for transit in 
Arizona, Oregon has implemented a statewide 0.1 percent income tax to fund transit projects. Oregon 
DOT distributes the collected funds to METRO and transit agencies throughout the state. 
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3.2.3 Regional/Local  

Regional/local funding for  regional  transportation  investments  includes  funding  from  single  or multi‐
municipality or county‐level taxes, transit service area taxes, parking revenue, and congestion pricing. This 
Section does not include local‐only sales taxes implemented to fund local projects and priorities rather 
than contributions towards the region holistically. 

At  the local and  regional level, several  peer agencies  receive funds  from sales  or  property  taxes for 
transportation  investments. Most  of  the  local  taxes were  voter‐approved  in  individual member  cities 
and/or counties and are often structured as sales taxes.  

In addition to local transportation taxes, most peer regions have one or multiple transit agencies within 
their region with taxing authority. Table 3‐1 presents a sample of the regional/local taxes used by peer 
regions to fund transportation. 

Table 3‐1: Peer Agency Regional/Local Taxes 
NCTCOG  SANDAG SCAG  Metropolitan 

Council 

Tax Type Sales  Sales Sales  Property 

Tax Amount - Two 0.5% sales taxes combined up 
to 1% 

- 1% DART – Transit Sales Tax 

- 0.5% - Four 0.5% 
sales taxes 
totaling 2% 

- 1.6% 

Applicability - Most cities within NCTCOG 
boundary have at least one sales 
tax 

- DART contributing agencies 
Texas state regulations limit the amount 
of additional local sales taxes (2%) any 
one agency within the state can 
implement. 

San Diego 
County; funding 
must be used for 
projects in 
TransNet‐
specific Plan. 

LA County; each 
funding initiative 
has specified 
focus areas the 
funding can be 
spent on. 

Region‐wide; 
primarily 
used to fund 
transit debt 
and projects. 

Multi‐Jurisdiction Local Revenue Sources 
In  addition to  singular‐entity local funding, multi‐jurisdictional revenue sources  are utilized  by  peer 
agencies to generate revenue across multiple jurisdictions both within and beyond the regional planning 
boundary. For example, MTC, CAMPO, HGAC, and NCTCOG collect multi‐jurisdictional tolling revenues. 
MTC is a partial funding recipient of the Bay Area Toll Authority’s $6 facility usage toll. This funding source 
is anticipated to generate revenues totaling $13.88 billion between 2015 and 2040. In addition to the toll 
revenue, California’s Cap and Trade program generates revenue that can be used by MTC. Major emitters 
can buy allowances as offsets to carbon emissions through the Cap and Trade program. The revenue from 
the Cap and Trade program is primarily used to fund the region’s transit projects, with the intention that 
those investments will improve regional air quality. Other regions that have recently invested in urban toll 
facilities have also supplemented local transportation sales taxes with revenue that is generally reinvested 
into the maintenance of the toll facility.  

Transit‐Specific Local Revenue Sources 
Transit‐specific funding is a common sub‐category of local funds that are exclusively dedicated to transit, 
including both transit taxes and transit fares. All peer agencies received federal funding from the FTA for 
transit funding; however, almost all the peer agencies also had a combination of state and regional/local 
funding dedicated to transit improvements. PSRC, MTC, and METRO had the highest percentages of their 
overall revenue dedicated toward transit.  
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These agencies generate most of their transit‐dedicated funding from a combination of transit farebox 
recovery  and  taxes.  PSRC  and  MTC  both  have  sales  taxes  that  generate revenue to  fund transit 
improvements. The current PSRC sales tax is 1.4 percent and was voter approved in 2016. Within the MTC 
region there are several different transit taxes levied by various transit agencies.  

Table 3‐2  summarizes  peer agency  transit‐specific  local  taxes  that  are  used exclusively to  fund  transit 
investments.  In partnership with BART, MTC has a region‐wide, half‐cent sales tax dedicated to transit 
improvements. MTC administers  25 percent of  the revenue generated  from  the sales  tax while BART 
administers the other 75 percent. AC Transit, another transit agency in the MTC region, also has a parcel 
tax that is applied uniformly to all commercial and residential properties to generate revenue. In addition 
to PSRC and MTC, DRCOG, CMAP, WFRC, ARC, CAMPO, HGAC, and NCTCOG all have transit‐specific, voter‐
approved sales taxes. 

Compared to the peer agencies, MAG has a much lower percentage of transit‐dedicated funding. 

Table 3‐2: Peer Agency Transit Sales Tax  

Sales Tax 
Amount 

MAG 
0.17% sales 

tax1 

PSRC 
1.4% sales tax 

MTC 
0.5% sales tax 

DRCOG 

1.0% sales tax 
WFRC 

Salt Lake County 
2.5% sales tax 

Agency that 
Controls Funds 

Valley Metro Sound Transit BART and MTC RTD UTA 

Applicability 

Sales Tax 
Amount 

Maricopa 
County 

ARC 

1.0% sales tax 

Sound Transit 
District 

CAMPO 
1.0% sales tax 

Alameda, Contra 
Costa, and San 

Francisco counties 

HGAC 
1.0% sales tax 

Regional 
Transportation 

District 

NCTCOG 

1.0% sales tax 

Salt Lake City 
County 

CMAP 
1.25% tax in Cook 
County and 0.75% 
in DuPage, Kane, 
Lake, McHenry, 
and Will counties 

Agency that 
Controls Funds 

MARTA  Capital Metro METRO DART Regional 
Transportation 

Authority 

Applicability 

Fulton, 
Clayton and 

DeKalb 
counties 

Jurisdictions 
of all member 

agencies 

City of Houston Jurisdictions of 
all member 
agencies 

Cook, DuPage, 
Kane, Lake, 

McHenry, and 
Will counties 

1 MAG transit funding is represented as one‐third of the half‐cent multimodal Proposition 400 tax. 

3.3 Funding Distributions 

3.3.1 Improvement Type 

Each peer agency adopted slightly different approaches to distributing transportation funds by investment 
type. Generally, agencies break out funding between maintenance and capital improvements, but some 
also include more specificity (e.g., maintain and operate, modernize, and expand). This approach was used 
by both the MTC and PSRC. Figure 3‐1 and Figure 3‐2 show the share of funding that is allocated to various 
investment and other categories. 
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Figure 3‐1: MTC Funding Distribution Figure 3‐2: PSRC Funding Distribution 

Source: MTC 

72% 

16% 

10% 
2% 

Operate and Maintain 

Modernize 

Expand 

Debt Service and Cost Contingency 

53% 

47% 

Maintenance and Preservation 

System Improvements 

Source: PSRC 

3.3.2 Goal 

Another approach is to align funding with RTP goals (e.g., System Management and Operations, State of 
Good Repair, Expand the Multimodal Network, and Coordinate Development). This approach was used by 
HGAC as shown in Figure 3‐3. 

Figure 3‐3: HGAC Funding Distribution 

46% 
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1% 

System Management and Operations State of Good Repair 

Expand the Multimodal Network Coordinate Development 

Source: HGAC 
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3.3.3 Infrastructure Mode 

A final approach allocates funding by infrastructure mode (e.g., transit, highways, and local roads). This 
approach was the most common among peer agencies, including WFRC, METRO, and CAMPO. MAG uses 
this approach for Proposition (Prop) 400 and the current RTP. Figure 3‐4 and Figure 3‐5 show the funding 
distributions for WFRC and METRO. 

Figure 3‐4: WFRC Funding Distribution  Figure 3‐5: METRO Funding Distribution 

3.3.4 Flexibility with Funding Allocations 

Allocating funding based on general expenditure categories  (as demonstrated  in  the examples above) 
provides more  flexibility than  the traditional methods  that  commit  funding to  specific projects. With 
transportation needs constantly evolving, it can be challenging to commit funds to specific projects that 
are 20 to 30 years in the future. As a result, allocating funding based on general expenditure categories 
affords regional planning agencies the flexibility they need to meet changing transportation needs over 
time and incorporate innovations where appropriate. Flexibility is important, especially in a constrained 
fiscal environment, as it also allows regional planning agencies to leverage scarce funding as it becomes 
available to make the best use out of every dollar.  

3.4 Key Observations and Findings 

 Most agencies have dedicated regional transportation taxes. Sales tax revenues range from a half‐
cent to two cents, when multiple taxes were compounded. 

 Multi‐jurisdiction  sources can provide substantive contributions to a region’s  revenue portfolio. 
Several peer agencies receive revenues from multi‐jurisdiction toll and managed lane programs.  

 Eight of  the reviewed agencies have a  transit‐specific  sales  tax. Transit‐specific  sales  taxes  range 
from a half‐cent to 1.4 cents. 

 Agencies commonly fund operations and maintenance expenses. Agencies distributing funding by 
improvement type commonly allocated at least half of funds to operations and maintenance across 
all modes. 

31% 

36% 

33% 

Highways Arterial Streets Transit 

Source: WFRC 

5% 

50% 

45% 

Active Transportation Roads and Bridges Transit 

Source: METRO 
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4.0 RTP Funding Sources and Distribution Comparison 

4.1 Introduction 

This Section discusses historic MAG revenues and sources from Fiscal Year (FY) 2006, the year Prop 400 
became effective, to FY 2019 and compares MAG revenues and sources to a subset of peer agencies. This 
information is intended to be used to support policy discussions relating to the investment portfolio in 
the RTP and extension of Prop 400. 

4.1.1 Overview of Regional Transportation Funding by Source  

Transportation funding for the MAG region is derived from three principal sources: MAG Region Federal 
Transportation Funds, ADOT Funds, and a county‐wide half‐cent sales tax. 

MAG Region Federal Transportation Funds consist of FHWA funds and FTA funds allocated to the MAG 
region. The FHWA funds include CMAQ funds, STBGP funds, and other miscellaneous funds. The FTA funds 
include Section 5307/5340 funds, Section 5309 funds, Section 5310 funds, Section 5337 funds, and Section 
5339 funds. 

State transportation funds are administered by ADOT and are inclusive of Highway User Revenue Fund 
(HURF) and ADOT Federal Aid Highway Funds. State statute provides that 12.6 percent of the HURF funds 
to ADOT be allocated to the MAG and Pima Association of Governments (PAG) regions. In addition, the 
State Transportation Board has established a policy that an additional 2.6 percent of ADOT HURF funds 
be allocated to the two regions.  These funds are commonly referred to as the “15 percent funds.” The 
MAG region receives 75 percent of the “15 percent funds” while PAG receives the remaining 25 percent. 
In addition to the HURF funding, MAG receives 37 percent of ADOT Federal Aid Funding. 

Regional transportation revenue is derived from the Maricopa County half‐cent sales tax, Proposition 400, 
which is collected by the Arizona Department of Revenue. Based on ARS‐42‐6105, 66.7 percent of the 
sales  tax  revenues are  allocated to the Maricopa County  Regional  Area Road  Fund (RARF), with 56.2 
percent allocated to the freeway and highway system and 10.5 percent to the major arterial network and 
intersections. The remaining 33.3 percent  is directed to the Public Transportation Fund (PTF). ADOT is 
responsible for administering the RARF funds and the PTF funds are administered by Valley Metro. 

4.1.2 Historic Trends 

Federal Funding Trend Analysis 

Federal funding for the MAG region is comprised of three primary sources: FTA funds, CMAQ, and STBGP. 
Figure 4‐1 presents the projected federal funds from the MAG 2005 Annual Report on the Status of the 
Implementation  of  the  Proposition  400  and  actual  federal  funds  that  have  been  disbursed.  Actual  
disbursements of federal funds increased over 320 percent, from $138.6 million in 2006 to $274.3 million 
in 2019. The overall trend is upward, with two decreasing periods from 2009 to 2015, and from 2017 to 
2018. The actual federal disbursement was $274.3 million in 2019, approximately 13 percent less than 
what was originally projected in 2005.  

The  gap  between  the projected  and actual  federal  funding received  is  exacerbated  by  the  eroding 
purchasing power of federal gas tax receipts. Transportation in the US is largely funded through revenues 
from the federal fuel tax (on gasoline, diesel, and other motor fuels) to fund the Federal Highway Trust 
Fund (HTF). The federal gasoline tax rate has been stagnant since 1993 and is insufficient to keep pace 
with rising infrastructure costs and inflation. Surface transportation authorizations like the FAST Act have 
authorized  general  fund  transfers  to  keep  the  HTF  solvent.  However,  these  transfers  only  serve  as  a 
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temporary solution to meet infrastructure needs nationwide. An increase in excise taxes or  identifying 
new revenue sources is needed to ensure that federal funds be a stable and reliable long‐term funding 
source. 

Figure 4‐1: Total Federal Funding Historic Trend (in millions) 
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Note: Values above represent use of federal funds in life cycle programs, only. Values above represent obligation authority available during the fiscal year, except 
for FTA funds and CMAQ transit funds, which are the amounts actually expended. 
Source: 2005 and 2019 Annual Report on the Status of the Implementation of Proposition 400, MAG historical federal revenue information 

State Funding Trend Analysis 

State transportation  revenues  are inclusive  of  HURF  and ADOT  Federal  Aid  Highway  Funds. HURF  is 
primarily funded through the state gasoline tax, vehicle fuel tax, and licensing and registration fees. HURF 
is also the primary funding source for statewide highway construction and maintenance, and regional and 
local  roadway  improvements.  Figure  4‐2  provides  a  nearly  thirty‐year  breakdown  of  HURF  revenue  
sources between FY 1991 and FY 2019. Gasoline and fuel tax receipts constituted approximately half of 
the HURF  since  1991.  Since  then, the  share  of  gasoline  tax  receipts  to  the  HURF  has  decreased  nine  
percent.  

Arizona’s state fuel taxes are currently 18 and 26 cents per gallon for gasoline and diesel respectively. 
Similar to the federal gas tax, Arizona’s gasoline and diesel taxes have not increased, or been adjusted for 
inflation, since 1991 and 1993 respectively. The gasoline tax, levied on a per gallon basis instead of a price 
percentage basis,  further prevents tax  revenue from  being recalibrated  over  time.  As a result,  2019 
gasoline tax receipts are less than that of 2000. Compounded by fuel efficiency improvements, alternative 
fuel development, and increased maintenance needs brought by population growth, the cumulative gap 
between the expected revenue and state‐level costs has increased significantly.  
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Figure 4‐2: Revenue Categories as a Percentage of HURF 

Source: Arizona Department of Transportation 

Figure 4‐3 shows total statewide HURF collections, controlled for inflation, relative to population growth 
over the past two decades. When controlling for inflation, HURF revenues were higher in 2000 than they 
were in 2019, despite the state’s population growth of more than 40 percent over that same period. 

Figure 4‐3: Total State HURF Arizona State Highway Fund Funding and Population Historic Trend 
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Figure 4‐4 presents the historic trend in the projected state transportation revenues from the MAG 2005 
Annual Report  on the  Status  of the  Implementation  of the  Proposition 400 and the actual state 
transportation  revenues  that have been disbursed  to  the MAG region. Note  that  state  transportation 
revenues, as represented in the chart, include MAG’s share of both HURF funding and statewide federal 
funding.  Between  2006  and  2019,  the  projected  and  disbursed  state  transportation  revenues  both 
generally increased, but the trends differed. Following 2009, actual state transportation revenues began 
to diverge from the original 2005 projections, coinciding with the effects of the Great Recession. As the 
economy improved between 2010 and 2012, there was modest growth in actual state revenues. However, 
since 2012, revenues have remained flat or declined, hovering between $265 million to $300 million.  

State transportation revenues into the MAG region were projected to experience linear growth after 2008 
and eventually reach $491.3 million. While the disbursed revenue in 2019 marks a notable increase of 
revenue, it is still approximately 30 percent less than the original projection. The erosion, in real dollar 
terms, of state transportation revenue allocated to the MAG region is a trend observed in many metro 
regions in states that have not increased or indexed their motor fuel tax. 

