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1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 - Purpose
The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is a prioritized list of transportation projects
scheduled for project design and engineering, right-of-way acquisition, utility relocation, or
construction for fiscal years 2020 to 2023. The TIP is developed by the Eastern Shore
Metropolitan Planning Organization (ESMPO), which includes the City of Spanish Fort, the City
of Daphne, the City of Fairhope, the Town of Loxley, and portions of Baldwin County. The
projects listed in the TIP are taken from the MPO’s member government TIP requests and passed
by MPO Policy Board Resolutions, and from the 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP).
The TIP identifies transportation projects that are needed to meet current and future travel
demand in the planning area.

1.2 – MPO History, Organization, and Management
The Eastern Shore MPO was formed in the summer of 2012 after the 2010 Census established
the population of the Eastern Shore Urbanized Area at 57,383. The Eastern Shore Urbanized
Area encompasses parts of the City of Spanish Fort, the City of Daphne, the City of Fairhope, the
Town of Loxley, and Baldwin County.
The MPO is comprised of the MPO Policy Board, the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), the
Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC), and the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
(BPAC). In September 2012, the Eastern Shore MPO passed a FY13 UPWP and began formal
planning operations. The Policy Board selected the Baldwin County Highway Department to
manage the MPO.
MPO staff developed a Planning Area boundary which includes the Urbanized Area plus the
adjacent geographic area likely to become Urbanized within the next 25 years. The land area of
the ESMPO Planning Area is approximately 311 square miles. The MPO planning area and the
MPO urban area are shown in Map 1.2 on the following page and in Appendix A. More
information about the history, organization, and management of the ESMPO is available on
Sections 1.1 through 1.5 of the 2040 LRTP.

1.3 – Regulations and Laws
The FY 2020 through 2023 Transportation Improvement Program has been developed in
accordance with Public Law 114-94, the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST Act),
as adopted by Congress in December 2015. FAST Act establishes that the metropolitan planning
process be a cooperative, continuous, and comprehensive framework for making transportation
investment decisions in metropolitan areas. The development of a TIP is specifically addressed
in 23 USC 450.326.
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Map 1 – Planning Area

Source: MPO Staff
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1.4 – Consistency with Other Plans
The TIP is consistent with the ESMPO 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan. The projects
included in TIP are taken directly from the LRTP. The LRTP covers a 25 year planning horizon,
while the TIP encompasses only the next four years. The TIP is often viewed as the MPO’s
short-range plan.
The State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is a statewide listing of prioritized
transportation projects prepared by the Alabama Department of Transportation (ALDOT). The
STIP is consistent with the statewide long-range transportation plan and the long-range
transportation plans and TIPs developed by the fourteen (14) Alabama MPOs. Projects from the
Metropolitan Planning Organizations TIPs are included in the State Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP).

1.5 – Scope of the Planning Process
The SAFETEA-LU planning factors are retained in FAST Act as the Scope of the Planning
Process. The eight (8) factors listed remain the same and must be considered as part of the planning
process for all metropolitan areas. These factors are consulted throughout the development of
projects and strategies that are included in the Eastern Shore TIP. The factors shall:
1. Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global
competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency;
2. Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users;
3. Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized
users;
4. Increase the accessibility and mobility options available to people and for freight;
5. Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve quality
of life, and promote consistency between transportation improvements and State and
local planned growth and economic development patterns; and
6. Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and
between modes, for people and freight.
7. Promote efficient system management and operation; and
8. Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system.
9. Improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system, and reduce (or
mitigate) the storm water impacts on surface transportation;
10. Enhance travel and tourism.

1.6 – Planning Emphasis Areas (PEAs)
•

FAST Act Implementation - Transition to Performance Based Planning and
Programming: FAST Act includes a mandate for performance based planning and
programming within the transportation planning process. Currently, the Unified Planning
Work Program (UPWP), includes the Livability Principles and Indicators performance
measures, which were developed by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) prior
to MAP-21 being signed into law, as the first in a new series of legislated performance
3

measures. The Eastern Shore MPO will fully implement the FAST Act performance
management approach as performance based planning and programming measures are
developed and published. In addition, safety performance measures are mandated in
FAST Act.
•

Models of Regional Planning Coordination - Promote Cooperation and Coordination
Across MPO Boundaries and Across State Boundaries Where Appropriate to Ensure a
Regional Approach to Transportation Planning: The Eastern Shore MPO will work with
transportation officials, staff, and stakeholders to promote regional cooperation and
coordination, as the transportation planning process is intended to be regional in scope,
transportation systems transcend political boundaries. Furthermore, the Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) and the Long Range Transportation Plan acknowledges
consistency with other plans that include transportation elements. Both documents
include regionally significant projects that are modeled in the MPO’s transportation
network.

•

Ladders of Opportunity - Access to Essential Services - As a Part of the Transportation
Planning Process, Identify Transportation Connectivity Gaps in Access to Essential
Services: The entirety of the Eastern Shore MPO’s Metropolitan Planning Area is
serviced by Baldwin Rural Area Transportation System (BRATS), which is a demand
response public transit system. In a demand response system, local citizens may schedule
trips to and from any location in the service area, from Monday-Friday for a small fee.
Therefore, the Eastern Shore MPO area has no gaps in access to essential services, such
as housing, employment, health care, schools, and recreation during the work week.

Livability Principles and Indicators
Increasingly, federal, and state agencies are using Performance Measures as a way of ensuring
greater accountability for the expenditure of public funds in an evergrowing number of
programs and activities across a variety of disciplines. Within the transportation sector and
the planning processes associated with transportation infrastructure development, ALDOT
has adopted the Livability Principles and Indicators as a sustainability measurement against
future actions.
All planning tasks must be measured against these Livability Principles:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Provide more transportation choices
Promote equitable, affordable housing
Enhance economic competitiveness
Support existing communities
Coordinate policies and leverage investment
Value Communities and neighborhoods
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As a measure of sustainability of these principles, the MPO will provide the following
Livability Indicators:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.
7.
8.

Percentage of LRTP projects that contain bicycle and pedestrian elements, excluding transit projects
Percentage of transportation investment from the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) dedicated to
enhancing accessibility of existing transportation facilities
Percentage of household income spent on housing and transportation
Percentage of Workforce Commuting to Work by Bike
Percentage of Workforce Walking to Work
Percentage of Workforce Utilizing Public Transit
Percentage of jobs and housing located within one-half (1/2) mile of transit service
Percent of workforce living within twenty-four (24) miles or less from primary job

1.7 – Performance Measures
ALDOT’s Performance Measures
Background
In compliance with the Joint Planning Rule from FWHA (23 CFR 450 and 771) and FTA (49 CFR
613), under the MAP-21 and the FAST Act, State Departments of Transportation (DOTs) and
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) are to implement a performance-based approach to
planning and programming activities. This includes setting data-driven performance targets for
transportation performance measures. This approach supports the national goals for the federalaid highway and public transportation programs. The seven goals are as follows: 1) Improving
Safety, 2) Maintaining an Infrastructure Asset System in a State of Good Repair, 3) Reducing
Traffic Congestion, 4) Improving the Efficiency of the Surface System, 5) Freight Movement and
Economic Vitality, 6) Protecting the Environment, and 7) Reducing Project Delivery Delays.
Under the 23 CFR 490, the DOTs and MPOs are required to establish targets for applicable
national performance measures. The Safety Performance Measures (PM1), Bridge/Pavement
Measures (PM2), the System Performance Measures (PM3), and the FTA’s Transit Asset
Management (TAM) Targets have been adopted by ALDOT and the MPOs. The Eastern Shore
MPO has adopted ALDOT’s statewide performance measures and targets. Some targets are
required to be set on an annual basis while others are set on two (2)-year and four (4)-year cycles.
ALDOT and the MPOs, along with the Transit Providers, have a cooperative agreement in place
to coordinate the development of the targets, the sharing of information related to the transportation
performance measures, selection of targets, and reporting requirements.
TIP Linkage to Performance-Based Planning Documents and Targets:
The FHWA/FTA Joint Planning Rule required that two years after the rules become effective that
STIP/TIPs amendments or updates must meet the Performance-Based Program and Planning
(PBPP) requirements (23 CFR 450. 226 and 450.340). These “phased -in” requirements became
effective in 2018 and 2019. The STIP/TIPs aid in programming investments toward achieving the
targets as well as align with the PBPP plans to the maximum extent practicable.
This TIP contains both Highway and Transit Projects. Typical highway projects, such as highway
capacity, system preservation, bridge, and safety projects, support the established targets. The
5

same is true for the transit projects that are capital purchases. The TIP project selection criteria
considers ALDOT’s goals and objectives to preserve the existing system, improve system
reliability, promote safety, reduce congestion, and improve the movement of goods and people.
The MPO will continue to coordinate with ALDOT on updates and/or amendments to the
STIP/TIPs and support the selected performance targets (to the maximum extent practicable). The
MPO will support the state targets by adding projects to the Long Range Transportation Plan and
Transportation Improvement Program.
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ALDOT Performance Measures & Targets
*only applicable to Regional Planning Commission of Greater Birmingham