Figure 4‐4: Total ADOT Funding Historic Trend 
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Note: The 2007 HURF component of Actual Funding is reflective of 2006 and 2007 combined values. 
Source: 2005 and 2019 Annual Report on the Status of the Implementation of Proposition 400, ADOT Finance 

Regional Revenue Trends 

Figure 4‐5 presents the historic trend of Proposition 400 sales tax revenue projections from the MAG 2005 
Annual Report on the Status of the Implementation of the Proposition 400 and actual sales tax funds that 
have been disbursed. Both the projections and actual disbursement trend similarly, and even exceed the 
projected revenue prior to 2008. However, actual sales tax revenue started to decline due to the Great 
Recession and did not begin to recover until 2010. When comparing the growth rate of the 2005 projection 
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with  the  actual  revenue  disbursed  after  2008,  the  Great  Recession  not  only  set  back  the  immediate  
regional sales tax revenue but slowed the pace of its long‐term recovery. By 2019, actual Prop 400 revenue 
was $464.4 million—about 43 percent less than the projected value of $807.9 million. 

Figure 4‐5: Total Proposition 400 Funding Historic Trend 
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Source: 2005 and 2019 Annual Report on the Status of the Implementation of Proposition 400 

4.1.3 Key Observations and Findings 

 The regional sales tax became the main source for transportation funding. Based on  the  historic  
trends of MAG’s three primary transportation funding sources,  the share of  regional  revenue as  a  
proportion of total transportation funding has increased over time, due in part to the erosion of state 
revenues. 

 Transportation  funding  decreases  in  real  dollars  over  time.  Unpredictable  economic crises, 
compounded by constant inflation, contributed to a decrease in real dollars for transportation funding 
over time. 

 MAG maintains a stable financial portfolio. Table 4‐1 shows that total transportation expenditures 
between 2006 and 2019 are approximately equal to revenue generated. The amount of debt service 
required to finance transportation capital needs is low. However, the catalogue of deferred capital 
projects is large and continues to grow due to the transportation funding deficit. 

Table 4‐1: Transportation Revenue and Expenditure 2006‐2019 (YOE Dollars in Million) 

Expenditure (2006‐2019)  Revenue (2006‐2019) 

Category Freeway  Arterial Transit Proposition 
400 

ADOT  Federal 

Amount  $6,188.9  $894.9  $3,042.3  $ 4,972.5  $3,705.0  $2,285.0 

Sum  $10,126.1  $10,962.0 
Source: MAG RTP 2019 Annual Report 

4.2 Peer Agencies Comparison of RTP Revenues 
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This Section discusses MPO funding by source and compares the amount of funding received by MAG and 
several peer agencies to identify similarities and differences. This section also shares information on the 
experiences from peer agencies to shed insight on regional funding‐related policy issues.  

The peer agencies chosen for the comparison analyses in this section are: North Central Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG), Houston‐Galveston  Area Council (HGAC),  Wasatch  Front  Regional  Council 
(WFRC),  San  Diego  Association  of  Governments  (SANDAG),  and  Capital  Area Metropolitan  Planning 
Organization  (CAMPO). These agencies were selected to  represent a  range of  metropolitan areas  that  
share  geographic, growth, and/or  transportation investment patterns similar  to the MAG  region. 
Additionally, these peer regions have already or are in the process of advancing transportation funding 
initiatives like the MAG region. 

4.2.1 Federal, State, and Regional Funding Sources 

Table 4‐2 presents the total funding at the federal, state, and regional levels. Other funding sources, such 
as municipal revenues and private funds, are not included in the analysis. Federal funds include programs 
offered by both FHWA and FTA. State funds include funding provided through state agencies. Regional 
funds consist of county‐wide taxes, regional toll road revenue, regional transit service fares, and other 
road user revenues.  

Total federal revenue is annualized based on the number of years in the planning horizon of each peer 
agency’s published RTP. The values for WFRC and SANDAG have been scaled down to 21 years and 16 
years, respectively, based on the RTP’s interim horizon years to provide a more comparable projection 
timeframe. The annual revenues were then normalized by the total estimated population in 2019.    

Table 4‐2: Annual Revenue by Peer Agency (YOE Dollars in Million) 
MAG  NCTCOG HGAC WFRC  SANDAG  CAMPO 

Core City  Phoenix, AZ 
Dallas‐Fort 
Worth, TX 

Houston, TX 
Salt Lake City, 

UT 
San Diego, CA Austin, TX 

Years  20  27  25  21  16  25 

Federal Funds $8,356.3  $12,643.6  $26,460.0  $3,858.8  $13,005.0  $3,994.1 

State Funds $13,821.5  $40,656.6  $19,110.0  $18,242.3  $18,399.0  $4,668.7 

Regional Funds $18,517.6  $44,182.0  $73,500.0  $7,389.9  $14,155.0  $19,878.7 

Annualized 
Revenue 

$2,034.8  $3,610.5  $4,762.8  $1,404.3  $2,847.4  $1,141.7 

Annual Revenue 
Per Capita 

$476.5  $520.1  $687.5  $756.3  $833.7  $472.6 

 

   
   

       
 

   

     
         

           
     

             
             

 

                 
           

       
     

     
   

 
 

 
       

       

 

 

 

 
                   

   
   

       
    

           
             

   

           
   

             
     

     

Note: State funding sources has primarily been focused to state originating, categorizing all funds by individual programs. There are instances in MPO reporting that 
have combined state‐generated funds with state‐distributed federal funds. 
Source: MAG RTP 2020‐2040 Update, NCTCOG RTP 2018‐2045, HGAC RTP 2020‐2045, WFRC RTP 2019‐2050, SANDAG RTP 2019‐2050, CAMPO RTP 2020‐2045 

Figure  4‐6 compares  how  transportation  revenues  are  structured differently  across  all  peer agencies. 
Overall, the MAG region’s revenue per capita is second lowest among the peer agencies. 

MAG’s funding  levels by source  (federal,  state, and regional)  resemble that of  the  three Texas MPOs: 
NCTCOG, HGAC, and CAMPO. These four MPOs rely primarily on their regional funding. Conversely, WFRC 
and  SANDAG  benefit  significantly  more  from  state  funding  sources  as  part  of  their  overall  revenue 
portfolio. 

The level of  state  funding correlates to  each state’s  respective level  of  transit  funding  commitment. 
Arizona’s transportation revenues do not contain transit funding programs, as state funds are exclusively 
focused on roadway projects. Similarly, Texas has a very limited dedicated transit program budget, with 
most transit funding focused on non‐urbanized systems. Conversely, both Utah and California have robust 
state transit‐dedicated programs that provide essential transit funding to WFRC and SANDAG. 
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Figure 4‐6: Total Per Capita Revenue by Peer Agency (Annualized in YOE Dollars)  
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Source: MAG RTP 2020‐2040 Update, NCTCOG RTP 2018‐2045, HGAC RTP 2020‐2045, WFRC RTP 2019‐2050, SANDAG RTP 2019‐2050, CAMPO RTP 2020‐2045 

4.2.2 Federal Funding Breakdown by Program 

Most federal funding comes through various programs such as grants allocated through the Federal HTF 
established by FHWA and formula‐based grants apportioned by FTA. Table 4‐3 presents annual revenues 
by federal program for most peer agencies, including MAG. (Note: HGAC’s 2020‐2045 RTP does not break 
down  the  federal  revenue  into  individual  programs.)  Additionally,  the  CMAQ  and  STBGP  programs  in  
SANDAG’s 2019‐2050 RTP are grouped together as shown in Table 4‐3. Discretionary and freight‐related 
federal funds not distributed via formula programs have been excluded. 

Table 4‐3: Annual Federal Funding by Program (YOE Dollars) 

Funding Program 
MPO Name 

MAG  NCTCOG HGAC WFRC1 SANDAG  CAMPO 

Federal 
Highway 
Fund 

CMAQ  $65,685,000 $129,555,556 

$1,058,400,000 

$9,710,893 
$ 113,812,500 

‐

STBGP  $68,040,000 $177,018,519 $32,529,35 $73,164,000 
Other   ‐ ‐ $6,844,682 $ 12,250,000 $27,384,000 

FTA 

FTA 
5307/5340 

$80,375,000 $103,466,667 $3,636,237 $ 167,187,500 $30,251,200 

FTA 5309  $115,750,000 $13,629,630 $24,854,753 $ 308,875,000 $18,652,800 
FTA 5311  ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ $6,551,600 
FTA 5339  $7,620,000 ‐ ‐ ‐ $2,237,200 
FTA 5310  $4,255,000 ‐ ‐ ‐ $1,522,400 
FTA 5337  $13,215,000 ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐

Total Federal Revenue $417,812,500 $468,280,247 $1,058,400,000 $183,754,054  $ 812,812,500 $159,763,200 

1 Only 30.2 percent of WFRC’s federal revenues are identified by program. 58 percent of federal revenues are distributed through UDOT and are not categorized by federal programs and are not 
included in Table 2‐4. 
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Source: MAG RTP 2020‐2040 Update, NCTCOG RTP 2018‐2045, HGAC RTP 2020‐2045, WFRC RTP 2019‐2050, SANDAG RTP 2019‐2050, CAMPO RTP 2020‐2045 

Table 4‐4 provides the percent of funding received by federal program. In most cases, the FHWA and FTA 
programs make up over 80 percent of the total federal funding picture of each peer agency.  

MAG’s federal revenue structure is similar to SANDAG, where over 50 percent of federal funds are from 
FTA programs for regional transit projects, whereas NCTCOG, CAMPO, and WFRC receive more federal 
revenue from FHWA programs. FHWA funds are usually distributed by the state DOT in support of highway 
activities while FTA funds are distributed by the “Designated Recipient” within urbanized areas, usually 
the  local  transit  agency  or  MPO  to  support  transit activities. The  City  of  Phoenix  is  the  Designated  
Recipient in the MAG region. As the regional planning agency, MAG has programming authority for FHWA 
and FTA funds. 

Table 4‐4: Percent of Federal Program Funding 

Funding Program 

Federal  CMAQ 
Highway  STBGP 
Fund  Other 

FTA 5307/5340 
FTA 5309 
FTA 5311 

FTA 
FTA 5339 
FTA 5310 
FTA 5337 

MAG 

15.7% 
NCTCOG 
27.7% 

MPO N

HGAC 

100.0% 

ame 
WFRC 

5.3% 
SANDAG 

14.0% 

CAMPO 
0.0% 

16.3% 37.8% 17.7% 45.8% 
0.0% 0.0% 3.7% 1.5% 17.1% 
19.2% 22.1% 2.0%  20.6% 18.9% 
27.7% 2.9% 13.5% 38.0% 11.7% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0%  0.0% 4.1% 
1.8% 0.0% 0.0%  0.0% 1.4% 
1.0% 0.0% 0.0%  0.0% 1.0% 
3.2% 0.0% 0.0%  0.0% 0.0% 

Federal Program Funding Sum 
Percentage 

85.0% 90.5% 100.0% 42.2% 74.1% 100.0% 

Source: MAG RTP 2020‐2040 Update, NCTCOG RTP 2018‐2045, HGAC RTP 2020‐2045, WFRC RTP 2019‐2050, SANDAG RTP 2019‐2050, CAMPO RTP 2020‐2045. 

4.2.3 Regional and County‐Wide Transportation Sales Taxes 

Table 4‐5 summarizes the regional sales tax programs dedicated to transportation projects within each 
MPO’s jurisdiction. 

Table 4‐5: Regional or County‐wide Sales Tax by Peer Agency (YOE Dollars) 

Name 
Normalized Sales Tax 
Over RTP Horizon 

Normalized Revenue 
Over RTP Horizon 

Regional Sales Tax % of 
Total Revenue 

MAG  Proposition 400  $893,215,000 $3,825,980,000 23.3% 

NCTCOG Transit Sales Tax  $951,959,259 $5,050,107,407 18.9% 

HGAC 
METRO Sales and Use 

Tax 
$940,800,000 $5,880,000,000 16.0% 

WFRC  Local Option Sales Tax $264,354,839 $1,625,387,097 16.3% 

SANDAG  TransNet Program  $631,200,000 $5,327,975,000 11.8% 

CAMPO MTA Sales Tax $333,215,600 $1,404,204,800 23.7% 
Source: MAG RTP 2020‐2040 Update, NCTCOG RTP 2018‐2045, HGAC RTP 2020‐2045, WFRC RTP 2019‐2050, SANDAG RTP 2019‐2050, CAMPO RTP 2020‐2045 

MAG  Proposition  400  Sales  Tax: The  Prop  400  half‐cent Maricopa  County  sales  tax2 is  dedicated  to 
transportation  projects.  In  accordance with  state  statutes,  56.2 percent  is  allocated to  freeways  and 
highways and managed through the Freeway Life Cycle Program (FLCP), 33.3 percent is allocated to transit 
and managed  through  the  Transit  Life Cycle  Program  (TLCP),  and 10.5  percent  is  allocated  to  arterial 
streets and managed through the Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP). 

2 The MAG 2020‐2040 Update assumes a continuation of the half‐cent sales tax through its horizon. 
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NCTCOG Transit Sales Tax: The Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART) collects a one percent sales tax to fund 
transit  projects within  its service area.  Trinity Metro  imposes an  additional  half‐cent  sales  tax  on  its 
member cities  to fund  transit projects  in  its  service  area. These two regional  sales  taxes make up  the 
composite transit sales tax for NCTCOG.3 

HGAC  METRO  Sales  and  Use  Tax:  The  Metropolitan  Transit  Authority of  Harris  County  (METRO)  is 
authorized to collect a one percent sales tax from all transactions to fund transit projects within its service 
area. As the major regional transit service provider, METRO’s tax is included in the RTP revenue forecast. 

WFRC Local Option Sales Tax (or equivalent): Beginning on  July 1, 2019, Davis, Salt  Lake, and Weber 
counties enacted each of the four local option transportation sales tax “quarters” as shown in Table 4‐6. 
By enacting all four transportation quarters, these counties are eligible to, and have subsequently chosen 
to, impose an additional 0.20 percent sales tax increase exclusively for transit funding, as authorized by 
SB136. Both Tooele and Box Elder counties have enacted three and two of the tax quarters respectively 
and subsequently have a lower imposed total tax rate. Approximately 44 percent of the sales tax revenue 
is allocated to transit projects in the region. 

Table 4‐6: WFRC Local Option Sales Tax Breakdown 
County Quarter 1  Quarter 2  Quarter 3  Quarter 4  New 0.20% Current Imposition Total 
Weber  0.30%  0.25%  0.25%  0.25%  0.20%  1.25% 

Davis 0.30%  0.25%  0.25%  0.25%  0.20%  1.25% 

Salt Lake  0.30%  0.25%  0.25%  0.25%  0.20%  1.25% 

Tooele 0.30%  ‐ 0.25%  0.25%  ‐ 0.80% 

Box Elder 0.30%  0.25%  ‐ ‐ ‐ 0.55% 
Source: Wasatch Front Regional Council ‐ Local Option Transportation Sales Taxes Imposition. January 2019 

SANDAG TransNet Sales Tax: TransNet is the half‐cent sales tax for local transportation projects that was 
first approved by voters in 1988. In November 2004, San Diego County voters approved an extension of 
the sales  tax  for  transportation through the year 2048. The 2050 RTP  further assumes that San Diego 
voters will approve a second extension of the TransNet sales tax program prior to 2048. The TransNet FY 
2009 – FY 2048 revenue projection indicates that the net annual revenues will be applied to major capital 
corridor projects, the major corridor project Environmental Mitigation Program (EMP), local project EMP, 
a  smart  growth  incentive program,  arterial  projects,  transit  services,  and  new major  corridor  transit 
operations. 

CAMPO MTA Sales Tax: As the regional public transportation service provider, the Capital Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Cap Metro) has been funded in part by a one percent sales tax from its member 
cities since it was established in 1985. The one percent sales tax is dedicated to transit projects. 

All peer MPOs have dedicated county‐wide sales taxes to fund transportation projects. The three MPOs 
in Texas also have a regional Metropolitan Transit Authority that collects regional sales taxes that further 
contribute to transit projects. As noted in Table 4‐5 and Figure 4‐6, MAG’s regional sales tax accounts for 
a larger percentage of the total revenue projection than most of its peers but maintains a lower per capita 
revenue.  This imbalance  illustrates  the  significance  of  a regional  sales  tax  to  support  transportation 
improvements in the MAG region while also highlighting the demand for regional funding to close the gap 
on diminishing state and federal revenues. 

3 https://comptroller.texas.gov/taxes/sales/mta.php 
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4.2.4 Dedicated Municipal Transportation Taxes 

Although member municipalities of an MPO benefit from a regional sales tax, the region’s ability to grow 
existing  local  transit  service or  roadway  capital  investment without additional revenue  is  constrained. 
Several MAG member agencies also have dedicated sales taxes to  support  transportation  investments 
locally, while others have successfully levied bond packages to address local transportation priorities. 

Municipal sales taxes have gained popularity as a tool that allows local governments to use tax revenue 
income to match  or leverage  federal  transportation  funds  for  implementing transportation 
improvements.  In rapidly growing areas, municipal transportation taxes can produce a secure revenue 
stream with which to support bond financing for certain kinds of projects. Some municipalities in the MAG 
region have taken the initiative to fund local projects to address pressing local needs and priorities.  

Figure 4‐7 shows that since 1996 several municipalities in the MAG region have passed local sales taxes 
to fund transportation projects. A total of six cities within the MAG region have passed a local sales tax to 
fund  transportation  projects:  City of  Glendale,  City  of  Mesa,  City  of  Peoria,  City  of  Phoenix,  City  of  
Scottsdale, and City of Tempe. A local sales tax is one way for municipalities to fund local transportation 
needs. The City of Scottsdale, for example, listed a total of $35.6 million for transportation spending in 
their FY 2019‐2020 budget.4 

Figure 4‐7: Timeline of Passage of Municipal Transportation Sales Tax in MAG Region 

Data Source: City of Avondale, City of Glendale, City of Mesa, City of Peoria, City of Phoenix, City of Scottsdale, City of Tempe, and Valley Metro 

Similar to the municipalities in the MAG region, cities in peer regions have also taken actions to formulate 
their own local sales taxes. For example, in November 2006, voters in the City of Grapevine, Texas passed 
a 3/8‐cent sales tax to participate in the commuter rail system spanning from Fort Worth to Dallas/Fort 
Worth International Airport,  independently joining the multi‐jurisdictional  local tax commitments from  
DART‐participating  agencies  and  the  Fort  Worth  Transportation  Authority  across  Tarrant  and  Dallas 
counties.5 Service at the Airport station started in January 2019. 

4 https://www.scottsdaleaz.gov/Assets/ScottsdaleAZ/Finance/Archive/FY+2019‐20/FY2019‐20Volume1BudgetSummary.pdf 
5 http://www.grapevinetexas.gov/DocumentCenter/View/2592/Comprehensive‐Annual‐Financial‐Report‐2015?bidId= 
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4.2.5 Key Observations and Findings 

 Transportation revenue structure of MAG is heavy on regional funding. The MAG region relies more 
on  regional  revenues  than  federal  and  state  revenues.  As  federal  and  state  funding  continue  to 
decrease in real value over time and erode in size due to unpredictable economic events and policy 
uncertainty,  pressure  will continue to increase on regional  sources  to  deliver  future  projects  to 
address regional needs. Further enlarging the regional sales tax, like many other regions, could enable 
greater revenue security. Seeking more local revenues for regional needs is another viable strategy 
that other MPOs, like SANDAG, are implementing. Lastly, maximizing private funding opportunities is 
a  potential  revenue  source  that  has  been  explored  by  some  peer  agencies.  While  not explored 
extensively in Arizona, private funding opportunities could take different forms such as NCTCOG and 
SANDAG’s  public‐private partnership, WFRC’s  private  developer funds,  and  SANDAG’s  developer 
impact fees. 

 Higher percentage  of  regional sales tax  revenue go  to  the  total transportation  revenue. MAG’s 
regional sales tax makes up a higher percentage of the total revenue projection compared to other 
MPOs. As  a result,  any changes to  the regional  sales  tax  will  not  only  directly  affect  the  total  
transportation revenue, but also generate more profound ripple effects to the MAG region than its 
peer agencies. 

 Municipalities have been seeking local transportation taxes for local transportation improvements. 
Municipalities have  turned  to  local  taxes  as  additional  sources to  fund  their  local  transportation 
projects  including,  but  not  limited to, transit,  arterial,  and  new  mobility  improvements.  These 
municipal taxes require approval of the voters. 

4.3 MAG Funding Trends and Considerations 

4.3.1 Historic MAG Trends 

Transportation funding has declined in real value over time due to factors including inflation, improved 
fuel efficiency, and unpredictable economic disturbances. While the purchasing power of transportation 
funding has  eroded over time, federal and state  revenues  have  not  sufficiently  compensated  for this 
decrease. For example, the gasoline tax that makes up half of HURF has remained at 18 cents per gallon 
since  1991.  Similarly,  according  to  the  American  Petroleum  Institute,  the  gasoline  tax  in  Texas  also  
remained  at  20  cents per gallon  since  1991.  Conversely,  the  percentage‐based gasoline tax  in Utah 
increased to 31.1 cents per gallon in January 2020 and California’s indexed gasoline tax was 50.5 cents 
per gallon in July 2020. The gasoline tax in Arizona has not changed since 1991 and is the lowest among 
the peer agencies’  respective states and ranked 46th amongst all  states. With improving vehicular  fuel 
economy, economic disruptions, and inflation, gasoline tax revenues in Arizona and the MAG region will 
continue to decrease.  

4.3.2 Long‐Term Transportation Funding Considerations 

Because federal and state funding has fallen below projected levels, regional revenue has become the 
primary funding source for the MAG region. The current revenue structure at MAG, although possessing 
strong resiliency compared to some other MPOs, requires new considerations for the development of the 
proposed extension of Proposition 400. Current funding levels and structures are insufficient to support 
the region’s entire needs catalogue. Furthermore, the MAG region’s catalogue of needs continues to grow 
with  projects  and  programs,  including deferred  projects from  Prop  400, the  emergence  of  critical 
preservation and maintenance commitments, and new transportation opportunities such as bus rapid 
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transit. Determining the structure of various funding programs is an essential policy‐level discussion to 
defining the extension of Proposition 400.  

Based on both historic precedent and policy shifts occurring in other regions, there are several trends that 
will shape policy discussions related to regional transportation funding. 

1. Increasing reliance on regional revenue. MAG’s regional sales tax makes up the largest share of 
transportation revenue as compared to its peer agencies. Given the uncertainty in both federal 
and  state funding, the regional  sales tax  is likely  to  continue to be  the principal  generator of 
transportation  revenue for  the regional  transportation  system. The development  of  the RTP 
investment strategy should be accompanied by a policy discussion exploring alternative funding 
scenarios. 

2. Municipal transportation sales taxes. Municipalities have turned to local sales taxes to fund their 
local  transportation projects.  In  fact, several  of MAG’s member agencies have approved local 
transportation taxes to address mounting local transportation needs.  

3. Opportunities  to  leverage  revenue  through  public‐private  partnership.  In  other  regions,  
transportation agencies have  leveraged public‐private partnerships,  tapping capital markets  to 
underwrite  new  infrastructure expansion  based  on forecasted revenue streams.  The  most 
common examples of these partnerships are toll roads and managed lanes, which have enabled 
regions to expand their roadway networks in ways that could not have otherwise been funded 
through more conventional delivery models.  
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5.0 RTP Development and Scenario Planning 

5.1 Introduction 

MAG conducted peer interviews with five MPOs to better learn about the general RTP planning process 
and how policy decisions influenced RTP development. The five organizations interviewed were DRCOG, 
MTC,  SANDAG, NCTCOG,  and  CAMPO.  The goal  of  this  effort was  two‐fold.  First, MAG aimed  to gain 
insights from peers that could inform the development of a performance‐based framework for the RTP. 
MAG sought to understand how agencies incorporated performance‐based planning in their RTP. Each 
interview covered  information on the peer  agency’s  approach to  performance measures and  targets, 
regional  significance,  project  and program evaluation,  and  scenario planning.  The  second objective of 
these interviews was to identify best practices and lessons learned about completing RTP updates. Topics 
for  this  portion  of  the  interview  included  plan  resiliency  and  flexibility,  emerging  transportation 
technologies, and challenges in plan development or implementation. 

Each agency was interviewed separately. A standard set of questions was used for each interview, shown 
in Appendix A. 

5.2 Regional Transportation Plan Update Process 

5.2.1 Plan and Funding Horizons 

MPOs  interviewed  did not align  their horizon  year with a  funding  stream  or  tax  measure,  although 
SANDAG’s  most  recent  plan  has  a  current  horizon  (2050)  that  closely  corresponds  with  their 
transportation sales tax horizon (2048). All peer agencies followed federal requirements for at least a 20‐
year plan and the need to update the RTP every four years to an appropriate new horizon year. 

5.2.2 Performance Measures and Targets 

Peer agencies included the federally mandated performance measures at a minimum and to the degree 
applicable,  state  mandated  measures  or  targets. For  the  California‐based  MPOs,  greenhouse  gas 
emissions and housing targets are mandated and thus included in their plans.  

Two  MPOs,  SANDAG and  NCTCOG, generally have not  set  specific  targets. SANDAG uses performance 
measures to compare the benefits, or lack of benefits, of potential networks over time. SANDAG relays 
this information to decision makers who then use the findings to weigh tradeoffs. However, SANDAG has 
set a target for reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). NCTCOG will be setting performance measures in 
the next plan update and anticipates moving toward setting performance targets in future plans. 

MTC, DRCOG, and CAMPO have additional performance targets, beyond those that are federally required, 
in their plans. In their previous plan update, MTC’s Performance Working Group selected the metrics and 
targets  for  the  RTP.  The Performance Working Group  consisted  of  stakeholders  from other  agencies,  
advocates, and MTC staff. MTC had thirteen targets with associated metrics for their last plan. In MTC’s 
current effort  to  update  their  RTP,  they  are  again using  a  Performance  Working  Group  to  select 
performance measures.  

DRCOG draws  their  RTP targets  from  their Metro Vision Plan, which  is a  comprehensive,  aspirational 
regional plan for the future. The Metro Vision Plan establishes the policy framework while the RTP helps 
implement the Metro Vision Plan. The targets in the Metro Vision Plan were created with their Board over 
the four‐year period during which the plan was assembled. Assessment of whether the targets were both 
aggressive enough and attainable was a focus for DRCOG. 
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CAMPO  noted  that  Texas‐based  MPOs  generally use  the same  performance  targets  as the Texas 
Department of Transportation (TxDOT), in part because of the availability of data for those performance 
measures. CAMPO indicated that the availability of data is also a driving factor in performance measure 
selection. 

5.2.3 Project and Program Evaluation 

Projects are evaluated based on criteria related to peer agency RTP goals and objectives. However, the 
process for evaluating projects varied across peer agencies. DRCOG used a manual quantitative scoring 
method in their previous RTP. They scored the 65 submitted projects on about 10 criteria and used the 
scoring to select projects for the fiscally constrained plan. This method was an onerous process that took 
months of work and may not have been the most appropriate for a 30‐year plan. For their current RTP 
update, DRCOG is considering a qualitative evaluation. The criteria used for the evaluation corresponds 
to  the  primary  objectives  from  the  RTP  and  project  sponsors  are  responsible for  describing  how the 
project  addresses  the  criteria  using either  qualitative  or  quantitative  data.  DRCOG  then  reviews  the 
information and scores the project. Currently, program‐level performance evaluation at DRCOG is limited 
to establishing air quality conformity, but the region intends to do program performance evaluation in 
their 2050 RTP. 

CAMPO also scores projects based on criteria related to their RTP goals. Criteria are formulated with input 
from the Technical Advisory Committee and are ultimately approved by the Board. Board priorities have 
some influence over the criteria used for project selection. Projects are scored and compared by mode, 
not across modes. 

MTC also evaluates projects based on the RTP goals as well as cost effectiveness. Project‐level evaluation 
guides the recommendations for project inclusion and timing in the RTP. MTC used a similar methodology 
for  the  last two  plans  and  is continuing  to use the methodology  for the current plan update. After the 
project prioritization for the regional projects is established and the local municipalities have determined 
their locally funded project portfolio, MTC puts the entire suite of projects into the travel demand model. 
Using  the  agreed  upon performance  metrics,  MTC evaluates  the  full  program  using  the model.  This 
evaluation technique is limited by model outputs.  

SANDAG had a unique approach to project evaluation wherein projects are not assessed individually but 
instead bundled and evaluated as a package. The bundles of projects are multimodal and people‐oriented. 
Project  bundles  are  more reflective  of the  available  travel  choices.  Like  other  MPOs,  SANDAG  uses  
weighted evaluation criteria that correspond to the RTP vision and goals. Bundling means SANDAG must 
use cross‐mode criteria for evaluation. Project bundles are scored and then ranked accordingly. Changing 
to a bundle approach  required  fixing  large portions of  their activity‐based model,  so SANDAG  instead 
evaluated project bundles based on characteristics using various data sets. This diverged from previous 
efforts  that  focused on  model  output  data. Using  characteristic  data  for  evaluation made  it  easier  to 
conduct the cross‐mode evaluation. Some examples of the data SANDAG is considering are proximity to 
transit  and  characteristics  of  service  (speed,  cost, etc.).  At  the  program  level,  SANDAG  evaluated 
performance at  three different phases and used the same performance measures used in  the bundle 
evaluation. 

5.2.4 Scenario Planning 

Peer agencies used scenario planning in two ways. First, some MPOs used scenario planning to test the 
impact of certain policy or project changes by analyzing how the changes shift specific outcomes. This 
scenario planning strategy focused on the effects of adjusting factors within the control of the region or 
the municipalities therein. Other MPOs used scenario planning to assess the resilience of their plan by 
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assessing the outcomes of their project and policy portfolio in a range of possible futures. This strategy 
focused on the impacts of changes to factors outside the region’s control.  

NCTCOG is using scenario planning to test major assumptions and plan  strategies under four  different  
possible futures. While this is not formally included in the plan, it allows the agency to analyze how their 
plan  performs  under  different  futures. In conjunction  with  the scenario  planning  effort,  NCTCOG  is  
establishing a list of  strategies  to draw  from, depending on future  conditions. NCTCOG  is  considering  
running candidate projects through the different scenarios as a part of the scoring process in the future. 
Similarly, MTC tested each project under three different scenarios to assess project resilience.  

On the other hand, DRCOG, SANDAG, and CAMPO use scenario planning to understand the impacts of 
policy or program changes. DRCOG conducted approximately a dozen model runs with different policy 
assumptions and/or project changes. They found that policies related to pricing, electric vehicle adoption, 
telecommuting, and land use patterns had the largest effect on certain behaviors and outcomes. DRCOG 
used these findings to inform conversations with their Board. Scenario planning allowed them to illustrate 
some of the possibilities for achieving their aggressive performance targets and integrate the role of policy 
into that discussion. 