FHWA
Safety Performance Measures (PM1)
(Annual Targets)

Number of Fatalities
Rate of Fatalities (per 100 million Vehicle Miles Traveled)
Number of Serious Injuries
Rate of Serious Injuries (per 100 million Vehicle Miles Traveled)
Number of Non-motorized fatalities and serious injuries

Calendar Year
2019
Targets
932
1.33
8469
12.08
394

FHWA
Bridge/Pavement Performance Measures (PM2)

2-Year
Target

4-Year
Target

% of Pavements of the Interstate System in Good Condition
% of Pavements of the Interstate System in Poor Condition
% of Pavements of the Non-Interstate NHS in Good Condition
% of Pavements of the Non-Interstate NHS in Poor Condition
% of NHS bridges in Good condition by deck area
% of NHS bridges in Poor condition by deck area

n/a
n/a
40.0%
5.0%
27.0%
3.0%

50.0%
5.0%
40.0%
5.0%
27.0%
3.0%

FHWA
System Performance Measures (PM3)

% of Person-Miles Traveled on the Interstate that are Reliable
% of Person-Miles Traveled on the Non-Interstate NHS that are Reliable
Truck Travel Time Reliability (TTTR) Index on the Interstate
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ)*
On-Road Mobile Source Emissions
Total Emission Reductions: PM2.5
Total Emission Reductions: NOx
Total Emission Reductions: VOC
Traffic Congestion
Annual Hours of Peak Hours Excessive Delay (PHED) per capita
% Non-Single Occupancy Vehicle Travel (SOV)

FTA
State of Good Repair Performance Measures

2-Year
Target

4-Year
Target

20.830
168.590
17.207

42.413
312.667
32.429

96.4%
n/a
1.20

96.4%
93.6%
1.21

n/a for this period
n/a for this period

2018

% of Rolling Stock (Revenue vehicles) meet or exceed Useful Life Benchmark
(ULB)
% of Equipment (over $50K) meet or exceed Useful Life Benchmark (ULB)
% of FTA-funded Facilities with condition rating below 3.0 (average) of FTA
Average TERM Scale
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Reduce inventory by
10%
Reduce by 10%
No more than 20% of
facilities rate less
than average

Performance-Based Plans Descriptions:
Listed below are brief descriptions of ALDOT’s PBPP Plans. All of the plans align with their
respective performance measures and targets and this TIP.
Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) and Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) Report
(HSIP) (PM1)
The SHSP is a data-driven, multiyear comprehensive plan that establishes ALDOT’s traffic safety
goals, objectives, priorities and areas of focus, and facilitates engagement with safety stakeholders
and partners. The SHSP provides a comprehensive framework for reducing fatalities and serious
injuries on all public roads, with the ultimate vision of eradicating the State’s roadway deaths. The
strategies detailed in the plan integrate the efforts of partners and safety stakeholders from the 4
E’s of safety (Engineering, Education, Enforcement and Emergency Medical Services).
The Alabama SHSP 3rd Edition was completed in July 2017 and the current focus of Alabama’s
SHSP is the National Goal of “Toward Zero Deaths” initiative which is to reduce fatalities by 50%
by 2035.
The HSIP is an annual report required by states that documents the statewide performance
measures toward the zero deaths vision. It identifies and reviews traffic safety issues around the
state to identify locations with potential for improvement. The Eastern Shore MPO will support
the state
Transportation Asset Management Plan (TAMP) (PM2)
The TAMP is a focal point for information about the bridge and pavement assets, their
management strategies, long-term expenditure forecasts, and business management processes. The
development of ALDOT’s TAMP is consistent with ALDOT’s desire to make data-driven
spending decisions related to its assets. In short, ALDOT puts into practice, both on a regular basis
and more specifically in the TAMP, better decision making based upon quality information and
well-defined objectives. The TAMP will be a central resource for multiple ALDOT Bureaus for
asset information, management strategies around those assets, financial sources and forecasting,
and business management processes. The Eastern Shore MPO and the Public Transportation
provider, Baldwin Regional Area Transit System, are participating in the state TAMP.
System Performance Measures (PM3)
System Performance Measures (PM3) assess the performance of the Interstate and Non-Interstate
National Highway System (NHS) for the purpose of carrying out the National Highway
Performance Program (NHPP); to evaluate freight movement on the Interstate System; and to
analyze traffic congestion and on-road mobile source emissions for the purpose of carrying out the
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) Program.
The Alabama Statewide Long-Range Plan provides a high-level description of existing and
projected travel and maintenance conditions of Alabama’s infrastructure. This Plan places
emphasis on the roadway system because it is the primary mode of transportation for the movement
of people and goods. The targets support system reliability along Alabama’s infrastructure system.
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The Alabama Statewide Freight Plan (FP) provides an overview of existing and projected
commodity flow by mode (truck, rail, waterway, air and pipeline) along existing and projected
network characteristics through data analysis. In general, the FP provides an overall profile of
Alabama’s multimodal freight network, existing and projected freight flows by truck, and
congested areas of concern throughout the state. The targets support the movement of freight which
affects economic vitality.
The targets were set utilizing the FHWA’s dataset source for travel time called National
Performance Management Research Data Set (NPMRDS), Regional Planning Commission of
Greater Birmingham’s Air Quality Conformity Data, and other resources.
Transit Asset Management (TAM)
Transit Asset Management (TAM) is a business model that uses the condition of assets to guide
the optimal prioritization of funding at transit properties to keep transit networks in a State of Good
Repair (SGR). The benefits of the plan are: improved transparency and accountability, optimal
capital investment and maintenance decisions, more data-driven decisions, and has potential safety
benefits. This plan aligns with the transit targets under Transit Asset Management.

2.0 TIP DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
2.1 – TIP Development Process
In July 2019, the MPO Advisory Committees and Policy Board, along with the staff of the
Metropolitan Planning Organization, reviewed the proposed projects for the Draft FY 2020 to
2023 TIP. Projects for the Draft TIP were identified using the MPO Visionary Project List.
Projects were prioritized in the TIP based on need and the availability of local match. The
document was published to the public for comment for 30 days. No comments were received.
The MPO Policy Board adopted the Draft FY 2020-2023 TIP at their July 2019 Policy Board
meeting. Following a second 30-day public comment period, the Final FY 2020-2023
Transportation Improvement Program was presented to the MPO Policy Board for adoption. The
Policy Board adopted the Final FY 2020-2023 TIP in September 2019.

2.2 – TIP Amendment and Modification Process
The TIP will be amended periodically to adjust funding, time frames, scopes, or other factors
relevant to the projects. New projects will be added if appropriate, and if funding is available.
Other projects may be deleted if funding is not available.
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) - Alabama Division, the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) Region 4, and the Alabama Department of Transportation (ALDOT) have
agreed that a formal TIP amendment, requiring MPO approval and vote, is necessary when one
or more of the following criteria are met:
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•
•

Affects air quality conformity, regardless of the cost of the project or the funding source.
Adds a new project, or deletes a project, that utilizes federal funds from a statewide line
item, exceeds the thresholds listed below, and excludes those federally-funded statewide
program projects.
Adds a new project phase(s), or increases a current project phase, or deletes a project
phase(s), or decreases a current project phase that utilizes federal funds, where the
revision exceeds the following thresholds:
o $5 million for ALDOT federally-funded projects and Transportation Management
Area (TMA) attributable projects.
o $1 million for ALDOT federally-funded projects and for non-TMA MPOs.
o $750,000 for the county highway and bridge program.
Involves a change in the Scope of Work to a project(s) that would:
o Result in an air quality conformity reevaluation.
o Result in a revised total project estimate that exceeds the thresholds established
between ALDOT and the Planning Partner (not to exceed any federally-funded
threshold contained in this MOU).
o Results in a change in the Scope of Work on any federally-funded project that is
significant enough to essentially constitute a New Project.
o Level of Effort (LVOE) planned budget changes, exceeding 20% of the original
budgeted amount per ALDOT region.

•

•

The initial submission and approval process of the Statewide Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP) will establish federal funding for Level of Effort (LVOE) project groups.
Subsequent placement of individual projects in the STIP that are LVOE, will be considered
Administrative Modifications. An Amendment through resolution is required when the entire
LVOE category increases by 20%.
For more information about TIP Amendments, please review the Memorandum of
Understanding included in Appendix B, p. 50.
An Administrative Modification is a minor STIP/TIP revision that:
•

•
•
•

Adds a project from a level of effort category or line item, utilizing 100 percent state or
non-federal funding, or an MPO TIP placement of the federally-funded, Statewide
Program, or federal funds from a statewide line item that do not exceed the thresholds
established by the Planning Partner.
Adds a project for emergency repairs to roadways or bridges, except those involving
substantive or functional adjustments, or location and capacity changes.
Draws down, or returns funding, from an existing STIP/TIP Reserve Line Item, and
does not exceed the threshold established between ALDOT and the Planning Partners.
Adds federal or state capital funds from low-bid savings, de-obligations, release of
encumbrances, from savings on programmed phases, and any other project-cost
modification sent to and approved by FHWA or FTA, to another programmed project
phase or line item.