Similarly,  SANDAG  uses  scenario  planning to  start  conversations about  how  policies  and  modal 
investments can impact performance. In addition to including policy variations in their scenarios, SANDAG 
also  used  scenario  planning  to  test  the  impacts  of emphasizing certain modes,  such  as  a transit‐first 
scenario and a scenario that prioritized highway investments. Both the policy variations and the modal 
emphasis  in the  scenario  planning contributed  to  conversations with  the  Board.  In  the  end,  SANDAG  
developed a hybrid  scenario  that  is  used  for  the fiscal  constraint,  environmental  documentation,  and 
project  description  of  the plan.  Notably,  SANDAG  did  not  adjust land  use  patterns  in  their scenario 
planning. 

While CAMPO did not use scenario planning in their RTP, they used scenario planning as a part of modal 
studies prior to the RTP update. CAMPO’s most robust scenario planning exercise occurred as a part of 
the arterial modal study and included five scenarios. From this exercise, local governments could choose 
to submit projects for RTP consideration that performed well. CAMPO avoids scenario planning exercises 
that yield academic, impractical, results and does not adjust land use patterns beyond what is expected 
by local governments and outlined in cities’ comprehensive plans.  

5.3 Plan Resiliency 

5.3.1 Emerging Technologies 

All agencies considered emerging technologies as an important, though still relatively unknown, factor in 
their  RTP  development.  Both  NCTCOG and MTC  included  potential  technology  trends  in  their  future 
scenarios. NCTCOG and CAMPO both included a specific chapter on technology in their RTP. While both 
plans  included narrative components related to technology,  the  information  was not  incorporated 
elsewhere in the plan. Difficulty including new technologies in the model and uncertainty about when and 
how  new technologies would  impact  transportation  were  barriers  for  CAMPO  to  further  integrate  
emerging technologies in their plan. MTC, CAMPO, and NCTCOG reported deliberate, on‐going, efforts to 
monitor trends and research. 

SANDAG and DRCOG have taken more action‐oriented approaches.  SANDAG has integrated emerging 
technology into their “Five Big Moves,” which are the five major regional strategy categories that make 
up the framework for their RTP update. Two of these categories, or “Moves,” have clear connections to 
emerging technology. First, the Flexible Fleet accounts for new trends in micro‐mobility, on‐demand ride 
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hailing, car sharing, and ride sharing. Second,  the Next Operating System  considers  the  ways  in which  
technology and data will be used to connect and manage the transportation system. Additionally, SANDAG 
plans  to  adjust  their  activity‐based  model  to  account  for  technology  trends.  Like  CAMPO,  SANDAG 
acknowledged the challenges of modeling the impacts of new technology.  

DRCOG has created the Mobility Choice Blueprint, which is an independent plan that focuses on how the 
region can take a proactive approach to responding to new technology as it relates to transportation. This 
plan was completed through a collaborative public‐private partnership with the Colorado Department of 
Transportation  (CDOT),  the  Denver  Metro  Chamber  of  Commerce,  and  the  Regional  Transportation 
District (RTD). The plan specifies clear actions each agency can take moving forward and how agencies 
might work together. DRCOG intends to directly incorporate this plan into their RTP update. 

5.3.2 Flexibility 

Flexibility was a common element of peer agencies’ financial assumptions. NCTCOG keeps a catalog of 
illustrative projects that are not included in the financially constrained plan. These are projects that need 
more information or consensus. Categorizing projects as illustrative assures stakeholders that candidate 
projects are tracked for future consideration.  

Flexibility was also built into plans by categorizing projects as near‐ or long‐term. SANDAG commits to the 
projects  they will  program  within the four‐year  TIP  cycle.  SANDAG  also  lists  long‐term  projects  but 
maintains flexibility until revenues are realized and the project is obligated. MTC specifies a set of projects 
for the first 15 years of the plan and a set for the second 15 years. Prioritized projects are included in the 
first 15 years while the set of projects for the second 15 years are more flexible.  

CAMPO  had  a  distinctive point  of  view  on  flexibility.  CAMPO  is studying  how  their  system  can  be 
responsive to technology. Flexible curb space is one way they are looking at building flexibility. Specifically, 
they are considering how curb space might adapt to technology, such as repurposing parking spaces to be 
used as an automated vehicle  (AV)  loading space.  Likewise,  they are contemplating how dedicated or 
managed  lanes,  such  as HOV  lanes, might  accommodate AVs  in the  future.  CAMPO  can more  readily 
modify their RTP because they are in an attainment zone and, therefore, do not have to complete an air 
quality conformity process. They take advantage of this relative ease by adjusting their plan twice a year 
to account for external changes that impact the plan including the City of Austin’s land use plan update, 
the Census, and a potential transit funding ballot measure.  
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5.4 Key Observations and Findings 

 Developing a data‐driven,  federally  required  performance‐based plan is  challenging. 
Communicating  the  connection between  performance‐based  measures  and  project  or  program  
selection is critical. 

 Scenario planning is an important  tool  to understand the outcomes of policy decisions and give 
policymakers confidence in long‐range plan decisions.  While carried out by agencies in a variety of 
ways, many of  those  interviewed use  scenario planning  to evaluate  the resiliency of projects  and 
programs against alternative futures, while others use scenario planning to test the implications of 
different policy decisions.   

 Agencies  acknowledge the unique challenge of accommodating emerging technology  in a  long‐
range transportation plan.  While including specific technology elements and future innovations in 
RTPs is limited, there is a universal commitment to continued research and proactive planning. 

 MPOs  have  a  variety  of ways  to  address  flexibility  in  long‐range  plans.  Many  regions  reported 
utilizing the required four‐ or five‐year updates as an opportunity to revisit assumptions, development 
changes, and transportation needs. Managing shorter‐term,  interim‐year, programs (e.g., 10 or 15 
years)  is  a  frequently  cited strategy  to navigate  the challenges  of  rapid  change  while  cataloging 
potential project candidates for future, illustrative consideration. 
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Appendix A: Peer Region Interview Questions 

1. RTP Update Process: 
o How did your agency identify the target horizon year for the RTP update? Did/does this 

horizon match or differ from major affiliated sales‐tax or other dedicated funding horizons? 
o How did your agency establish performance targets? Are these performance targets on‐

track to be met? 
o What was the threshold or definition used to identify regional significant projects? What 

happened to projects that did not meet a regional significance definition? 
o Does your agency assess performance at both a project and a program scale? How do you 

select and assess performance measures for each application? (methods, criteria, etc.) 
o How did your agency conduct a scenario planning exercise if it was part of the process? 

2. Plan Resiliency: 
o How did your agency account for new transportation technologies, trends, and respective 

penetration levels? 
o How did your agency build flexibilities into the identified plan and affiliated investment 

program? 
o How did your agency mitigate negative consequences of future traffic volumes exceeding 

the model’s forecast in the system? 

3. Lessons Learned: 
o What were the big issues raised or challenges during your RTP development and 

implementation? 
o Are the current regional conditions, challenges, and opportunities presently being 

experienced in alignment with the anticipated future(s) established during the RTP process? 
o If provided the opportunity, what would your agency have done differently during the RTP 

development process? 
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	1.0 Peer Region Analysis Overview  
	This Peer Region Analysis features 14 peer planning agencies representing metropolitan areas bearing a range of common characteristics with the Phoenix metropolitan region. The purpose of this analysis is to highlight key similarities and differences in how the peer regions plan, fund, and coordinate transportation investment programs and strategies. 
	Multiple attributes were considered when selecting peer regions, including geographic size, population density, urban form, travel patterns, and/or recognition as mega‐regions. Furthermore, the selected peer regions represent areas that have undergone or are currently undergoing a significant commitment and investment in multimodal regional transportation, including rail systems. Peer regions assessed as part of the preliminary review (displayed in Figure 1‐1) include: 
	 
	 
	 
	Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) 

	 
	 
	Capital Area MPO (CAMPO) (Austin, TX) 

	 
	 
	Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning (CMAP) 

	 
	 
	Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC) (Philadelphia, PA) 

	 
	 
	Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) 

	 
	 
	Houston‐Galveston Area Council (HGAC) 

	 
	 
	Metropolitan Council (Twin Cities, MN) 

	 
	 
	Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) (Bay Area, CA) 
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	 
	 
	 
	North Central Texas COG (NCTCOG) (Dallas 

	– Fort Worth, TX) 

	 
	 
	Oregon Metro (METRO) (Portland OR) 

	 
	 
	Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) (Seattle, WA) 

	 
	 
	San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 

	 
	 
	Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) (Los Angeles, CA) 

	 
	 
	Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC) (Salt Lake, UT) 


	Figure 1‐1: Peer Regions  
	Table 1‐1 summarizes general characteristics of each of the peer regions and how they compare to the MAG region; bolded information signifies attributes that are similar to MAG. Overall, the MAG region covers the second largest geography of the peer group, due primarily to the absence of major physical barriers that constrain the urban geography of other regions and the comparatively large geography of Arizona counties. As such, MAG’s population density is on the lower range of the peer group. It should als
	Table 1‐1: Peer Agency Characteristics Summary 
	Table
	TR
	MAG Phoenix, AZ 
	PSRC Seattle, WA 
	DRCOG Denver, CO 
	MTC San Francisco, CA 
	CMAPO Chicago, IL 
	ARC Atlanta, GA 
	WFRC Salt Lake City, UT 
	METRO Portland, OR 

	Agency Type 
	Agency Type 
	COG, MPO 
	MPO 
	COG, MPO 
	MPO 
	MPO 
	MPO 
	MPO 
	MPO 

	Transportation Management Area 
	Transportation Management Area 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	X 

	# of Counties 
	# of Counties 
	2 
	4 
	8 
	9 
	7 
	10 
	6 
	3 

	# of States 
	# of States 
	1 
	1 
	1 
	1 
	1 
	1 
	1 
	1 

	Approximate Land Area (sq miles) 
	Approximate Land Area (sq miles) 
	10,654 
	6,290 
	5,289 
	7,000 
	4,102 
	2,974 
	1,835 
	470 

	Geographic Context1 
	Geographic Context1 
	b, f 
	a, b 
	b 
	a 
	c 
	N/A 
	b 
	d, e, f 

	Population 
	Population 
	4.3M 
	3.9M 
	3.1M 
	7.6M 
	8.5M 
	5.6M 
	1.5M 
	2.5M 

	Annualized Population Growth Based on RTP 
	Annualized Population Growth Based on RTP 
	1.4% 
	1.3% 
	1.5% 
	1.1% 
	0.8% 
	1.8% 
	1.0% 
	1.2% 

	Population Density (pop/sq mile) 
	Population Density (pop/sq mile) 
	400 
	619 
	593 
	1,087 
	2,078 
	1,880 
	1,001 
	5,360 

	Employment 
	Employment 
	1.9M 
	2.1 
	1.7M 
	4.0M 
	4.3M 
	2.9M 
	1.1M 
	0.9M 

	Non‐Attainment Area (Air Quality) 
	Non‐Attainment Area (Air Quality) 
	X 
	X 
	X
	 X
	 X 
	X 

	TR
	MAG Phoenix, AZ 
	CAMPO Austin, TX 
	HGAC Houston, TX 
	NCTCOG Dallas‐Fort Worth, TX 
	DVRPC Philadelphia, PA 
	SANDAG San Diego, CA 
	SCAG Los Angeles, CA 
	Metropolitan Council Minneapolis, MN 

	Agency Type 
	Agency Type 
	COG, MPO 
	MPO 
	MPO 
	COG, MPO 
	MPO 
	MPO 
	MPO 
	MPO 

	Transportation Management Area 
	Transportation Management Area 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	X 

	# of Counties 
	# of Counties 
	2 
	6 
	8 
	16 
	9 
	2 
	6 
	7 

	# of States 
	# of States 
	1 
	1 
	1 
	1 
	2 
	1 
	1 
	1 

	Approximate Land Area (Sq miles) 
	Approximate Land Area (Sq miles) 
	10,654 
	7,110 
	11,200 
	13,349 
	3,811 
	4,261 
	38,000 
	3,000 

	Geographic Context* 
	Geographic Context* 
	b 
	N/A 
	A 
	N/A 
	a 
	A 
	a 
	c, d 

	Population 
	Population 
	4.3M 
	2.1M 
	6.5M 
	6.9M 
	5.7M 
	3.2M 
	18.8M 
	3.0M 

	Annualized Population Growth Based on RTP 
	Annualized Population Growth Based on RTP 
	1.4% 
	4.0% 
	1.9% 
	2.3% 
	0.5% 
	0.6% 
	0.7% 
	1.0% 

	Population Density (pop/sq mile) 
	Population Density (pop/sq mile) 
	400 
	290 
	583 
	556 
	1,500 
	757 
	494 
	1,003 

	Employment 
	Employment 
	1.9M 
	0.9M 
	3.2M 
	4.2M 
	3.1M 
	1.4M 
	8.0M 
	1.6M 

	Non‐Attainment Area (Air Quality) 
	Non‐Attainment Area (Air Quality) 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	X 
	X 


	1 Geographic Context Key: a. Coastal, b. Terrain, c. Lake(s), d. River(s), e. Forest(s), f. Public Lands 

	2.0 RTP Characteristics 
	2.0 RTP Characteristics 
	2.1 Introduction 
	2.1 Introduction 
	One of the primary objectives of this Peer Region Analysis is to document the approach that each MPO adopted to prepare its Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) and highlight best practices that can inform the development of MAG’s RTP process. The primary focus was to understand the relationship between the goals of the plan and how MPOs establish performance measures. In addition, key performance indicators (KPIs) were reviewed to understand how agencies move from high‐level goals towards performance‐based

	2.2 Setting Goals, Measures of Success, and Key Performance Indicators 
	2.2 Setting Goals, Measures of Success, and Key Performance Indicators 
	Nearly all the peer agencies establish a vision framework that links regional goals to specific performance measures and policy objectives, with a process that, at a minimum, balances several core goals: Congestion, Mobility, Safety, and Environmental considerations. Figure 2‐1 shows an example of the layered process common to several of the RTPs reviewed.  
	Figure 2‐1: Example RTP Process Source: Oregon METRO, 2018 
	2.2.1 Phrasing Approaches 
	2.2.1 Phrasing Approaches 
	Peer agencies used two main phrasing approaches when developing their plan goals: 
	 
	 
	 
	Goal‐Oriented: This approach incorporates technical words or phrases and does not address the specific impact transportation has on people’s lives. The majority of peer agencies used this phrasing approach in their RTP. Historically, MAG has also used this approach.  

	 
	 
	People‐Oriented: This approach phrases the goals in a way that relates more tangibly to the impact the goal would have on people’s lives. METRO best utilizes this approach.  


	Table 2‐1: Examples of Goal Phrasing 
	MAG Goal‐Oriented Phrasing People‐Oriented Phrasing Safety Transportation infrastructure that is properly maintained and safe, preserving past investments for the future. PSRC Create a safe and secure transportation system. NCTCOG Achieve significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on public roads. METRO People's lives are saved, crashes are avoided, and people and goods are safe and secure when traveling in the region. Mobility  Transportation systems and services that provide accessib
	Table 2‐1 compares examples of the two different types of phrasing to MAG’s most recent RTP (approved February 2020) and highlights the differences between Goal‐ and People‐Oriented approaches. For comparison purposes, only goals that were consistent across multiple agencies were included in the table. 
	Table 2‐1 compares examples of the two different types of phrasing to MAG’s most recent RTP (approved February 2020) and highlights the differences between Goal‐ and People‐Oriented approaches. For comparison purposes, only goals that were consistent across multiple agencies were included in the table. 


	MAG MTC METRO DVRPC SANDAG Modal Options Provide the people of the region with transportation modal options necessary to carry out essential daily activities and support equitable access to the region’s opportunities. Increase non‐auto mode share. Improve public health by providing safe, comfortable and convenient transportation options that support active living and physical activity to meet daily needs and access services. Are fewer people driving to work? Are more people walking, biking, using transit, a
	aiming to meet within the RTP. DRCOG, MTC, and METRO include specific targets for their KPIs. Table 2‐3 shows examples of the differences in the way the peer agencies approach setting KPIs. 
	Table 2‐3: Examples of Key Performance Indicators 
	Table 2‐3: Examples of Key Performance Indicators 
	Table 2‐3: Examples of Key Performance Indicators 

	TR
	MAG 
	DRCOG 
	MTC 
	SANDAG 
	SCAG 

	System‐Wide Monitoring 
	System‐Wide Monitoring 
	Per Capita Freeway Vehicle Miles of Travel 
	-Decrease daily VMT per capita by 10% from the 2010 VMT per capita. -Keep person delay per capita less than 9 minutes. 
	Reduce per capita delay on the Regional Freight Network by 20%. 
	-Travel time to jobs -Travel times and volumes for all modes 
	-Vehicle miles traveled per capita -Person‐delay per capita -Person‐delay by facility type -Truck delay by facility type 

	Multi‐Modal 
	Multi‐Modal 
	N/A 
	Increase non‐single 
	Increase the 
	Commute mode 
	-Transit mode 

	Mode Share 
	Mode Share 
	occupant vehicles mode share to work by 35% 
	non‐auto mode share by 10% 
	share 
	share -Mode share of walking and biking 



	2.2.2 Addressing Quality of Life 
	2.2.2 Addressing Quality of Life 
	Several peer agencies incorporated goals, measures of success/objectives, and KPIs into their RTP to address quality of life. Some elements incorporated include growth locations, transportation affordability, and impacts on disadvantaged populations. Table 2‐4 provides examples of how peer agencies incorporated quality of life components.  
	Table 2‐4: Examples of Quality of Life 
	Growth/ Livable Communities 
	Growth/ Livable Communities 
	Growth/ Livable Communities 

	METRO 
	METRO 
	Goals 
	Portland region is a great and affordable place to live, work and play where people can easily and safely reach jobs, schools, shopping services, and recreational opportunities from their home by walking, biking, transit, shared trip or driving. 

	Objectives / Measures of Success 
	Objectives / Measures of Success 
	‐ Focus growth and transportation investment in designated 2040 growth areas ‐ Increase the share of households in walkable, mixed‐use areas served by current and planned frequent transit service 

	KPIs 
	KPIs 
	Number of jobs accessible in 30 minutes by car, 45 minutes by transit, 30 minutes by bike, 20 minutes by walking 

	Data Source 
	Data Source 
	Longitudinal Employer Household Dynamics (LEHD), a census program, would provide job location data. Census data provides where people live; regional data sets of facilities for each mode and the average speed of each mode would determine the travel time for residents to reach jobs with different modes 

	DVRPC 
	DVRPC 
	Goals 
	Develop Livable Communities 

	Objectives / Measures of Success 
	Objectives / Measures of Success 
	Is the population in the Core Cities and Developed Communities increasing? 

	KPIs 
	KPIs 
	‐ Population in Centers ‐ Employment in Centers 

	Data Sources 
	Data Sources 
	Census data for population location. LEHD data for job locations. Regional data on where urban centers are located. 

	SANDAG 
	SANDAG 
	Goals 
	Healthy environment and communities 

	Objectives / Measures of Success 
	Objectives / Measures of Success 
	Focus growth in areas that are already urbanized, allowing the region to set aside and restore more open space in our less developed areas 

	KPIs 
	KPIs 
	Share of new housing units and jobs located in Smart Growth Opportunity Areas 

	Data Source 
	Data Source 
	Development plans from member agencies, as well as Census and LEHD data over time; regional data on where Smart Growth Opportunity Areas are located 


	Table 2‐5: Examples of Quality of Life (continued) 
	Affordability & Equity 
	Affordability & Equity 
	Affordability & Equity 

	MTC 
	MTC 
	Goals 
	‐ Adequate Housing ‐ Equitable Access 

	Objectives / Measures of Success 
	Objectives / Measures of Success 
	Decrease share of lower‐income households' budgets spent on housing and transportation 

	KPIs 
	KPIs 
	Decrease the share of lower‐income residents' household income consumed by transportation and housing by 10 percent 

	Data Source 
	Data Source 
	Based on information from the Census on income levels as well as data on the median cost of housing and cost of transportation (gas prices, transit fare costs, number of people using each mode, average distance people travel per year) 

	METRO 
	METRO 
	Goals 
	The transportation‐related disparities and barriers experienced by historically marginalized communities, particularly communities of color, are eliminated 

	Objectives / Measures of Success 
	Objectives / Measures of Success 
	Eliminate disparities related to access, safety, affordability, and health outcomes experienced by people of color and other historically marginalized communities Eliminate barriers that people of color, low income people, youth, older adults, people with disabilities and other historically marginalized communities face to meet their travel needs 

	KPIs 
	KPIs 
	Measure access in equity focus areas and non‐equity focus areas: 20 minutes by car, 30 minutes by transit, 20 minutes by bicycle, and 20 minutes walking 

	Data Source 
	Data Source 
	Based on identified equity focus areas, average speed of mode, and the available network for each mode of transportation 

	DVRPC 
	DVRPC 
	Goals 
	Advance equity and foster diversity 

	Objectives / Measures of Success 
	Objectives / Measures of Success 
	N/A 

	KPIs 
	KPIs 
	‐ Annual household transportation costs as a percent of income 

	Data Source 
	Data Source 
	Based on information from the Census on income levels as well as other factors such as cost of gas, average distance people travel per year, amount of car owners, amount of people taking transit, cost of transit fare 

	SANDAG 
	SANDAG 
	Goals 
	Healthy environment and communities 

	Objectives / Measures of Success 
	Objectives / Measures of Success 
	Increase the supply and variety of housing types ‐affordable for people of all ages and income levels in areas with frequent transit service and with access to a variety of services 

	KPIs 
	KPIs 
	‐ Real per capita income, compared with California and the United States ‐ Regional poverty rate, compared with California and the United States 

	Data Source 
	Data Source 
	Based on information from the Census on income levels as well as data on the median cost of housing and cost of transportation (gas prices, transit fare costs, number of people using particular modes, average distance people travel per year) 




	2.3 Regionally Significant Projects 
	2.3 Regionally Significant Projects 
	As part of the planning process, many of the peer agencies developed a definition or guidance to help determine whether a project is regionally significant. While definitions differ somewhat, the effort to define regional projects was generally recognized as an essential first step in facilitating the prioritization 
	As part of the planning process, many of the peer agencies developed a definition or guidance to help determine whether a project is regionally significant. While definitions differ somewhat, the effort to define regional projects was generally recognized as an essential first step in facilitating the prioritization 
	process and determining priorities across the planning horizon. Table 2‐6 summarizes how peer agencies have defined regionally significant projects. 

	Table 2‐6: Regionally Significant Project Definition 
	Table 2‐6: Regionally Significant Project Definition 
	Table 2‐6: Regionally Significant Project Definition 

	Agency 
	Agency 
	Regionally Significant Project Definition 

	CMAP 
	CMAP 
	Regionally significant projects are capital investments in the region’s expressways, transit system, and arterials with impacts and benefits that are large enough to warrant additional discussion through the regional planning process. These include large reconstruction projects and additions to the system. The federal government requires regional planning agencies to demonstrate fiscal constraint by showing that sufficient resources will be available to construct projects recommended in the plan. 

	CAMPO 
	CAMPO 
	Regionally significant project means a transportation project (other than an exempt project) on a facility that serves regional transportation needs (such as access to and from the area outside the region; major activity centers in the region; major planned development such as new retail malls, sport complexes, or employment centers; or transportation terminals) and would normally be included in the modeling of the metropolitan area’s transportation network. At a minimum, this includes all minor and princip

	HGAC 
	HGAC 
	Regionally Significant Roadway Projects Non‐exempt projects on regionally significant roadways will be treated as regionally significant if they: a. Provide additional traffic lanes greater than 1 mile in length; b. Construct a bypass to a principal arterial/interstate along a new alignment; c. Add or extend freeway auxiliary/weaving lanes from one interchange to a point beyond the next interchange; d. Construct a new interchange that provides access from or allows movement between facilities which previous


	In general, definitions align with the intent of the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) definition, as shown below: 
	Regionally significant project means a transportation project (other than projects that may be grouped in the TIP and/or STIP or exempt projects as defined in EPA's transportation conformity regulations (40 CFR part 93, subpart A)) that is on a facility that serves regional transportation needs (such as access to and from the area outside the region; major activity centers in the region; major planned developments such as new retail malls, sports complexes, or employment centers; or transportation terminals
	FHWA’s definition highlights three specific criteria commonly referenced in the peer agency RTP definitions: 1) proximity to a facility that serves regional transportation needs; 2) the extent to which a facility provides access to and from major activity centers in the region, or to major planned developments (e.g., sports complexes and employment centers); and 3) principal arterials and fixed‐guideway transit facilities. Overall, the definitions imply that the benefit of a regionally significant project s
	To determine which projects qualify as regionally significant, peer agencies typically held a “Call for Projects” and applied their definition and supporting evaluation criteria to identify regionally significant, fiscally constrained projects to include in their RTP and Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). Examples of agencies who employ a formal Call for Projects process include MTC, CAMPO, Metropolitan Council, and DRCOG. 

	2.4 Key Observations and Findings 
	2.4 Key Observations and Findings 
	 
	 
	 
	All the agencies included goals on Safety, Congestion, Mobility, and Environmental considerations. 

	 
	 
	MTC, DVRPC, METRO, and SANDAG addressed quality of life in their plans by incorporating goals, measures of success, and KPIs that relate to growth, affordability, and equity. 

	 
	 
	Identification of a regionally significant project definition is a customary step in refining the project composition of RTPs. 




	3.0 RTP Funding Overview 
	3.0 RTP Funding Overview 
	3.1 Introduction 
	3.1 Introduction 
	This Section discusses the revenue sources that planning agencies use to fund regional transportation projects and approaches to distribute funding. All information related to funding sources and distributions are derived from information contained in the agency’s RTP.  

	3.2 Revenue Sources 
	3.2 Revenue Sources 
	Every peer agency included a section in their RTP on the sources of revenue used to fund transportation projects through their planning horizon. Like MAG, all peer agencies receive a combination of federal, state, and local funds. There were, however, variations in the way the peer agencies summarized their funding sources. In order to compare between peers, the primary revenue sources were categorized as federal, state, or regional/local. In addition to this section’s overview, funding sources and distribu
	3.2.1 Federal 
	3.2.1 Federal 
	Peer agencies are recipients of transportation federal formula and program funds from both the FHWA and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), which commonly include Surface Transportation Block Grant Program (STBGP), Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ), and 5307 formula funding, as well as funds from discretionary grant programs, such as 5309 New Starts funds. 
	For most peer agencies, federal funding accounts for a small portion of their projected revenue compared to other sources, with most agencies relying on federal funding for less than 20 percent of their overall projected revenues. Instead, most peer agencies relied on funding from the state and regional/local sources for their transportation programs. 

	3.2.2 State 
	3.2.2 State 
	State funding includes any funds originating with and administered by the state Department of Transportation (DOT), most commonly in the form of state motor fuel taxes. State funding sources may also include other taxes and fees, toll revenue, and programs managed at the statewide level. 
	Like MAG, almost all the agencies receive funding from the state motor fuel tax as well as other state‐administered federal funding sources. However, several peer regions receive different forms of revenue from the state, including: 
	 
	 
	 
	Fees: WFRC receives a large share of state funding from Class B and C revenue. In Utah, Class B and C revenue is generated from a state motor fuel tax, vehicle registration fees, temporary permit fees, motor vehicle control fees, proportional registration fees, a highway use tax, and special transportation permit fees. In addition to the motor fuel tax, ARC receives Georgia DOT generated revenue from lodging fees, heavy vehicle impact fees, and electric vehicle registration fees. In a response to the 2008 e

	 
	 
	State Revenue from Tolls: DRCOG and CMAP both receive toll revenue from their respective state DOTs. 

	 
	 
	Statewide Transportation Taxes: While there is no dedicated statewide funding source for transit in Arizona, Oregon has implemented a statewide 0.1 percent income tax to fund transit projects. Oregon DOT distributes the collected funds to METRO and transit agencies throughout the state. 



	3.2.3 Regional/Local  
	3.2.3 Regional/Local  
	Regional/local funding for regional transportation investments includes funding from single or multi‐municipality or county‐level taxes, transit service area taxes, parking revenue, and congestion pricing. This Section does not include local‐only sales taxes implemented to fund local projects and priorities rather than contributions towards the region holistically. 
	At the local and regional level, several peer agencies receive funds from sales or property taxes for transportation investments. Most of the local taxes were voter‐approved in individual member cities and/or counties and are often structured as sales taxes.  
	In addition to local transportation taxes, most peer regions have one or multiple transit agencies within their region with taxing authority. Table 3‐1 presents a sample of the regional/local taxes used by peer regions to fund transportation. 
	Table 3‐1: Peer Agency Regional/Local Taxes 
	Table
	TR
	NCTCOG 
	SANDAG 
	SCAG 
	Metropolitan Council 

	Tax Type 
	Tax Type 
	Sales 
	Sales 
	Sales 
	Property 

	Tax Amount 
	Tax Amount 
	-Two 0.5% sales taxes combined up to 1% -1% DART – Transit Sales Tax 
	-0.5% 
	-Four 0.5% sales taxes totaling 2% 
	-1.6% 

	Applicability 
	Applicability 
	-Most cities within NCTCOG boundary have at least one sales tax -DART contributing agencies Texas state regulations limit the amount of additional local sales taxes (2%) any one agency within the state can implement. 
	San Diego County; funding must be used for projects in TransNetspecific Plan. 
	‐

	LA County; each funding initiative has specified focus areas the funding can be spent on. 
	Region‐wide; primarily used to fund transit debt and projects. 