Administrative Modifications do not affect air quality conformity, nor involve a significant
change in a project scope of work that would trigger an air quality conformity reevaluation; do
10

not exceed the threshold established in the MOU between ALDOT and the Planning Partners, or
the threshold established by this MOU (as detailed in the Revisions Amendments and
Administrative Modifications section); and do not result in a change in scope on any federally
funded project that is significant enough to essentially constitute a new project .
Administrative Modifications do not require federal approval. ALDOT and the Planning Partner
will work cooperatively to address and respond to any FHWA or FTA comments. FHWA and
FTA reserve the right to question any administrative action that is not consistent with federal
regulations or with this MOU, where federal funds are being utilized.
For more information about Administrative Modifications to the TIP, please review the
Memorandum of Understanding included in Appendix B, p. 50.

2.3 – Public Participation Process
In order to facilitate public participation, the Eastern Shore Metropolitan Planning Organization
held a public review of the Draft FY 2020 to 2023 TIP from June 5, 2019, to July 5, 2019. The
review period was advertised in five Gulf Coast Newspapers throughout Baldwin County on
May 29, 2019, and June 12, 2019. The Eastern Shore Metropolitan Planning Organization also
held two public meetings regarding the Draft TIP on June 18, 2019, and June 20, 2019.
Information on the public meetings were included in all legal ads, news releases, and posted on
the ESMPO website. A second public review for the Final TIP was advertised and held from
August 21, 2019, to September 20, 2019. The Eastern Shore Metropolitan Planning Organization
also held two public meetings regarding the Final TIP on September 10, 2019 and September 17,
2019.
Copies of the Draft and Final FY 2020-2023 TIP were made available at the following locations
both public review periods:
• Daphne City Hall, Clerk's Office
• Daphne Public Library
• Eastern Shore Chamber of Commerce,
Fairhope
• Fairhope City Hall, Clerk's Office
• Fairhope Public Library
• Baldwin County Fairhope Satellite
Courthouse, Commission Office
• Baldwin Regional Area Transit System
(BRATS) Hub, Fairhope
• Loxley Town Hall, Clerk's Office
• Loxley Public Library
• Alabama DOT, Division Engineer, Mobile
• BRATS Hub and Headquarters, Robertsdale

• Baldwin County Central Annex II, Highway
Department, Robertsdale
• Central Baldwin Chamber of Commerce,
Robertsdale
• Baldwin County Central Annex Commission
Office, Robertsdale
• Robertsdale Public Library
• Baldwin County Central Annex, Baldwin
County Library Cooperative, Robertsdale
• Spanish Fort City Hall, Clerk's Office
• Silverhill Town Hall, Silverhill

For more information regarding the Public Participation activities related to the FY 2020-2023
TIP, please review the MPO’s 2013 Public Participation Plan, available on the MPO website
(http://easternshorempo.org/planning-documents/other/).
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This document is available electronically on the MPO website at the following link
http://easternshorempo.org/planning-documents/sub-page-22/

2.4 – Title VI in Preparation of the TIP
The Eastern Shore Metropolitan Planning Organization is committed to ensuring public
participation in the development of all transportation plans and programs. It is the overall goal of
the MPO that the transportation planning process be open, accessible, transparent, inclusive, and
responsive. As a continuing effort by the MPO to provide public access and the means by which
to engage in the planning process, the MPO has established the following public participation
goals for all documents and programs:
1. An Open Process – To have an open process that encourages early and continued public
participation. All MPO and committee meetings are open to the public.
2. Easy Information Access – To provide complete and timely information regarding plans,
programs, procedures, policies, and technical data produced or used during the planning
process, to the general public and the media. All MPO meeting announcements,
documents, maps, and plans can be viewed at www.easternshorempo.org.
3. Notice of Activities – To provide timely and adequate public notice of hearings,
meetings, reviews, and availability of documents.
4. Public Input and Organizational Response – To demonstrate consideration and
recognition of public input and comments, and to provide appropriate responses to public
input.
5. An Inclusive Process – To encourage participation in the planning process by
traditionally under-represented segments of the community; low-income groups,
minorities, persons with disabilities, and the elderly; and to consider the needs of these
groups when developing programs, projects, or plans.
Additionally, the Eastern Shore MPO will be compliant with provisions of the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973 (Section 504) and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 in July 2016. The MPO
will continue to be compliant with the following Title VI laws, processes, procedures, and
programs:
•
•
•
•
•

•

Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 USC 2000d, et seq., which prohibits exclusion from
participation in any federal program on the basis of race, color, or national origin.
23 USC 324, which prohibits discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation, adding to
the landmark significance of 2000d. This requirement is found in 23 CFR 450.334(1).
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 29 USC 701 Section 504, which prohibits discrimination on
the basis of a disability, and in terms of access to the transportation planning process.
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, which prohibits discrimination based solely on
disability.
ADA encourages the participation of people with disabilities in the development of
transportation and paratransit plans and services. In accordance with ADA guidelines, all
meetings conducted by the MPO, will take place in locations which are accessible by
persons with mobility limitations or other impairments.
Language Assistance Plan (LAP), which is required by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, Executive Order 13166, and FTA Circular C 4702.1B, October 2012. The Eastern
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•
•

Shore MPO has completed a Four Factor Analysis of the Eastern Shore Metropolitan
Planning Area to determine requirements for compliance with the Limited English
Proficiency (LEP) provisions.
Environmental Justice, Executive Order 12898, which requires recipients of federal funds
to consider the both minority and low-income population in the planning process.
Based on analysis, the MPO has identified a population within the MPA that may require
MPO assistance in participating in the planning process. A Language Assistance Plan has
been developed and is documented in the 2018 Public Participation Plan, which can be
accessed at the following on the MPO website, www.easternshorempo.org.

In order to further support the public participation goals of the ESMPO, the public was
encouraged to participate in the development of the LRTP. The 2040 LRTP process included two
series of public involvement meetings, designed to obtain input from the public concerning the
long range transportation planning process in the Eastern Shore Metropolitan Planning Area.
This process culminated in a set of public involvement meetings that were held to present the
draft 2040 LRTP, and receive comments from the public. In addition, once the draft LRTP was
approved, it was subject to a 30-day public comment period. Also, all ESMPO meetings are open
to the public. At these meetings, the ESMPO committees review and approve the draft and final
LRTP documents. Interested individuals may also review and comment upon these documents in
tandem with the MPO committees. Individuals may address their concerns to the MPO
committees directly at any meetings they attend. The MPO Coordinator at the Eastern Shore
MPO should be contacted to coordinate and address the MPO committees and to obtain
unapproved draft and final documents.

2.5 – Environmental Mitigation
MPOs are asked to consider the adverse environmental impacts their projects may have on both
the human and natural environments. To this end, MAP-21 requires MPOs to discuss the,
“. . . types of potential environmental mitigation activities and potential areas to
carry out these activities, including activities that may have the greatest potential
to restore and maintain the environmental functions affected by the plan.” - P.L.
112-141 §134(i)(2)(D)(i) and (ii)
23 USC 134(i)(2)(D). To satisfy this requirement the ESMPO will, to the extent practicable,
place emphasis on the environmental impact of Federally-funded transportation projects in the
region. In addition, the ESMPO will continue to develop and maintain relationships with state
and local governments and agencies with the goal of incorporating their environmental
mitigation knowledge and expertise in the development of the TIP.

2.5.1 – Climate Change
According to the FHWA report Integrating Climate Change into the Transportation Planning
Process, there is general scientific consensus that the earth is experiencing a long-term warming
trend and that human-induced increases in atmospheric greenhouse gases (GHGs) may be the
predominant cause. The combustion of fossil fuels is by far the biggest source of GHS emissions.
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In the United States, transportation is the largest source of GHG emissions, after electricity
generation. Within the transportation sector, cars and trucks account for a majority of emissions.
Opportunities to reduce GHG emissions from transportation include switching to alternative
fuels, using more fuel efficient vehicles, and reducing the total number of miles driven. Each of
these options requires a mixture of public and private sector involvement. Transportation
planning activities, which influence how transportation systems are built and operated, can
contribute to these strategies.
In addition to contributing to climate change, transportation will likely also be affected by
climate change. Transportation infrastructure is vulnerable to predicted changes in sea level and
increases in severe weather and extreme high temperatures. Long-term transportation planning
will need to respond to these threats.
(Introduction to Integrating Climate Change into the Transportation Planning Process, Federal
Highway Administration, Final Report, July 2008).

2.6 – Air Quality Planning
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) establishes tolerance limits on ground-level and
atmospheric pollutant concentrations through enactment of the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS). An MPO that has been determined to be in violation of NAAQS is said to
be in ‘non-attainment’ status. The ESMPO area is currently in attainment status. As a result, no
project-level air quality mitigation measures have been incorporated into the present TIP.
However, ALDOT has requested MPOs in attainment to nevertheless establish tasks in the
UPWP for training in NAAQS monitoring and possible outreach activities. ESMPO staff will
continue to monitor FHWA and EPA bulletins and advisories on Climate Change, as well as the
developing House, Senate and Administration versions of the forthcoming transportation
legislation.

2.7 – Bicycle and Pedestrian Considerations
FHWA Requirements

According to FHWA, MPOs must consider at a minimum, accommodating bicycle and
pedestrian needs as identified below:
• 23 United States Code 217 states that “Bicyclists and pedestrians shall be given due
consideration in the comprehensive transportation plans developed by each metropolitan
planning organization and State.”
• FHWA guidance on this issue states that “due consideration” of bicycle and pedestrian needs
should include, at a minimum, a presumption that bicyclists and pedestrians will be
accommodated in the design of new and improved transportation facilities. In the planning,
design, and operation of transportation facilities, bicyclists and pedestrians should be included
as a matter of routine, and the decision not to accommodate them should be the exception
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rather than the rule. Furthermore, according to the amendments of the FAST Act, bicycle
transportation facilities, and intermodal facilities that support intercity transportation is
encouraged. There must be exceptional circumstances for denying bicycle and pedestrian
access either by prohibition or by designing highways that are incompatible with safe,
convenient walking and bicycling.”
Exceptional circumstances are defined below:
• If bicyclists and pedestrians are prohibited by law from using the roadway. In this instance,
an effort may be necessary to accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians elsewhere within the
right-of-way or within the same transportation corridor.
• If the cost of establishing bikeways or walkways would be excessively disproportionate to the
need or probable use. Excessively disproportionate is defined as exceeding twenty percent of
the cost of the larger transportation project. This twenty percent figure should be used in an
advisory rather than an absolute sense.
• Where sparsely of population or other factors indicate an absence of existing and future need.
For example, the Portland Pedestrian Guide requires “all construction of new public streets” to
include sidewalk improvements on both sides, unless the street is a cul-de-sac with four or
fewer dwellings, or the street has severe topographic or natural resource constraints.
ALDOT Requirements

ALDOT received a written directive from FHWA – Alabama Division, June 12, 2009, that the
MPOs must “include a policy statement that bicycling and walking facilities will be
incorporated into all transportation projects unless exceptional circumstances exist.” This
guidance was reinforced by a USDOT email broadcast March 17, 2010, in which
recommendations were forwarded to state DOTs with regard to bicycle and pedestrian policy.
These two directives effectively modified 23 USC 217 in implementing improvements using
federal funds to state routes under ALDOT jurisdiction.
This is now ALDOT bicycle and pedestrian policy and it carries over to the short-range TIP
subset and new bicycle and pedestrian plans and updates. The MPO will comply with these
provisions.

2.8 – Safety Planning
FAST Act requires that each statewide and metropolitan planning process shall provide for
consideration of projects and strategies that will increase the safety and security of the
transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users. As updated in the FAST Act under
Section 5329 of Title 49, grant monies may be apportioned to address and fix highway safety
concerns in the MPO. These are considered in MPO Advisory and Policy board meetings for
inclusion in the TIP. The Eastern Shore MPO’s Safety Planning efforts are documented annually
in the UPWP. The MPO’s Safety Planning objective in the FY2019 UPWP is to incorporate
transportation safety and security measures into the local transportation planning process and
identifies the following proposed steps:
•

Develop maps and reports concerning safety issues as provided by ALDOT and member
government law enforcement.
15

•
•

Identify bicycle and pedestrian movement to improve safety.
Perform sidewalk/crosswalk/signal assessments as appropriate.

2.9 – Freight Planning
The efficient movement of goods, is vital to our communities’ quality of life, their economy, and
to local industries that rely significantly on freight, including manufacturers, distributors,
retailers, and agriculture. Therefore, planning and programming projects for the efficient
transport of goods is considered in the selection of projects for inclusion into the
Transportation Improvement Program.

2.10 – Regionally Significant Projects
From 23 CFR 450.104, a regionally significant project means a project (other than projects that
may be grouped in the STIP/TIP pursuant to §450.216 and §450.324) that is on a facility which
serves regional transportation needs (such as access to and from the area outside of the region,
major activity centers in the region, major planned developments such as new retail malls, sports
complexes, etc., or transportation terminals as well as most terminals themselves) and would
normally be included in the modeling of a metropolitan area's transportation network, including,
as a minimum, all principal arterial highways and all fixed guideway transit facilities that offer a
significant alternative to regional highway travel.
From 40 CFR 93.101, a regionally significant project means a transportation project (other than
an exempt project) that is on a facility which serves regional transportation needs (such as access
to and from the area outside of the region; major activity centers in the region; major planned
developments such as new retails malls, sports complexes, or transportation terminals, as well as
most terminals themselves) and would normally be included in the modeling of a metropolitan
area's transportation network, including at a minimum all principal arterial highways and all
fixed guideway transit facilities that offer an alternative to regional highway travel.
At this time, the Eastern Shore Metropolitan Planning Organization does not have any regionally
significant projects planned or programmed for the 2020-2023 TIP timeframe that is not the
Mobile River Bridge Project (see section 2.14 below) and that are not already included in the
project listings.

2.11 – Level of Effort (LVOE)
Projects in the STIP/TIP, referred to as Level of Effort (LVOE) projects, represent grouped
projects not considered of appropriate scale to be identified individually. Projects may be
grouped by function, work type, and/or geographical area, using the applicable classifications
under 23 CFR 771.117 (c) and (d), and/or 40 CFR part 93.
LVOE projects are placed in the STIP/TIP according to selected funding programs, with the
planned funding amounts for each year. ALDOT, and the affected MPOs, will be required to
make a formal amendment to the STIP/TIPs for any adjustment of funding of an LVOE group
that exceeds 20 percent of it originally-planned funding to a particular Region. The selected
statewide funding programs include:
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Interstate Resurfacing Program (includes lighting, sign & pavement rehabilitation)
Non-Interstate Resurfacing Program (FM)
Transportation Alternative Program (TAP)
Safety Projects [Hazard elimination, roadway and rail, high-speed passenger rail, seatbelt,
blood alcohol content, and others.]
Recreational Trails [Funds are transferred to ADECA.]
Federal-Aid Resurfacing Program for each ALDOT Region
County Allocation Funds [Off-system bridges and STP non-urban.]
Federal Transit Programs: 5307 (urbanized), 5311 (non-urban), 5310 (Elderly and
Disabilities), and 5339 (Buses and Bus Facilities)

Addition or deletion of individual LVOE projects are considered an administrative modification,
and do not require any further MPO action prior to authorization, subject to the dollar thresholds
established in the sections above. ALDOT will maintain a matrix listing, on the STIP website, of
LVOE projects for each of the five ALDOT Regions. The MPOs will be notified as soon as any
specific projects within their urban areas, are identified and selected, and will have ten (10) days
to decline the project. Additionally, the MPOs will be notified as soon as any specific projects
are modified or deleted within their urban areas, and will have ten (10) days to decline the
project deletion or change.
Level of Effort (LVOE) holds funds that are not dedicated to specific projects, and may be used
to cover cost increases, or add new projects or project phases. LVOE shall not exceed the
thresholds, or the requirements, of any other items that require an amendment. LVOE may
include the Statewide Transportation Alternative Program (TAP), Safety Projects, Federal-Aid
Resurfacing, Off-System Bridge, STP Non-urban, and FTA Programs 5307, 5310, 5311, and
5339 (see listing above).
Level of Effort resurfacing shall be programmed annually for the five (5) ALDOT Regions, and
shown as line items in each category for each Region. Projects or project lists will be added as
soon as available, and MPOs will be notified of all changes that occur in the list.
For more information about Level of Effort (LVOE), please review the Memorandum of
Understanding included in Appendix B, p. 47.