	Multi‐Jurisdiction Local Revenue Sources 
	Multi‐Jurisdiction Local Revenue Sources 
	Multi‐Jurisdiction Local Revenue Sources 

	In addition to singular‐entity local funding, multi‐jurisdictional revenue sources are utilized by peer agencies to generate revenue across multiple jurisdictions both within and beyond the regional planning boundary. For example, MTC, CAMPO, HGAC, and NCTCOG collect multi‐jurisdictional tolling revenues. MTC is a partial funding recipient of the Bay Area Toll Authority’s $6 facility usage toll. This funding source is anticipated to generate revenues totaling $13.88 billion between 2015 and 2040. In additio

	Transit‐Specific Local Revenue Sources 
	Transit‐Specific Local Revenue Sources 
	Transit‐Specific Local Revenue Sources 

	Transit‐specific funding is a common sub‐category of local funds that are exclusively dedicated to transit, including both transit taxes and transit fares. All peer agencies received federal funding from the FTA for transit funding; however, almost all the peer agencies also had a combination of state and regional/local funding dedicated to transit improvements. PSRC, MTC, and METRO had the highest percentages of their overall revenue dedicated toward transit.  
	These agencies generate most of their transit‐dedicated funding from a combination of transit farebox recovery and taxes. PSRC and MTC both have sales taxes that generate revenue to fund transit improvements. The current PSRC sales tax is 1.4 percent and was voter approved in 2016. Within the MTC region there are several different transit taxes levied by various transit agencies.  
	Table 3‐2 summarizes peer agency transit‐specific local taxes that are used exclusively to fund transit investments. In partnership with BART, MTC has a region‐wide, half‐cent sales tax dedicated to transit improvements. MTC administers 25 percent of the revenue generated from the sales tax while BART administers the other 75 percent. AC Transit, another transit agency in the MTC region, also has a parcel tax that is applied uniformly to all commercial and residential properties to generate revenue. In addi
	Compared to the peer agencies, MAG has a much lower percentage of transit‐dedicated funding. 
	Table 3‐2: Peer Agency Transit Sales Tax  
	Sales Tax Amount 
	Sales Tax Amount 
	Sales Tax Amount 
	MAG 0.17% sales tax1 
	PSRC 1.4% sales tax 
	MTC 0.5% sales tax 
	DRCOG 1.0% sales tax 
	WFRC Salt Lake County 2.5% sales tax 

	Agency that Controls Funds 
	Agency that Controls Funds 
	Valley Metro 
	Sound Transit 
	BART and MTC 
	RTD 
	UTA 

	Applicability Sales Tax Amount 
	Applicability Sales Tax Amount 
	Maricopa County ARC 1.0% sales tax 
	Sound Transit District CAMPO 1.0% sales tax 
	Alameda, Contra Costa, and San Francisco counties HGAC 1.0% sales tax 
	Regional Transportation District NCTCOG 1.0% sales tax 
	Salt Lake City County CMAP 1.25% tax in Cook County and 0.75% in DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, and Will counties 

	Agency that Controls Funds 
	Agency that Controls Funds 
	MARTA 
	Capital Metro 
	METRO 
	DART 
	Regional Transportation Authority 

	Applicability 
	Applicability 
	Fulton, Clayton and DeKalb counties 
	Jurisdictions of all member agencies 
	City of Houston 
	Jurisdictions of all member agencies 
	Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, and Will counties 


	1 MAG transit funding is represented as one‐third of the half‐cent multimodal Proposition 400 tax. 



	3.3 Funding Distributions 
	3.3 Funding Distributions 
	3.3.1 Improvement Type 
	3.3.1 Improvement Type 
	Each peer agency adopted slightly different approaches to distributing transportation funds by investment type. Generally, agencies break out funding between maintenance and capital improvements, but some also include more specificity (e.g., maintain and operate, modernize, and expand). This approach was used by both the MTC and PSRC. Figure 3‐1 and Figure 3‐2 show the share of funding that is allocated to various investment and other categories. 
	Figure 3‐1: MTC Funding Distribution Figure 3‐2: PSRC Funding Distribution 
	Source: MTC 72% 16% 10% 2% Operate and Maintain Modernize Expand Debt Service and Cost Contingency 
	53% 47% Maintenance and Preservation System Improvements 
	Source: PSRC 
	Source: PSRC 



	3.3.2 Goal 
	3.3.2 Goal 
	Another approach is to align funding with RTP goals (e.g., System Management and Operations, State of Good Repair, Expand the Multimodal Network, and Coordinate Development). This approach was used by HGAC as shown in Figure 3‐3. 
	Figure 3‐3: HGAC Funding Distribution 46% 29% 24% 1% System Management and Operations State of Good Repair Expand the Multimodal Network Coordinate Development 
	Source: HGAC 

	3.3.3 Infrastructure Mode 
	3.3.3 Infrastructure Mode 
	A final approach allocates funding by infrastructure mode (e.g., transit, highways, and local roads). This approach was the most common among peer agencies, including WFRC, METRO, and CAMPO. MAG uses this approach for Proposition (Prop) 400 and the current RTP. Figure 3‐4 and Figure 3‐5 show the funding distributions for WFRC and METRO. 
	Figure 3‐4: WFRC Funding Distribution Figure 3‐5: METRO Funding Distribution 

	3.3.4 Flexibility with Funding Allocations 
	3.3.4 Flexibility with Funding Allocations 
	Allocating funding based on general expenditure categories (as demonstrated in the examples above) provides more flexibility than the traditional methods that commit funding to specific projects. With transportation needs constantly evolving, it can be challenging to commit funds to specific projects that are 20 to 30 years in the future. As a result, allocating funding based on general expenditure categories affords regional planning agencies the flexibility they need to meet changing transportation needs 


	3.4 Key Observations and Findings 
	3.4 Key Observations and Findings 
	 
	 
	 
	Most agencies have dedicated regional transportation taxes. Sales tax revenues range from a half‐cent to two cents, when multiple taxes were compounded. 

	 
	 
	Multi‐jurisdiction sources can provide substantive contributions to a region’s revenue portfolio. 


	Several peer agencies receive revenues from multi‐jurisdiction toll and managed lane programs.  
	 
	 
	 
	Eight of the reviewed agencies have a transit‐specific sales tax. Transit‐specific sales taxes range from a half‐cent to 1.4 cents. 

	 
	 
	Agencies commonly fund operations and maintenance expenses. Agencies distributing funding by improvement type commonly allocated at least half of funds to operations and maintenance across all modes. 


	31% 36% 33% Highways Arterial Streets Transit 
	Source: WFRC 
	Source: WFRC 


	5% 50% 45% Active Transportation Roads and Bridges Transit 
	Source: METRO 
	Source: METRO 




	4.0 RTP Funding Sources and Distribution Comparison 
	4.0 RTP Funding Sources and Distribution Comparison 
	4.1 Introduction 
	4.1 Introduction 
	This Section discusses historic MAG revenues and sources from Fiscal Year (FY) 2006, the year Prop 400 became effective, to FY 2019 and compares MAG revenues and sources to a subset of peer agencies. This information is intended to be used to support policy discussions relating to the investment portfolio in the RTP and extension of Prop 400. 
	4.1.1 Overview of Regional Transportation Funding by Source  
	4.1.1 Overview of Regional Transportation Funding by Source  
	Transportation funding for the MAG region is derived from three principal sources: MAG Region Federal Transportation Funds, ADOT Funds, and a county‐wide half‐cent sales tax. 
	MAG Region Federal Transportation Funds consist of FHWA funds and FTA funds allocated to the MAG region. The FHWA funds include CMAQ funds, STBGP funds, and other miscellaneous funds. The FTA funds include Section 5307/5340 funds, Section 5309 funds, Section 5310 funds, Section 5337 funds, and Section 5339 funds. 
	State transportation funds are administered by ADOT and are inclusive of Highway User Revenue Fund (HURF) and ADOT Federal Aid Highway Funds. State statute provides that 12.6 percent of the HURF funds to ADOT be allocated to the MAG and Pima Association of Governments (PAG) regions. In addition, the State Transportation Board has established a policy that an additional 2.6 percent of ADOT HURF funds be allocated to the two regions. These funds are commonly referred to as the “15 percent funds.” The MAG regi
	Regional transportation revenue is derived from the Maricopa County half‐cent sales tax, Proposition 400, which is collected by the Arizona Department of Revenue. Based on ARS‐42‐6105, 66.7 percent of the sales tax revenues are allocated to the Maricopa County Regional Area Road Fund (RARF), with 56.2 percent allocated to the freeway and highway system and 10.5 percent to the major arterial network and intersections. The remaining 33.3 percent is directed to the Public Transportation Fund (PTF). ADOT is res
	4.1.2 Historic Trends 
	Federal Funding Trend Analysis 

	Federal funding for the MAG region is comprised of three primary sources: FTA funds, CMAQ, and STBGP. Figure 4‐1 presents the projected federal funds from the MAG 2005 Annual Report on the Status of the Implementation of the Proposition 400 and actual federal funds that have been disbursed. Actual disbursements of federal funds increased over 320 percent, from $138.6 million in 2006 to $274.3 million in 2019. The overall trend is upward, with two decreasing periods from 2009 to 2015, and from 2017 to 2018. 
	The gap between the projected and actual federal funding received is exacerbated by the eroding purchasing power of federal gas tax receipts. Transportation in the US is largely funded through revenues from the federal fuel tax (on gasoline, diesel, and other motor fuels) to fund the Federal Highway Trust Fund (HTF). The federal gasoline tax rate has been stagnant since 1993 and is insufficient to keep pace with rising infrastructure costs and inflation. Surface transportation authorizations like the FAST A
	The gap between the projected and actual federal funding received is exacerbated by the eroding purchasing power of federal gas tax receipts. Transportation in the US is largely funded through revenues from the federal fuel tax (on gasoline, diesel, and other motor fuels) to fund the Federal Highway Trust Fund (HTF). The federal gasoline tax rate has been stagnant since 1993 and is insufficient to keep pace with rising infrastructure costs and inflation. Surface transportation authorizations like the FAST A
	temporary solution to meet infrastructure needs nationwide. An increase in excise taxes or identifying new revenue sources is needed to ensure that federal funds be a stable and reliable long‐term funding source. 

	Figure 4‐1: Total Federal Funding Historic Trend (in millions) 
	$138.6 $274.3 $22.4 $314.4 $0 $50 $100 $150 $200 $250 $300 $350 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 MILLION FISCAL YEAR Actual Federal Funding 2005 Projected Federal Funding 
	Note: Values above represent use of federal funds in life cycle programs, only. Values above represent obligation authority available during the fiscal year, except for FTA funds and CMAQ transit funds, which are the amounts actually expended. Source: 2005 and 2019 Annual Report on the Status of the Implementation of Proposition 400, MAG historical federal revenue information 
	State Funding Trend Analysis 
	State Funding Trend Analysis 

	State transportation revenues are inclusive of HURF and ADOT Federal Aid Highway Funds. HURF is primarily funded through the state gasoline tax, vehicle fuel tax, and licensing and registration fees. HURF is also the primary funding source for statewide highway construction and maintenance, and regional and local roadway improvements. Figure 4‐2 provides a nearly thirty‐year breakdown of HURF revenue sources between FY 1991 and FY 2019. Gasoline and fuel tax receipts constituted approximately half of the HU
	Arizona’s state fuel taxes are currently 18 and 26 cents per gallon for gasoline and diesel respectively. Similar to the federal gas tax, Arizona’s gasoline and diesel taxes have not increased, or been adjusted for inflation, since 1991 and 1993 respectively. The gasoline tax, levied on a per gallon basis instead of a price percentage basis, further prevents tax revenue from being recalibrated over time. As a result, 2019 gasoline tax receipts are less than that of 2000. Compounded by fuel efficiency improv
	Figure 4‐2: Revenue Categories as a Percentage of HURF 
	Source: Arizona Department of Transportation Figure 4‐3 shows total statewide HURF collections, controlled for inflation, relative to population growth over the past two decades. When controlling for inflation, HURF revenues were higher in 2000 than they were in 2019, despite the state’s population growth of more than 40 percent over that same period. Figure 4‐3: Total State HURF Arizona State Highway Fund Funding and Population Historic Trend 44% 46% 44% 43% 43% 42% 41% 42% 41% 41% 41% 41% 41% 40% 39% 37% 
	Source: Arizona Department of Transportation $1,571 $1,520 0.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 6.00 7.00 8.00 $0 $200 $400 $600 $800 $1,000 $1,200 $1,400 $1,600 $1,800 $2,000 MillionMillion Fiscal Year Historical State Revenue and Population Trend Total Arizona HURF (2019$) Population 
	Figure 4‐4 presents the historic trend in the projected state transportation revenues from the MAG 2005 Annual Report on the Status of the Implementation of the Proposition 400 and the actual state transportation revenues that have been disbursed to the MAG region. Note that state transportation revenues, as represented in the chart, include MAG’s share of both HURF funding and statewide federal funding. Between 2006 and 2019, the projected and disbursed state transportation revenues both generally increase
	State transportation revenues into the MAG region were projected to experience linear growth after 2008 and eventually reach $491.3 million. While the disbursed revenue in 2019 marks a notable increase of revenue, it is still approximately 30 percent less than the original projection. The erosion, in real dollar terms, of state transportation revenue allocated to the MAG region is a trend observed in many metro regions in states that have not increased or indexed their motor fuel tax. 
	Figure 4‐4: Total ADOT Funding Historic Trend 
	$237.7 $346.5 $268.3 $491.3 $‐$100.0 $200.0 $300.0 $400.0 $500.0 $600.0 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 MILLION FISCAL YEAR Actual ADOT Funding 2005 Projected ADOT Funding 
	Note: The 2007 HURF component of Actual Funding is reflective of 2006 and 2007 combined values. Source: 2005 and 2019 Annual Report on the Status of the Implementation of Proposition 400, ADOT Finance 
	Figure 4‐5 presents the historic trend of Proposition 400 sales tax revenue projections from the MAG 2005 Annual Report on the Status of the Implementation of the Proposition 400 and actual sales tax funds that have been disbursed. Both the projections and actual disbursement trend similarly, and even exceed the projected revenue prior to 2008. However, actual sales tax revenue started to decline due to the Great Recession and did not begin to recover until 2010. When comparing the growth rate of the 2005 p
	Figure 4‐5 presents the historic trend of Proposition 400 sales tax revenue projections from the MAG 2005 Annual Report on the Status of the Implementation of the Proposition 400 and actual sales tax funds that have been disbursed. Both the projections and actual disbursement trend similarly, and even exceed the projected revenue prior to 2008. However, actual sales tax revenue started to decline due to the Great Recession and did not begin to recover until 2010. When comparing the growth rate of the 2005 p
	Regional Revenue Trends 

	with the actual revenue disbursed after 2008, the Great Recession not only set back the immediate regional sales tax revenue but slowed the pace of its long‐term recovery. By 2019, actual Prop 400 revenue was $464.4 million—about 43 percent less than the projected value of $807.9 million. 

	Figure 4‐5: Total Proposition 400 Funding Historic Trend 
	$137.2 $807.9 $153.6 $464.4 $0 $100 $200 $300 $400 $500 $600 $700 $800 $900 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 MILLION FISCAL YEAR 2005 Projected Sales Tax Revenue Actual Sales Tax Revenue 
	Source: 2005 and 2019 Annual Report on the Status of the Implementation of Proposition 400 

	4.1.3 Key Observations and Findings 
	4.1.3 Key Observations and Findings 
	 
	 
	 
	The regional sales tax became the main source for transportation funding. Based on the historic trends of MAG’s three primary transportation funding sources, the share of regional revenue as a proportion of total transportation funding has increased over time, due in part to the erosion of state revenues. 

	 
	 
	Transportation funding decreases in real dollars over time. Unpredictable economic crises, compounded by constant inflation, contributed to a decrease in real dollars for transportation funding over time. 

	 
	 
	MAG maintains a stable financial portfolio. Table 4‐1 shows that total transportation expenditures between 2006 and 2019 are approximately equal to revenue generated. The amount of debt service required to finance transportation capital needs is low. However, the catalogue of deferred capital projects is large and continues to grow due to the transportation funding deficit. 