2.12 – Financial Constraint
23 CFR §450.324(i) requires that the TIP be financially constrained. Therefore, the sum of all
project costs in a given TIP year cannot exceed the available funding for that year. It should be
noted that the available funding for a particular year comprises the sum of (1) the FY
apportioned funds and (2) any available accrued funds.
The financial constraint requirement makes a further fundamental demand with regard to
documentation. Projects in a TIP must include the sources or funding programs of all funds,
dollar amounts, project identification numbers, termini descriptions, project phases to be funded,
and the year of expected expenditure. In addition, all funding must be done in ‘year of
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expenditure’ dollars. The objective is to establish, at the project level, where funds are coming
from, what they are spent on, and over what period of time.
MPO funding during the FY2020-2023 timeframe is uncertain due to an anticipated
decline in Highway Trust Fund revenue and the lack of a long term funding bill. If current
funding levels are maintained, the ESMPO will receive federal funds in the sum of:
$3,830,580 Carry-over from FY2017- FY2019
$1,450,642 in fiscal year 2020
$1,450,642 in fiscal year 2021
$1,450,642 in fiscal year 2022
$1,450,642 in fiscal year 2023
Federal funds received by the MPO will be combined with a twenty percent match from local
governments. The local governments have agreed to accept financial responsibility for the
projects they sponsor in the TIP. This document contains projects sponsored by a number of
governmental bodies. All projects sponsored by the local governments are included in the
financial constraint analysis. In order for projects to be included in a State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP), they must first be in an approved MPO TIP. Once ALDOT has
approved an ESMPO TIP, it is assumed that federal matching funds will be available for the
projects. The expenditure of all Federal Highway Funds is controlled by the state.

2.13 – Project Selection and Prioritization
Through the Continuing, Cooperative, and Comprehensive (3-C) Planning Process, the Eastern
Shore MPO’s Public Participation Plan (PPP), Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), and
Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) together comprise and define the project selection and
prioritization process utilized by the MPO.
Public Participation Plan - Public involvement is a key component of both the transportation
planning process and the project selection and prioritization process. To that end, the PPP
outlines the process for providing citizens, public officials, transportation stakeholders, and other
interested parties full and open participation in the metropolitan transportation planning process.
The PPP details the methods and practices employed by the MPO to specifically involve and
engage the public in the project selection and prioritization process as a part of the overall
transportation planning process by:
•
•
•
•

Providing adequate notice of public participation activities and time for public review and
comment at key decision points including, but not limited to, a reasonable opportunity to
comment on the proposed transportation plan;
Providing timely notice and reasonable access to information about transportation issues
and processes;
Employing visualization techniques to describe metropolitan transportation planning
documents;
Making public information (technical information and meeting notices) available in
electronically accessible formats and means, such as the social media and the internet;
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•
•
•
•
•

Holding transportation planning meetings at convenient and accessible locations and
times;
Demonstrating explicit consideration and response to public input received during the
development of metropolitan transportation planning documents;
Seeking out and considering the needs of those traditionally underserved by existing
transportation systems, such as low-income and minority households, who may face
challenges accessing employment and other services;
Coordinating the statewide transportation planning public involvement and consultation
processes with other planning entities and officials;
Periodically reviewing the effectiveness of the procedures and strategies contained in the
participation plan to ensure a full and open participation process.

Long Range Transportation Plan - The project selection and prioritization process begins with
the LRTP, which is developed with input from the public and transportation stakeholders to
develop a program of projects necessary to improve the local transportation network over the
plan horizon. The process entails identifying the projected transportation demand of persons and
goods in the metropolitan planning area over a 25-year horizon based on economic,
demographic, environmental protection, growth management and land use activities. Accurate
identification of the needs and deficiencies of the MPO’s transportation network is achieved
through involvement of the public, input from the local governments, and other stakeholders.
Transportation Improvement Plan - The PPP and LRTP processes culminate in the development
of the TIP where local governments coordinate with the public and transportation stakeholders to
set the priority of the LRTP’s program of projects based on funding availability agreement
between the MPO member governments. Establishing TIP project priorities is a dynamic process
which considers specific local factors such as traffic volume, traffic patterns, safety,
demographics, development patterns and land use to identify project need. Due to the limited
amount of funds received by the ESMPO, MPO staff and Policy Board members rely heavily on
input from the MPO’s three advisory committees, Technical Advisory Committee (TAC),
Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC), and Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC),
when setting project priorities.

2.14 – I-10 Mobile River Bridge
The I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway project is a proposal to increase the capacity of I10 by constructing a new six-lane bridge, with 215 feet of Air Draft Clearance (ADC), across
the Mobile River, and replacing the existing I-10 bridges across Mobile Bay, known as the
Bayway, from four to eight lanes at an elevation above the 100-year storm surge. The
proposed project would be located in Baldwin and Mobile Counties. For the purpose of this
Plan, only the Baldwin County section is included. The Baldwin County section includes the
I-10 Bayway from Mobile County Line to East of SR-16 (US-90) in Spanish Fort. The
bridge increases the capacity of I-10 to meet existing and predicted future traffic volumes,
and to provide a more direct route for local, regional, and coastal interstate traffic, while
minimizing impacts to Mobile’s maritime industry.
The I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway will be funded through a Public-Private Partnership
(P3). P3’s allow public agencies to leverage private sector resources to build critical projects
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when the public agencies do not have sufficient funds to do so otherwise. This P3 pairs
ALDOT with a private partner or partners, to design, build, finance, operate, and maintain the
new I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway without additional burden on public tax dollars.
As the public partner, ALDOT will facilitate the selection of the private partner, or
concessionaire, through a competitive process. The concessionaire agrees to lease the
infrastructure in the designated project area for 55 years, making the concessionaire
responsible for designing and constructing the project, as well as maintaining and preserving
the roadways and bridges over the life of the lease. During the 55-year concession period,
ALDOT will provide oversight and hold the concessionaire accountable for the goals,
deadlines, and budgets detailed in the lease. The concessionaire will also be required to meet
all commitments detailed in the approved FEIS/ROD.
In addition to private investment and available state funds, P3 projects similar to the
proposed I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway project are often tolled to help with upfront
project costs. Tolls also support the ongoing operations and maintenance of the facilities,
allowing the private partner to recover their investment in the project over the life of the P3.
Estimated cost with project details for the Bayway portion can be seen in Section 3.4 –
Project Listings. For more information regarding this project, visit the project website at
www.mobileriverbridge.com

3.0 MPO PORTAL PROJECTS
3.1 – CPMS Web Portal
ALDOT utilizes the Comprehensive Project Management System (CPMS) as a medium for
information exchange between the Department and Alabama’s MPOs. CPMS is a computerized
information-management and decision-support system designed for metropolitan planning
organizations and state departments of transportation. The main purpose of CPMS is to provide
tools for managing the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), while meeting the planning
and programming requirements of current transportation legislation. ALDOT specifically
employs Web CPMS which is a web-based version of the program. Using the Web Portal
platform, MPOs can interface with available project information. CPMS reports project
information such as Project Number, Project Description, Project Type and Project Cost among
other items.

3.2 – MPO Portal Project Categories
Surface Transportation Attributable Projects
Surface Transportation is a federal-aid highway funding program that funds a broad range of
surface transportation capital needs, including many roads, transit, seaport and airport access,
vanpooling, bicycle facilities, and pedestrian facilities. This funding was originally established
under TEA-21 and reinforced in FAST Act.
Other Surface Transportation Program Projects
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These types of funds may be used for capacity, bridge work, intersection, and other operational
improvements. In addition, there are at least 37 different codes for fund sourcing under the
category Other Surface Transportation funding. In TELUS, for example, coding of STPAA
indicates Surface Transportation Program Any Area. Others might be ACFP (Advanced
Construction Primary Program), CESR (Rural Secondary), or DHP8 (Surface Transportation
Innovative Projects).
National Highway | Interstate Maintenance | NHS Bridge Projects
The National Highway Performance Program (NHPP) provides support for the condition and
performance of the National Highway System (NHS), for the construction of new facilities on
the NHS, and to ensure that investments of Federal Aid funds in highway construction are
directed to support progress toward the achievement of performance targets established in a
State's asset management plan for the NHS.
Appalachian Highway System Projects
TEA-21 provided funding under Section 1117 for highway corridor projects in 13 states to
promote economic development. Most of the ADHS (92%+) is part of the National Highway
System. Funding codes associated with the ADHS are APDV (Appalachian Development),
CX54J (APD Corridor X 2003), and ACAP (Advance Construction Appalachian Development).
Transportation Alternatives
FAST Act includes the Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG) program to provide for a
variety of transportation alternatives (TA), including many that were previously eligible
activities under separately funded programs. This replaces the TAP funding from MAP-21, and
pre-MAP-21 programs including Transportation Enhancements, Recreational Trails, Safe Routes
to School, and several other discretionary programs, wrapping them into a single funding source.
Bridge Projects (State and Federal)
Bridge projects include new facility construction, existing bridge repair, and/or bridge
replacement. Projects selected by ALDOT are based on regional needs, maintenance and
inspection criteria (sufficiency ratings), and available funding. If sufficiency ratings fall below a
certain point, the bridge is automatically scheduled for repair or replacement. This project
category is currently sensitive to public scrutiny after structural failures in the states of
Washington and California. Typical funding codes are: ACBR (Advance Construction Bridge),
BRDF (Bridge Replacement Discretionary Fund), and BRPL (Bridge Replacement).
State Funded Projects
These are typically smaller projects or phases of larger projects for which there is no Federal
funding available, a county or municipality is participating with the state to proceed on a project
rather than wait on federal. Existing project examples would include resurfacing, patching, and
striping projects within municipal city limits, a training program on non-reimbursable state grant,
DBE training extended beyond Federal funding limits, or industrial access. There are a variety of
scenarios in which this type of project would be done. Some common funding program
identification codes would be STAT (State Program), STATC (State Program – Contract
Construction), or STATS (State Program – Special Aid).
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Enhancement Projects
TEA-21 requires that 10% of federal highway funds allocated to the state (STP funds) are to be
set aside (equal to or greater than the amount allocated in FY2005) for transportation
enhancement activities. This funding category has specific and exclusive eligible activities listed
in SAFETEA-LU. They may be found under 23 USC 101(a)(35). MAP-21 rolled the
Transportation Enhancement program into the Transportation Alternatives program. A few
Enhancement projects may still appear on the ballot.
Transit Projects
Local transit operators provide projects to MPOs in priority order and they in turn use these to
develop a Four- or Five-Year Transit Development Plan (TDP). Transit projects are required for
the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and the Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP). This type of project is typically for fixed-route services in the MPO Planning Area and the
primary funding provider is FTA (Federal Transit Administration) with supplemental soft-match
funding from local governments. For informational purposes, Transportation Disadvantaged
(TD) projects with their fund sources are usually included in major planning documents.
Common coding examples would be FTA09 (Federal Transit Administration Section 5307 for
FY2009), JARC (Job Access and Reverse Commute), and RPTO (Federal Transit
Administration Section 5311).
System Maintenance Projects
Roadway and bridge maintenance is provided according to system specifications, facility-life
maintenance scheduling, and available funding. Projects are usually assigned a ‘99’ code
designation. Projects include 99004 (Shoulder Repair), 99005 (Bridge Painting), 99006 (Traffic
Signal Upgrading), 99054 (Roadway Mowing), and simply MAIN (Maintenance Projects).
Safety Projects
SAFETEA-LU restructured the original TEA-21 Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)
to provide more comprehensive funding to states for specific types of projects. This approach
was continued under MAP-21 as amended by the FAST Act. The program requires a state to
develop a Statewide Highway Safety Plan ‘correct or improve a hazardous road location or
feature, or address a highway safety problem’ to become eligible for funding. Eligible types of
projects include:
1. Safety-conscious planning;
2. Improvement in the collection and analysis of crash data;
3. Planning, integrated interoperable emergency communications equipment, operational
activities, or traffic enforcement activities (including police assistance) relating to workzone safety;
4. The addition or retrofitting of structures or other measures to eliminate or reduce
accidents involving vehicles and wildlife;
5. Construction and operational improvements on high-risk rural roads;
6. Improvements for safety of the disabled;
7. Installation and maintenance of signs at pedestrian-bicycle crossings and in school zones.
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Sample coding for safety projects would be HESS (Hazard Elimination Program), STPSA (Any
Hazard), and BELT (Safety Incentive Seat Belt Apportionment).
Other Federal and State Aid Projects
This Other category is a miscellaneous category for projects that do not fit easily elsewhere.
Some sample funding codes are: PLN8 (Surface Transportation Metropolitan Planning), SPAR
(State Planning and Research), STRP (State Revenue Sharing), UABC (Urban Extension), and
CMAQ (Congestion Mitigation Air Quality).
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Projects
The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) program is continued in MAP-21 to
provide a flexible funding source to State and local governments for transportation projects and
programs to help meet the requirements of the Clean Air Act. Funding is available to reduce
congestion and improve air quality for areas that do not meet the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, or particulate matter (nonattainment areas) and for
former nonattainment areas that are now in compliance (maintenance areas).
High Priority and Congressional Earmark Projects
High Priority funding is project-specific funding provided by TEA-21 and extended by
SAFETEA-LU. High Priority Projects (HPP) may be advanced under an Advanced Construction
provision in 23 USC 117 without additional funding until HPP funds become available.
Congressional Earmarks are legislative actions providing funding for a specific purpose or
project outside the normal funding allocation process. High Priority coding could be AHPP
(Advanced Construction High Priority Corridor) or HPPP (High Priority Project Program).
Earmark funding may carry any number of codes, but some attached to Alabama projects are:
FTA3C (Capital New Starts/Fed Earmark) and TCSPE (Transportation Communications System
Earmarked Grant).
Authorized Projects
Authorized Projects are differentiated from Planned Projects by having completed the planning
process and having an established funding contract in place. Authorized Projects are Planned
Projects that have FHWA approval to proceed.

3.3 – CPMS Project Report Format
CPMS can be used to generate reports showing all programmed projects in the TIP. The
following diagram is provided to help guide the reader through the CPMS reports.

Diagram 3.3
CPMS MPO Portal Report Format
[on next page]
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Diagram 3.3
CPMS Project Report Format
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Project Sponsor - in this case, Alabama Department of Transportation.
ALDOT Project ID - a nine digit identifying number from within CPMS (Comprehensive Project Management System).
Funding Code and Federal Aid Program Number - in this case STPAA.
Route and Termini Description - route number is SR-181 plus the from and to description for the project.
Project Category – Other Surface Transportation Program Projects.
Project Scope or Phase - RW indicates Right-of-Way Phase, CN is Construction Phase, UT is Utility Phase, and so forth.
Project Status - ‘P’ indicates Planning, ‘A’ is Authorized.
Work Being Performed - type of work actually being performed, in this example Grade, Drain, Base and Pave.
Map ID - assigned to project maps and linked.
Year Open to Traffic – the year the project will open to traffic. Air Quality Conformity would determine Exempt/Non-exempt status.
FY or Fiscal Year - the year the work will be performed.
Funding Sources - and total project costs Year of Expenditure (YOE).
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3.4 – Project Listings
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3.5 – Authorized Projects

34

35

Source: MPO Staff
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APPENDIX A
ALDOT TIP FUNDING AND URBAN AVAILABILITY FUNDING REPORT
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Appendix A (Continued) – ALDOT TIP FUNDING
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Appendix A (Continued) – Urban Area Availability Funding Report
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APPENDIX B
CERTIFICATION-TIP/STIP MOU
Certification Questions
Statewide and Metropolitan Planning Organization
Transportation Planning Process
A. 23 U.S.C. 134 and 135, 49 U.S.C. 5303 and 5304, and subparts A, B, and C of this part;
1. Is the MPO properly designated by agreement between the Governor and 75% of the urbanized area,
including the largest incorporated city, and in accordance with procedures set forth in state and local law?
[23 U.SC. 134 (d)(1)(A) and (B); 49 U.S.C. 5303 (c); 23 C.F.R. 450.310 (b)]
RESPONSE: Yes, a 3-C Agreement was executed by all the member governments in March 2018.
Documents are available on the MPO website, www.easternshorempo.org.
2. For Transportation Management Areas (TMAs) only, does the MPO policy board include local elected
officials, officials that administer or operate major modes of transportation, and appropriate state officials?
[23 U.S.C. 134 (d)(2)(A) , (B), & (C); 49 U.S.C. 5303 (c); 23 C.F.R. 450.310 (d)]
RESPONSE: N/A
3. Does the MPO have up-to-date agreements, such as the transportation planning agreement that creates the
MPO, the financial agreement, and, if applicable, a transportation planning agreement between the MPOs,
State, and public transportation operators where more than one MPO has been designated to serve an
urbanized area? [23 C.F .R. 450.310 (b); 23 C.F.R. 450.314 (a) and (d)]
RESPONSE: Yes, a 3-C Agreement was executed by all the member governments in March 2018. A
Funding Agreement was executed by the County and the State in September 2012. A Performance
Measures agreement was executed in April 2018. Documents are available on the MPO website,
www.easternshorempo.org.
4. Does the MPO boundary encompass the existing urbanized area and contiguous area expected to become
urbanized within 20-year forecast period? [23 U.S.C. 134 (e)(2); 49 U.S.C. 5303 (d); 23 C.F.R. 450.312
(a)]
RESPONSE: Yes.
5. Did ALDOT send a copy of the boundary map to FHWA and FTA? [23 C.F.R. 450.312( j)]
RESPONSE: Yes.
6. For projects located within the boundaries of more than one MPO, does the MPO coordinate the planning
of these projects with the other MPO(s)? [23 U.S.C. 134 (g)(2)]
RESPONSE: Yes, to the extent applicable.
7. Does the MPO planning process provide for consideration of the 10 planning factors? [23 U.S.C. 134 (h);
23 C.F.R. 450.306 (a)]
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RESPONSE: Yes, the ten planning factors are addressed in all formal MPO planning documents (8
factors if developed prior to the FAST Act).
8. Did the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) have at least a 20 year horizon at the time of adoption of
the last major update? [23 U.S.C. 134 (i)(2)(A); 23 C.F.R. 450.322 (a)]
RESPONSE: Yes.
9. Did the LRTP address the following areas in accordance with 23 U.S.C. 134 (i)(2), 49 U.S.C. 5303 (f)?
•

Identify projected transportation demand of persons and goods in the metropolitan planning area over
the period of the transportation plan.
RESPONSE: Yes

•

Identify major transportation facilities that function as an integrated metropolitan transportation system,
giving emphasis to facilities that serve national and regional transportation functions.
RESPONSE: Yes, the MPO performed a detailed analysis of the functionally classified road network
within the planning area and recommended appropriate changes and upgrades.