	Table 4‐1: Transportation Revenue and Expenditure 2006‐2019 (YOE Dollars in Million) 
	Table 4‐1: Transportation Revenue and Expenditure 2006‐2019 (YOE Dollars in Million) 
	Table
	TR
	Expenditure (2006‐2019) 
	Revenue (2006‐2019) 

	Category 
	Category 
	Freeway 
	Arterial 
	Transit 
	Proposition 400 
	ADOT 
	Federal 

	Amount 
	Amount 
	$6,188.9 
	$894.9 
	$3,042.3 
	$ 4,972.5 
	$3,705.0 
	$2,285.0 

	Sum 
	Sum 
	$10,126.1 
	$10,962.0 


	Source: MAG RTP 2019 Annual Report 
	4.2 Peer Agencies Comparison of RTP Revenues 
	This Section discusses MPO funding by source and compares the amount of funding received by MAG and several peer agencies to identify similarities and differences. This section also shares information on the experiences from peer agencies to shed insight on regional funding‐related policy issues.  
	The peer agencies chosen for the comparison analyses in this section are: North Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG), Houston‐Galveston Area Council (HGAC), Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC), San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), and Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO). These agencies were selected to represent a range of metropolitan areas that share geographic, growth, and/or transportation investment patterns similar to the MAG region. Additionally, these peer re
	4.2.1 Federal, State, and Regional Funding Sources 
	Table 4‐2 presents the total funding at the federal, state, and regional levels. Other funding sources, such as municipal revenues and private funds, are not included in the analysis. Federal funds include programs offered by both FHWA and FTA. State funds include funding provided through state agencies. Regional funds consist of county‐wide taxes, regional toll road revenue, regional transit service fares, and other road user revenues.  
	Total federal revenue is annualized based on the number of years in the planning horizon of each peer agency’s published RTP. The values for WFRC and SANDAG have been scaled down to 21 years and 16 years, respectively, based on the RTP’s interim horizon years to provide a more comparable projection timeframe. The annual revenues were then normalized by the total estimated population in 2019.    
	MAG NCTCOG HGAC WFRC SANDAG CAMPO Core City Phoenix, AZ Dallas‐Fort Worth, TX Houston, TX Salt Lake City, UT San Diego, CA Austin, TX Years 20 27 25 21 16 25 Federal Funds $8,356.3 $12,643.6 $26,460.0 $3,858.8 $13,005.0 $3,994.1 State Funds $13,821.5 $40,656.6 $19,110.0 $18,242.3 $18,399.0 $4,668.7 Regional Funds $18,517.6 $44,182.0 $73,500.0 $7,389.9 $14,155.0 $19,878.7 Annualized Revenue $2,034.8 $3,610.5 $4,762.8 $1,404.3 $2,847.4 $1,141.7 Annual Revenue Per Capita $476.5 $520.1 $687.5 $756.3 $833.7 $472
	Table 4‐2: Annual Revenue by Peer Agency (YOE Dollars in Million) 
	Table 4‐2: Annual Revenue by Peer Agency (YOE Dollars in Million) 


	Note: State funding sources has primarily been focused to state originating, categorizing all funds by individual programs. There are instances in MPO reporting that have combined state‐generated funds with state‐distributed federal funds. Source: MAG RTP 2020‐2040 Update, NCTCOG RTP 2018‐2045, HGAC RTP 2020‐2045, WFRC RTP 2019‐2050, SANDAG RTP 2019‐2050, CAMPO RTP 2020‐2045 
	Figure 4‐6 compares how transportation revenues are structured differently across all peer agencies. Overall, the MAG region’s revenue per capita is second lowest among the peer agencies. 
	MAG’s funding levels by source (federal, state, and regional) resemble that of the three Texas MPOs: NCTCOG, HGAC, and CAMPO. These four MPOs rely primarily on their regional funding. Conversely, WFRC and SANDAG benefit significantly more from state funding sources as part of their overall revenue portfolio. 
	The level of state funding correlates to each state’s respective level of transit funding commitment. Arizona’s transportation revenues do not contain transit funding programs, as state funds are exclusively focused on roadway projects. Similarly, Texas has a very limited dedicated transit program budget, with most transit funding focused on non‐urbanized systems. Conversely, both Utah and California have robust state transit‐dedicated programs that provide essential transit funding to WFRC and SANDAG. 
	Figure 4‐6: Total Per Capita Revenue by Peer Agency (Annualized in YOE Dollars)  
	$97.83 $67.46 $152.79 $98.97 $238.00 $66.13 $161.82 $216.92 $110.35 $467.85 $336.71 $77.30 $216.80 $235.73 $424.41 $189.53 $259.04 $329.15 $476.46 $520.11 $687.54 $756.34 $833.75 $472.58 $‐$100 $200 $300 $400 $500 $600 $700 $800 $900 MAG NCTCOG HGAC WFRC SANDAG CAMPO ANNUAL REVENUE (IN MILLIONS) PER CAPITA Federal State Regional 
	Source: MAG RTP 2020‐2040 Update, NCTCOG RTP 2018‐2045, HGAC RTP 2020‐2045, WFRC RTP 2019‐2050, SANDAG RTP 2019‐2050, CAMPO RTP 2020‐2045 
	4.2.2 Federal Funding Breakdown by Program 
	Most federal funding comes through various programs such as grants allocated through the Federal HTF established by FHWA and formula‐based grants apportioned by FTA. Table 4‐3 presents annual revenues by federal program for most peer agencies, including MAG. (Note: HGAC’s 2020‐2045 RTP does not break down the federal revenue into individual programs.) Additionally, the CMAQ and STBGP programs in SANDAG’s 2019‐2050 RTP are grouped together as shown in Table 4‐3. Discretionary and freight‐related federal fund
	Table 4‐3: Annual Federal Funding by Program (YOE Dollars) 
	Funding Program 
	Funding Program 
	Funding Program 
	MPO Name 

	MAG 
	MAG 
	NCTCOG 
	HGAC 
	WFRC1 
	SANDAG 
	CAMPO 

	Federal Highway Fund 
	Federal Highway Fund 
	CMAQ 
	$65,685,000 
	$129,555,556 
	$1,058,400,000 
	$9,710,893 
	$ 113,812,500 
	‐

	STBGP 
	STBGP 
	$68,040,000 
	$177,018,519 
	$32,529,35 
	$73,164,000 

	Other  
	Other  
	‐
	‐
	$6,844,682 
	$ 12,250,000 
	$27,384,000 

	FTA 
	FTA 
	FTA 5307/5340 
	$80,375,000 
	$103,466,667 
	$3,636,237 
	$ 167,187,500 
	$30,251,200 

	FTA 5309 
	FTA 5309 
	$115,750,000 
	$13,629,630 
	$24,854,753 
	$ 308,875,000 
	$18,652,800 

	FTA 5311 
	FTA 5311 
	‐
	‐
	‐
	‐
	$6,551,600 

	FTA 5339 
	FTA 5339 
	$7,620,000 
	‐
	‐
	‐
	$2,237,200 

	FTA 5310 
	FTA 5310 
	$4,255,000 
	‐
	‐
	‐
	$1,522,400 

	FTA 5337 
	FTA 5337 
	$13,215,000 
	‐
	‐
	‐
	‐

	Total Federal Revenue 
	Total Federal Revenue 
	$417,812,500 
	$468,280,247 
	$1,058,400,000 
	$183,754,054 
	$ 812,812,500 
	$159,763,200 


	1 Only 30.2 percent of WFRC’s federal revenues are identified by program. 58 percent of federal revenues are distributed through UDOT and are not categorized by federal programs and are not included in Table 2‐4. 
	Source: MAG RTP 2020‐2040 Update, NCTCOG RTP 2018‐2045, HGAC RTP 2020‐2045, WFRC RTP 2019‐2050, SANDAG RTP 2019‐2050, CAMPO RTP 2020‐2045 
	Table 4‐4 provides the percent of funding received by federal program. In most cases, the FHWA and FTA programs make up over 80 percent of the total federal funding picture of each peer agency.  
	MAG’s federal revenue structure is similar to SANDAG, where over 50 percent of federal funds are from FTA programs for regional transit projects, whereas NCTCOG, CAMPO, and WFRC receive more federal revenue from FHWA programs. FHWA funds are usually distributed by the state DOT in support of highway activities while FTA funds are distributed by the “Designated Recipient” within urbanized areas, usually the local transit agency or MPO to support transit activities. The City of Phoenix is the Designated Recip
	Table 4‐4: Percent of Federal Program Funding 
	Funding Program Federal CMAQ Highway STBGP Fund Other FTA 5307/5340 FTA 5309 FTA 5311 FTA FTA 5339 FTA 5310 FTA 5337 
	Funding Program Federal CMAQ Highway STBGP Fund Other FTA 5307/5340 FTA 5309 FTA 5311 FTA FTA 5339 FTA 5310 FTA 5337 
	Funding Program Federal CMAQ Highway STBGP Fund Other FTA 5307/5340 FTA 5309 FTA 5311 FTA FTA 5339 FTA 5310 FTA 5337 
	MAG 15.7% 
	NCTCOG 27.7% 
	MPO NHGAC 100.0% 
	ame WFRC 5.3% 
	SANDAG 14.0% 
	CAMPO 0.0% 

	16.3% 
	16.3% 
	37.8% 
	17.7% 
	45.8% 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 
	0.0% 
	3.7% 
	1.5% 
	17.1% 

	19.2% 
	19.2% 
	22.1% 
	2.0% 
	20.6% 
	18.9% 

	27.7% 
	27.7% 
	2.9% 
	13.5% 
	38.0% 
	11.7% 

	0.0% 
	0.0% 
	0.0% 
	0.0% 
	0.0% 
	4.1% 

	1.8% 
	1.8% 
	0.0% 
	0.0% 
	0.0% 
	1.4% 

	1.0% 
	1.0% 
	0.0% 
	0.0% 
	0.0% 
	1.0% 

	3.2% 
	3.2% 
	0.0% 
	0.0% 
	0.0% 
	0.0% 

	Federal Program Funding Sum Percentage 
	Federal Program Funding Sum Percentage 
	85.0% 
	90.5% 
	100.0% 
	42.2% 
	74.1% 
	100.0% 


	Source: MAG RTP 2020‐2040 Update, NCTCOG RTP 2018‐2045, HGAC RTP 2020‐2045, WFRC RTP 2019‐2050, SANDAG RTP 2019‐2050, CAMPO RTP 2020‐2045. 
	4.2.3 Regional and County‐Wide Transportation Sales Taxes 
	Table 4‐5 summarizes the regional sales tax programs dedicated to transportation projects within each MPO’s jurisdiction. 
	Table 4‐5: Regional or County‐wide Sales Tax by Peer Agency (YOE Dollars) 
	Table 4‐5: Regional or County‐wide Sales Tax by Peer Agency (YOE Dollars) 
	Table 4‐5: Regional or County‐wide Sales Tax by Peer Agency (YOE Dollars) 

	TR
	Name 
	Normalized Sales Tax Over RTP Horizon 
	Normalized Revenue Over RTP Horizon 
	Regional Sales Tax % of Total Revenue 

	MAG 
	MAG 
	Proposition 400 
	$893,215,000 
	$3,825,980,000 
	23.3% 

	NCTCOG 
	NCTCOG 
	Transit Sales Tax 
	$951,959,259 
	$5,050,107,407 
	18.9% 

	HGAC 
	HGAC 
	METRO Sales and Use Tax 
	$940,800,000 
	$5,880,000,000 
	16.0% 

	WFRC 
	WFRC 
	Local Option Sales Tax 
	$264,354,839 
	$1,625,387,097 
	16.3% 

	SANDAG 
	SANDAG 
	TransNet Program 
	$631,200,000 
	$5,327,975,000 
	11.8% 

	CAMPO 
	CAMPO 
	MTA Sales Tax 
	$333,215,600 
	$1,404,204,800 
	23.7% 


	Source: MAG RTP 2020‐2040 Update, NCTCOG RTP 2018‐2045, HGAC RTP 2020‐2045, WFRC RTP 2019‐2050, SANDAG RTP 2019‐2050, CAMPO RTP 2020‐2045 
	MAG Proposition 400 Sales Tax: The Prop 400 half‐cent Maricopa County sales taxis dedicated to transportation projects. In accordance with state statutes, 56.2 percent is allocated to freeways and highways and managed through the Freeway Life Cycle Program (FLCP), 33.3 percent is allocated to transit and managed through the Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP), and 10.5 percent is allocated to arterial streets and managed through the Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP). 
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	NCTCOG Transit Sales Tax: The Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART) collects a one percent sales tax to fund transit projects within its service area. Trinity Metro imposes an additional half‐cent sales tax on its member cities to fund transit projects in its service area. These two regional sales taxes make up the composite transit sales tax for NCTCOG.
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	HGAC METRO Sales and Use Tax: The Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County (METRO) is authorized to collect a one percent sales tax from all transactions to fund transit projects within its service area. As the major regional transit service provider, METRO’s tax is included in the RTP revenue forecast. 
	WFRC Local Option Sales Tax (or equivalent): Beginning on July 1, 2019, Davis, Salt Lake, and Weber counties enacted each of the four local option transportation sales tax “quarters” as shown in Table 4‐6. By enacting all four transportation quarters, these counties are eligible to, and have subsequently chosen to, impose an additional 0.20 percent sales tax increase exclusively for transit funding, as authorized by SB136. Both Tooele and Box Elder counties have enacted three and two of the tax quarters res
	Table 4‐6: WFRC Local Option Sales Tax Breakdown 
	County 
	County 
	County 
	Quarter 1 
	Quarter 2 
	Quarter 3 
	Quarter 4 
	New 0.20% 
	Current Imposition Total 

	Weber 
	Weber 
	0.30% 
	0.25% 
	0.25% 
	0.25% 
	0.20% 
	1.25% 

	Davis 
	Davis 
	0.30% 
	0.25% 
	0.25% 
	0.25% 
	0.20% 
	1.25% 

	Salt Lake 
	Salt Lake 
	0.30% 
	0.25% 
	0.25% 
	0.25% 
	0.20% 
	1.25% 

	Tooele 
	Tooele 
	0.30% 
	‐
	0.25% 
	0.25% 
	‐
	0.80% 

	Box Elder 
	Box Elder 
	0.30% 
	0.25% 
	‐
	‐
	‐
	0.55% 


	Source: Wasatch Front Regional Council ‐Local Option Transportation Sales Taxes Imposition. January 2019 
	SANDAG TransNet Sales Tax: TransNet is the half‐cent sales tax for local transportation projects that was first approved by voters in 1988. In November 2004, San Diego County voters approved an extension of the sales tax for transportation through the year 2048. The 2050 RTP further assumes that San Diego voters will approve a second extension of the TransNet sales tax program prior to 2048. The TransNet FY 2009 – FY 2048 revenue projection indicates that the net annual revenues will be applied to major cap
	CAMPO MTA Sales Tax: As the regional public transportation service provider, the Capital Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Cap Metro) has been funded in part by a one percent sales tax from its member cities since it was established in 1985. The one percent sales tax is dedicated to transit projects. 
	All peer MPOs have dedicated county‐wide sales taxes to fund transportation projects. The three MPOs in Texas also have a regional Metropolitan Transit Authority that collects regional sales taxes that further contribute to transit projects. As noted in Table 4‐5 and Figure 4‐6, MAG’s regional sales tax accounts for a larger percentage of the total revenue projection than most of its peers but maintains a lower per capita revenue. This imbalance illustrates the significance of a regional sales tax to suppor
	4.2.4 Dedicated Municipal Transportation Taxes 
	Although member municipalities of an MPO benefit from a regional sales tax, the region’s ability to grow existing local transit service or roadway capital investment without additional revenue is constrained. Several MAG member agencies also have dedicated sales taxes to support transportation investments locally, while others have successfully levied bond packages to address local transportation priorities. 
	Municipal sales taxes have gained popularity as a tool that allows local governments to use tax revenue income to match or leverage federal transportation funds for implementing transportation improvements. In rapidly growing areas, municipal transportation taxes can produce a secure revenue stream with which to support bond financing for certain kinds of projects. Some municipalities in the MAG region have taken the initiative to fund local projects to address pressing local needs and priorities.  
	Figure 4‐7 shows that since 1996 several municipalities in the MAG region have passed local sales taxes to fund transportation projects. A total of six cities within the MAG region have passed a local sales tax to fund transportation projects: City of Glendale, City of Mesa, City of Peoria, City of Phoenix, City of Scottsdale, and City of Tempe. A local sales tax is one way for municipalities to fund local transportation needs. The City of Scottsdale, for example, listed a total of $35.6 million for transpo
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	Figure 4‐7: Timeline of Passage of Municipal Transportation Sales Tax in MAG Region 
	Data Source: City of Avondale, City of Glendale, City of Mesa, City of Peoria, City of Phoenix, City of Scottsdale, City of Tempe, and Valley Metro 
	Similar to the municipalities in the MAG region, cities in peer regions have also taken actions to formulate their own local sales taxes. For example, in November 2006, voters in the City of Grapevine, Texas passed a 3/8‐cent sales tax to participate in the commuter rail system spanning from Fort Worth to Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport, independently joining the multi‐jurisdictional local tax commitments from DART‐participating agencies and the Fort Worth Transportation Authority across Tarrant and
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	4.2.5 Key Observations and Findings 
	 
	 
	 
	Transportation revenue structure of MAG is heavy on regional funding. The MAG region relies more on regional revenues than federal and state revenues. As federal and state funding continue to decrease in real value over time and erode in size due to unpredictable economic events and policy uncertainty, pressure will continue to increase on regional sources to deliver future projects to address regional needs. Further enlarging the regional sales tax, like many other regions, could enable greater revenue sec

	 
	 
	Higher percentage of regional sales tax revenue go to the total transportation revenue. MAG’s regional sales tax makes up a higher percentage of the total revenue projection compared to other MPOs. As a result, any changes to the regional sales tax will not only directly affect the total transportation revenue, but also generate more profound ripple effects to the MAG region than its peer agencies. 