•

Include a description of the performance measures and performance targets used in assessing the
performance of the transportation system in accordance with 23 USC 134(h)(2).
RESPONSE: Yes, the LRTP was amended to include these targets as directed.

•

Include a system performance report and subsequent updates evaluating the condition ands
performance of the transportation system with respect to the performance targets described in 23 USC
134(h)(2).
RESPONSE: Yes, the LRTP was amended to include as directed

•

Include discussion of types of potential environmental mitigation activities and potential areas to carry
out these activities, including activities that may have the greatest potential to restore and maintain the
environmental functions affected by the plan.
RESPONSE: The MPO has an active Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee and, in early
2015, approved a Bicycle and Pedestrian Concept for the MPO Planning Area. Promoting
multimodal as an alternative to conventional motorized transportation will help restore and maintain
the environment. The MPO is also adopted a Public Transit Plan that focuses on providing transit
for those interested in riding a bus to work instead of driving their own vehicles.

•

Include a financial plan that showed the public and private revenue sources that could reasonably be
expected.
RESPONSE: Yes. See Section 3.4 and Section 4 of LRTP.

•

Include discussion of operational and management strategies to improve the performance of existing
transportation facilities to relieve vehicular congestion and maximize the safety and mobility of people
and goods.
RESPONSE: Yes. See Sections 3.8 and 3.9 of the LRTP.
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•

Include discussion of capital investment and other strategies to preserve the existing and projected
future metropolitan transportation infrastructure and provide for multimodal capacity increases based
on regional priorities and needs.
RESPONSE: Yes. See Sections 2 and 3 of the LRTP.

•

Indicate as appropriate proposed transportation and transit enhancement activities.
RESPONSE: Yes. See Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of the LRTP.

10. Did the LRTP address the following minimum required areas in accordance with 23 C.F.R. 450.322 (f)?
•

Identify projected transportation demand of persons and goods in the metropolitan planning area over
the period of the transportation plan;
RESPONSE: Yes. See Section 2.1, Appendix C, and Appendix D.

•

Identify existing and proposed transportation facilities (including major roadways, transit, multimodal
and intermodal facilities, pedestrian walkways and bicycle facilities, and intermodal connectors);
RESPONSE: Yes. See Section 2 and Appendix D.

•

Include a description of the performance measures and performance targets used in assessing the
performance of the transportation system in accordance with 23 C.F.R. 450.306(d).
RESPONSE: Yes.

•

Include a system performance report and subsequent updates evaluating the condition and performance
of the transportation system with respect to the performance targets described in 23 C.F.R. 450.306(d)
RESPONSE: Yes.

•

Include operational and management strategies to improve the performance of existing transportation
facilities;
RESPONSE: Yes. See Section 3.9 of the LRTP.

•

In TMA areas, consider the results of the congestion management process;
RESPONSE: N/A

•

Include an assessment of capital investment and other strategies to preserve the existing and projected
future metropolitan transportation infrastructure and provide for multimodal capacity increases based
on regional priorities and needs;
RESPONSE: Yes. See Sections 2 and 3 of the LRTP.

•

Describe the proposed improvements in sufficient detail to develop cost estimates;
RESPONSE: Yes. See Section 3.
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•

Discuss types of potential environmental mitigation activities and potential areas to carry out these
activities;
RESPONSE: The MPO has an active Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee and, in early
2015, approved a Bicycle and Pedestrian Concept for the MPO Planning Area. Promoting
multimodal as an alternative to conventional motorized transportation will help restore and maintain
the environment. The MPO is also adopted a Public Transit Plan that focuses on providing transit
for those interested in riding a bus to work instead of driving their own vehicles.

•

Include pedestrian walkway and bicycle transportation facilities;
RESPONSE: Yes. See Section 2.3 of the LRTP.

•

Include transportation and transit enhancement activities;
RESPONSE: Yes. See Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of the LRTP.

•

Include a financial plan that demonstrates how the adopted transportation plan can be implemented
RESPONSE: Yes. See Sections 3 and 4 of the LRTP.

•

Include design concept and design scope descriptions of all existing and proposed transportation
facilities in sufficient detail, regardless of funding sources, in nonattainment and maintenance areas for
conformity determinations under the EPA’s transportation conformity regulations (40 C.F.R. part 93,
subpart A).
RESPONSE: N/A