	 
	 
	Municipalities have been seeking local transportation taxes for local transportation improvements. 


	Municipalities have turned to local taxes as additional sources to fund their local transportation projects including, but not limited to, transit, arterial, and new mobility improvements. These municipal taxes require approval of the voters. 
	4.3 MAG Funding Trends and Considerations 
	4.3.1 Historic MAG Trends 
	Transportation funding has declined in real value over time due to factors including inflation, improved fuel efficiency, and unpredictable economic disturbances. While the purchasing power of transportation funding has eroded over time, federal and state revenues have not sufficiently compensated for this decrease. For example, the gasoline tax that makes up half of HURF has remained at 18 cents per gallon since 1991. Similarly, according to the American Petroleum Institute, the gasoline tax in Texas also 
	th 

	4.3.2 Long‐Term Transportation Funding Considerations 
	Because federal and state funding has fallen below projected levels, regional revenue has become the primary funding source for the MAG region. The current revenue structure at MAG, although possessing strong resiliency compared to some other MPOs, requires new considerations for the development of the proposed extension of Proposition 400. Current funding levels and structures are insufficient to support the region’s entire needs catalogue. Furthermore, the MAG region’s catalogue of needs continues to grow
	Because federal and state funding has fallen below projected levels, regional revenue has become the primary funding source for the MAG region. The current revenue structure at MAG, although possessing strong resiliency compared to some other MPOs, requires new considerations for the development of the proposed extension of Proposition 400. Current funding levels and structures are insufficient to support the region’s entire needs catalogue. Furthermore, the MAG region’s catalogue of needs continues to grow
	transit. Determining the structure of various funding programs is an essential policy‐level discussion to defining the extension of Proposition 400.  

	Based on both historic precedent and policy shifts occurring in other regions, there are several trends that will shape policy discussions related to regional transportation funding. 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Increasing reliance on regional revenue. MAG’s regional sales tax makes up the largest share of transportation revenue as compared to its peer agencies. Given the uncertainty in both federal and state funding, the regional sales tax is likely to continue to be the principal generator of transportation revenue for the regional transportation system. The development of the RTP investment strategy should be accompanied by a policy discussion exploring alternative funding scenarios. 

	2. 
	2. 
	Municipal transportation sales taxes. Municipalities have turned to local sales taxes to fund their local transportation projects. In fact, several of MAG’s member agencies have approved local transportation taxes to address mounting local transportation needs.  

	3. 
	3. 
	Opportunities to leverage revenue through public‐private partnership. In other regions, transportation agencies have leveraged public‐private partnerships, tapping capital markets to underwrite new infrastructure expansion based on forecasted revenue streams. The most common examples of these partnerships are toll roads and managed lanes, which have enabled regions to expand their roadway networks in ways that could not have otherwise been funded through more conventional delivery models.  


	5.0 RTP Development and Scenario Planning 
	5.1 Introduction 
	MAG conducted peer interviews with five MPOs to better learn about the general RTP planning process and how policy decisions influenced RTP development. The five organizations interviewed were DRCOG, MTC, SANDAG, NCTCOG, and CAMPO. The goal of this effort was two‐fold. First, MAG aimed to gain insights from peers that could inform the development of a performance‐based framework for the RTP. MAG sought to understand how agencies incorporated performance‐based planning in their RTP. Each interview covered in
	Each agency was interviewed separately. A standard set of questions was used for each interview, shown in Appendix A. 
	5.2 Regional Transportation Plan Update Process 
	5.2.1 Plan and Funding Horizons 
	MPOs interviewed did not align their horizon year with a funding stream or tax measure, although SANDAG’s most recent plan has a current horizon (2050) that closely corresponds with their transportation sales tax horizon (2048). All peer agencies followed federal requirements for at least a 20year plan and the need to update the RTP every four years to an appropriate new horizon year. 
	‐

	5.2.2 Performance Measures and Targets 
	Peer agencies included the federally mandated performance measures at a minimum and to the degree applicable, state mandated measures or targets. For the California‐based MPOs, greenhouse gas emissions and housing targets are mandated and thus included in their plans.  
	Two MPOs, SANDAG and NCTCOG, generally have not set specific targets. SANDAG uses performance measures to compare the benefits, or lack of benefits, of potential networks over time. SANDAG relays this information to decision makers who then use the findings to weigh tradeoffs. However, SANDAG has set a target for reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). NCTCOG will be setting performance measures in the next plan update and anticipates moving toward setting performance targets in future plans. 
	MTC, DRCOG, and CAMPO have additional performance targets, beyond those that are federally required, in their plans. In their previous plan update, MTC’s Performance Working Group selected the metrics and targets for the RTP. The Performance Working Group consisted of stakeholders from other agencies, advocates, and MTC staff. MTC had thirteen targets with associated metrics for their last plan. In MTC’s current effort to update their RTP, they are again using a Performance Working Group to select performan
	DRCOG draws their RTP targets from their Metro Vision Plan, which is a comprehensive, aspirational regional plan for the future. The Metro Vision Plan establishes the policy framework while the RTP helps implement the Metro Vision Plan. The targets in the Metro Vision Plan were created with their Board over the four‐year period during which the plan was assembled. Assessment of whether the targets were both aggressive enough and attainable was a focus for DRCOG. 
	CAMPO noted that Texas‐based MPOs generally use the same performance targets as the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), in part because of the availability of data for those performance measures. CAMPO indicated that the availability of data is also a driving factor in performance measure selection. 
	5.2.3 Project and Program Evaluation 
	Projects are evaluated based on criteria related to peer agency RTP goals and objectives. However, the process for evaluating projects varied across peer agencies. DRCOG used a manual quantitative scoring method in their previous RTP. They scored the 65 submitted projects on about 10 criteria and used the scoring to select projects for the fiscally constrained plan. This method was an onerous process that took months of work and may not have been the most appropriate for a 30‐year plan. For their current RT
	CAMPO also scores projects based on criteria related to their RTP goals. Criteria are formulated with input from the Technical Advisory Committee and are ultimately approved by the Board. Board priorities have some influence over the criteria used for project selection. Projects are scored and compared by mode, not across modes. 
	MTC also evaluates projects based on the RTP goals as well as cost effectiveness. Project‐level evaluation guides the recommendations for project inclusion and timing in the RTP. MTC used a similar methodology for the last two plans and is continuing to use the methodology for the current plan update. After the project prioritization for the regional projects is established and the local municipalities have determined their locally funded project portfolio, MTC puts the entire suite of projects into the tra
	SANDAG had a unique approach to project evaluation wherein projects are not assessed individually but instead bundled and evaluated as a package. The bundles of projects are multimodal and people‐oriented. Project bundles are more reflective of the available travel choices. Like other MPOs, SANDAG uses weighted evaluation criteria that correspond to the RTP vision and goals. Bundling means SANDAG must use cross‐mode criteria for evaluation. Project bundles are scored and then ranked accordingly. Changing to
	5.2.4 Scenario Planning 
	Peer agencies used scenario planning in two ways. First, some MPOs used scenario planning to test the impact of certain policy or project changes by analyzing how the changes shift specific outcomes. This scenario planning strategy focused on the effects of adjusting factors within the control of the region or the municipalities therein. Other MPOs used scenario planning to assess the resilience of their plan by 
	Peer agencies used scenario planning in two ways. First, some MPOs used scenario planning to test the impact of certain policy or project changes by analyzing how the changes shift specific outcomes. This scenario planning strategy focused on the effects of adjusting factors within the control of the region or the municipalities therein. Other MPOs used scenario planning to assess the resilience of their plan by 
	assessing the outcomes of their project and policy portfolio in a range of possible futures. This strategy focused on the impacts of changes to factors outside the region’s control.  

	NCTCOG is using scenario planning to test major assumptions and plan strategies under four different possible futures. While this is not formally included in the plan, it allows the agency to analyze how their plan performs under different futures. In conjunction with the scenario planning effort, NCTCOG is establishing a list of strategies to draw from, depending on future conditions. NCTCOG is considering running candidate projects through the different scenarios as a part of the scoring process in the fu
	On the other hand, DRCOG, SANDAG, and CAMPO use scenario planning to understand the impacts of policy or program changes. DRCOG conducted approximately a dozen model runs with different policy assumptions and/or project changes. They found that policies related to pricing, electric vehicle adoption, telecommuting, and land use patterns had the largest effect on certain behaviors and outcomes. DRCOG used these findings to inform conversations with their Board. Scenario planning allowed them to illustrate som
	Similarly, SANDAG uses scenario planning to start conversations about how policies and modal investments can impact performance. In addition to including policy variations in their scenarios, SANDAG also used scenario planning to test the impacts of emphasizing certain modes, such as a transit‐first scenario and a scenario that prioritized highway investments. Both the policy variations and the modal emphasis in the scenario planning contributed to conversations with the Board. In the end, SANDAG developed 
	While CAMPO did not use scenario planning in their RTP, they used scenario planning as a part of modal studies prior to the RTP update. CAMPO’s most robust scenario planning exercise occurred as a part of the arterial modal study and included five scenarios. From this exercise, local governments could choose to submit projects for RTP consideration that performed well. CAMPO avoids scenario planning exercises that yield academic, impractical, results and does not adjust land use patterns beyond what is expe
	5.3 Plan Resiliency 
	5.3.1 Emerging Technologies 
	All agencies considered emerging technologies as an important, though still relatively unknown, factor in their RTP development. Both NCTCOG and MTC included potential technology trends in their future scenarios. NCTCOG and CAMPO both included a specific chapter on technology in their RTP. While both plans included narrative components related to technology, the information was not incorporated elsewhere in the plan. Difficulty including new technologies in the model and uncertainty about when and how new t
	SANDAG and DRCOG have taken more action‐oriented approaches. SANDAG has integrated emerging technology into their “Five Big Moves,” which are the five major regional strategy categories that make up the framework for their RTP update. Two of these categories, or “Moves,” have clear connections to emerging technology. First, the Flexible Fleet accounts for new trends in micro‐mobility, on‐demand ride 
	SANDAG and DRCOG have taken more action‐oriented approaches. SANDAG has integrated emerging technology into their “Five Big Moves,” which are the five major regional strategy categories that make up the framework for their RTP update. Two of these categories, or “Moves,” have clear connections to emerging technology. First, the Flexible Fleet accounts for new trends in micro‐mobility, on‐demand ride 
	hailing, car sharing, and ride sharing. Second, the Next Operating System considers the ways in which technology and data will be used to connect and manage the transportation system. Additionally, SANDAG plans to adjust their activity‐based model to account for technology trends. Like CAMPO, SANDAG acknowledged the challenges of modeling the impacts of new technology.  

	DRCOG has created the Mobility Choice Blueprint, which is an independent plan that focuses on how the region can take a proactive approach to responding to new technology as it relates to transportation. This plan was completed through a collaborative public‐private partnership with the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT), the Denver Metro Chamber of Commerce, and the Regional Transportation District (RTD). The plan specifies clear actions each agency can take moving forward and how agencies might 
	5.3.2 Flexibility 
	Flexibility was a common element of peer agencies’ financial assumptions. NCTCOG keeps a catalog of illustrative projects that are not included in the financially constrained plan. These are projects that need more information or consensus. Categorizing projects as illustrative assures stakeholders that candidate projects are tracked for future consideration.  
	Flexibility was also built into plans by categorizing projects as near‐ or long‐term. SANDAG commits to the projects they will program within the four‐year TIP cycle. SANDAG also lists long‐term projects but maintains flexibility until revenues are realized and the project is obligated. MTC specifies a set of projects for the first 15 years of the plan and a set for the second 15 years. Prioritized projects are included in the first 15 years while the set of projects for the second 15 years are more flexibl
	CAMPO had a distinctive point of view on flexibility. CAMPO is studying how their system can be responsive to technology. Flexible curb space is one way they are looking at building flexibility. Specifically, they are considering how curb space might adapt to technology, such as repurposing parking spaces to be used as an automated vehicle (AV) loading space. Likewise, they are contemplating how dedicated or managed lanes, such as HOV lanes, might accommodate AVs in the future. CAMPO can more readily modify
	5.4 Key Observations and Findings 
	 
	 
	 
	Developing a data‐driven, federally required performance‐based plan is challenging. Communicating the connection between performance‐based measures and project or program selection is critical. 

	 
	 
	Scenario planning is an important tool to understand the outcomes of policy decisions and give policymakers confidence in long‐range plan decisions. While carried out by agencies in a variety of ways, many of those interviewed use scenario planning to evaluate the resiliency of projects and programs against alternative futures, while others use scenario planning to test the implications of different policy decisions.   

	 
	 
	Agencies acknowledge the unique challenge of accommodating emerging technology in a long‐range transportation plan. While including specific technology elements and future innovations in RTPs is limited, there is a universal commitment to continued research and proactive planning. 

	 
	 
	MPOs have a variety of ways to address flexibility in long‐range plans. Many regions reported utilizing the required four‐ or five‐year updates as an opportunity to revisit assumptions, development changes, and transportation needs. Managing shorter‐term, interim‐year, programs (e.g., 10 or 15 years) is a frequently cited strategy to navigate the challenges of rapid change while cataloging potential project candidates for future, illustrative consideration. 


	Appendix A: Peer Region Interview Questions 
	1. RTP Update Process: 
	o 
	o 
	o 
	How did your agency identify the target horizon year for the RTP update? Did/does this horizon match or differ from major affiliated sales‐tax or other dedicated funding horizons? 

	o 
	o 
	How did your agency establish performance targets? Are these performance targets on‐track to be met? 

	o 
	o 
	What was the threshold or definition used to identify regional significant projects? What happened to projects that did not meet a regional significance definition? 

	o 
	o 
	Does your agency assess performance at both a project and a program scale? How do you select and assess performance measures for each application? (methods, criteria, etc.) 

	o 
	o 
	How did your agency conduct a scenario planning exercise if it was part of the process? 


	2. Plan Resiliency: 
	o 
	o 
	o 
	How did your agency account for new transportation technologies, trends, and respective penetration levels? 

	o 
	o 
	How did your agency build flexibilities into the identified plan and affiliated investment program? 

	o 
	o 
	How did your agency mitigate negative consequences of future traffic volumes exceeding the model’s forecast in the system? 


	3. Lessons Learned: 
	o 
	o 
	o 
	What were the big issues raised or challenges during your RTP development and implementation? 

	o 
	o 
	Are the current regional conditions, challenges, and opportunities presently being experienced in alignment with the anticipated future(s) established during the RTP process? 

	o 
	o 
	If provided the opportunity, what would your agency have done differently during the RTP development process? 


	2 The MAG 2020‐2040 Update assumes a continuation of the half‐cent sales tax through its horizon. 
	3
	 https://comptroller.texas.gov/taxes/sales/mta.php 

	4 5
	https://www.scottsdaleaz.gov/Assets/ScottsdaleAZ/Finance/Archive/FY+2019‐20/FY2019‐20Volume1BudgetSummary.pdf 
	 http://www.grapevinetexas.gov/DocumentCenter/View/2592/Comprehensive‐Annual‐Financial‐Report‐2015?bidId= 











<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