11. Has the LRTP been reviewed and updated at least 5 years since the date of the last MPO Board action? [23
U.S.C. 134 (i)(1); 23 C.F.R. 450.322 (c)]
RESPONSE: The LRTP will be updated next year (2020).
12. Has the MPO sent all updates/amendments of the LRTP to FHWA and FTA via the ALDOT's Local
Transportation Bureau? [23 C.F.R. 450.322(c)]
RESPONSE: Yes.
13. Was the TIP developed in cooperation with the State and local transit operators? [23 U.S.C. 134 U)(1)(A);
49 U.S.C. 5304 (a); 23 C.F.R. 450.324 (a)]
RESPONSE: Yes.
14. Was the TIP updated at least every 4 years and approved by the MPO and the Governor? [23 U.S.C.134
U)(1 )(D); 23 C.F.R. 450.324 (a)]
RESPONSE: Yes.
15. Was the TIP financially constrained and did it include only revenues that could be reasonably expected?
[23 U.S.C. 134 U)(2)(B); 49 U.S.C. 5304 (a); 23 C.F.R. 450.324 (h)]
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RESPONSE: Yes.
16. Did the TIP contain a priority list of federally supported projects to be supported over the next four years?
[23 U.S.C. 134 U)(2)(A); 49 U.S.C. 5304 (b); 23 C.F.R. 450.324 (a)]
RESPONSE: Yes.
17. Did the TIP contain all regionally significant projects, as defined by 23 C.F.R. 450.104? [23 U.S.C. 134
U)(3)(B); 49 U.S.C. 5304 (c)(6); 23 C.F .R. 450.324 (d)]
RESPONSE: Yes.
18. Was the TIP consistent with the LRTP? [23 U.S.C. 134 U)(3)(C); 49 U.S.C. 5304 (c)(2); and 23 C.F.R.
450.324 (g)]
RESPONSE: Yes.
19. Does the TIP identify the criteria and process for prioritizing implementation of transportation plan
elements (including inter-modal trade-offs) for inclusion in the TIP and any changes in priorities from
previous TIPs? [23 C.F.R. 450.324 (I) (1)]
RESPONSE: MPO funds are very limited. At this point preference is given to projects based on need and
availability. See Section 2.1 of TIP.
20. Did the TIP include a listing of projects for which Federal funds have been obligated in the preceding year,
or was this list otherwise made available for public review? [23 U.S.C. 134 U)(7)(B); 49 U.S.C. 5304
(c)(5); 23 C.F.R. 450.324(1)(2)]
RESPONSE: Yes. See Section 3.5 of the TIP.
21. When developing the LRTP and TIP, did the MPO provide citizens, affected public agencies,
representatives of transportation agency employees, freight shippers, providers of freight transportation
services, private providers of transportation, representatives of users of public transit, and other interested
parties with a reasonable opportunity to comment on the proposed plan and program? [23 U.S.C. 134
(h)(5)(A)]
RESPONSE: Yes, both Plans were published repeatedly throughout the Planning Area and on the MPO
website for public comment.
22. ls the LRTP and TIP of the MPO published or otherwise readily available for public review? [23 U .S.C.
134 (i)(6) and U)(7)(A)]
RESPONSE: Yes, both documents are available for viewing on the MPO website and at the MPO’s
offices.
23. Did the UPWP identify work proposed for the next one- or two-year period by major activity and task in
sufficient detail to indicate who will perform the work, the schedule for completing the work, the resulting
products, the proposed funding by activity/task, and a summary of the total amounts and sources of Federal
and matching funds? [23 C.F.R. 450.308 (c)]
RESPONSE: Yes.
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24. Did the UPWP document planning activities to be funded through Title 23 U.S.C. and the Federal Transit
Act? [23 C.F.R. 450.308 (c)]
RESPONSE: Yes. The UPWP documents activity related to LRTP development, TIP development,
Public Transit Plan development and other planning activities.
25. Were the transportation plans and programs of the MPO based on a continuing, comprehensive, and
cooperative process? [23 U.S.C. 134 (c)(3), 49 U.S.C. 5303 (a)(3)]
RESPONSE: Yes.
26. If located in a Transportation Management Area, does the MPO have an up to date congestion management
process? [23 U.S.C. 134 (k)(3)]
RESPONSE: N/A
27. Does the MPO have a documented Public Participation Plan that defines a process for members of the
public to have reasonable opportunity to participate in the planning process? [23 C.F.R. 450.316 (a)]
RESPONSE: Yes. The PPP is available on the MPO website, www.easternshorempo.org.
28. Has the MPO recently reviewed its Public Participation Plan? [23 C.F.R. 450.316 (a)(1 )(x)]
RESPONSE: Yes.
29. When the Public Participation Plan was adopted, was it made available for public review for at least 45
days? [23 C.F.R. 450.316(a)(3)]
RESPONSE: Yes.
B. The requirements of Sections 174 and 176 (c) and (d) of the Clean Air Act (for air quality nonattainment
and maintenance areas only)
1. How does the MPO coordinate the development of the Transportation Plan with SIP development?
RESPONSE: N/A
2. How does the MPO's UPWP incorporate all of the metropolitan transportation related air quality planning
activities addressing air quality goals, including those not funded by FHWA/FTA?
RESPONSE: N/A
3. Does the metropolitan planning process include a Congestion Management Process that meets the
requirements of 23 CFR Part 450.320? What assurances are there that the Transportation Plan incorporates
travel demand and operational management strategies, and that necessary demand reduction and
operational management commitments are made for new SOV projects?
RESPONSE: N/A
4. How does the MPO ensure that the TIP includes all proposed federally and nonfederally funded regionally
significant transportation projects, including intermodal facilities?
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RESPONSE: N/A
C. The prohibitions against discrimination on the basis of race, color, creed, national origin, age, gender, or
disability as dictated by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended; 49 U.S.C. 5332; 23 U.S.C. 324;
The Americans with Disabilities Act; The Older Americans Act; and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973
1. Does the MPO have a signed Title VI policy statement expressing commitment to non-discrimination? [23
CFR 200.9 (a)(1 )]
RESPONSE: The MPO Policy Board has adopted at Title VI Program expressing its commitment to
non-discrimination. The Title VI Program is available on the MPO website, www.easternshorempo.org.
2. Does the MPO take action to correct any deficiencies found by the Department within a reasonable time
period, not to exceed 90 days, in order to implement Title VI compliance? [23 CFR 200.9 (a)(3)]
RESPONSE: The MPO has never been made aware of any deficiencies. However, should a deficiency be
found, the MPO will take action to correct the deficiencies within a reasonable time, not to exceed 90
days.
3. Does the MPO have a staff person assigned to handle Title VI and ADA related issues? This does not need
to be a full time equivalent position, but there should be at least someone at the MPO for whom Title VI
and ADA is an extra duty area. [23 CFR 200.9 (b)(1); 49 C.F.R. 27.13]
RESPONSE: Nearly all planning activities in the MPO are shared between two staff members. Katrina
Taylor, MPO Technician I, has specific duties focusing on public participation, Title VI, and
environmental justice.
4. Does the MPO have a procedure in place for the prompt processing and disposition of Title VI and Title
VIII complaints, and does this procedure comply with the Department's procedure? [23 C.F.R. 200.9 (b)(3)]
RESPONSE: Yes. The MPO’s Title VI complaint procedures are available in Spanish and English and
can be found in Appendix B of the MPO Title VI Program available on the MPO website,
www.easternshorempo.org.
5. Does the MPO collect statistical data (race, color, national origin, sex, age, disability) of participants in,
and beneficiaries of the programs and activities of the MPO? [23 CFR 200.9 (b)(4)]
RESPONSE: Using its limited resources and the information available through the US Census Bureau,
the MPO collects data from the entire planning area relating to poverty levels, commercial and
residential growth, English proficiency, and national origin.
6. Does the MPO conduct an annual review of their program areas (for example: public involvement) to
determine their level of effectiveness in satisfying the requirements of Title VI? [23 CFR 200.9 (b)(6)]
RESPONSE: Section 5.2 of the Public Participation Plan lists performance evaluations for public
involvement. The MPO tracks this information to evaluate its level of effectiveness in satisfying the
requirements of Title VI.
7. Has the MPO participated in any recent Title VI training, either offered by the state, organized by the MPO,
or some other form of training, in the past year?
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RESPONSE: The MPO periodically attends online seminars related to Title VI and environmental
justice.
8. Does the MPO have a signed Non Discrimination Agreement, including Title VI Assurances, with the
State?
RESPONSE: The State signed a Non-Discrimination Agreement with the Federal Government
including Title VI Assurances. As a subrecipient of federal funds, the Eastern Shore MPO is bound by
the State Agreement.
9. Do the MPO's contracts and bids include the appropriate language as shown in the appendices of the Non
Discrimination Agreement with the State?
RESPONSE: Yes.
10. Does the MPO hold its meetings in locations that are ADA accessible? [49 C.F.R. 27.7 (5)]
RESPONSE: Yes, all meetings are held in ADA accessible locations. If assistance is needed, citizens are
encouraged to contact MPO staff.
11. Does the MPO take appropriate steps to ensure its communications are available to persons with impaired
vision and hearing? [49 C.F.R. 27.7 (6)(c)]
RESPONSE: Yes. These services are available upon request.
12. Does the MPO keep on file for 1 year all complaints of ADA non-compliance received and for 5 years a
record of all complaints in summary form? [49 C.F.R. 27.121 ]
RESPONSE: To date, the MPO has not received any complaints. However, the MPO will retain files as
described above if it receives a complaint.
13. Have all the local governments (city and county) included within the MPO's study area boundary
completed an ADA Transition Plan? Please provide a table indicating the status of the transition plans (e.g.
date of completion, status of plan implementation).
Local Government

Baldwin County

City of Fairhope

City of Daphne

ADA Coordinator or Local
Contact(Position, Address,
Phone, email)

Self Evaluation Status/
Updates
Baldwin County has
evaluated all facilities in
Ron Cink
Public Right of Way and has
312 Courthouse Square
begun making
Bay Minette, AL
improvements based on the
251-580-2550
Rcink@baldwincountyal.gov Highway Maintnence
Schedule
Richard Johnson
City of Fairhope has
555 S. Section Street
evaluated all facilities in
Fairhope, AL 36533
Public Right of Way and has
251-928-9003
begun making
Richard.Johnson@fairhopeal improvements based on the
.gov
schedule provided
City of Daphne has
William Eringman
evaluated all facilities in
P.O. Box 400
Public Right of Way and has
Daphne, AL 36526
begun making
251-621-3182
improvements based on the
werringman@daphneal.com
schedule provided

Chester Patterson
7361 Spanish Fort Boulevard
Spanish Fort, AL 36527
City of Spanish Fort
251-626-4884
buildingofficial@
cityofspanishfort.com

Town of Loxley

Jake Traweek
P.O.Box 9
Loxley, AL 36551
251-964-5162
Jaket@townofloxley.org

Status of Transition
Plan

Plan Completion
Date

Decription

Certificaton Notes

Location of the Plan

Website Address

Approved by the
Baldwin County
Commission

7/19/16,
Amended
9/1/2018

Self evaluation and
Plan includes schedule to
transition plan to include all
remove all barriers
facilities in public ROW

BCC Commission
baldwincountyal.gov
Offices, BCC Website

Approved by the City
of Fairhope

11/28/2016

Self evaluation and
Plan includes schedule to
transition plan to include all
remove all barriers
facilities in public ROW

Clerks office, City
Website

cofairhope.com

Approved by the City
of Daphne

5/1/2016

Self evaluation and
Plan includes schedule to
transition plan to include all
remove all barriers
facilities in public ROW

Public Works, City
Hall, City Website

daphneal.com

City of Spanish Fort has
evaluated all facilities in
Public Right of Way and has Approved by the City
begun making
of Spanish Fort
improvements based on the
schedule provided

7/18/2016

Self evaluation and
Plan includes schedule to
transition plan to include all
remove all barriers
facilities in public ROW

Clerks office, City
Website

cityofspanishfort.com

Town of Loxley has
evaluated all facilities in
Public Right of Way and has Approved by the
begun making
Town of Loxley
improvements based on the
schedule provided

7/20/2016

Self evaluation and
Plan includes schedule to
transition plan to include all
remove all barriers
facilities in public ROW

Town Hall

townofloxley.org
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D. Section 1101(b) of FAST Act regarding the involvement of disadvantaged business enterprises in FHWA
and FTA planning projects (49 CFR Part 26)
(Note): MPOs that are part of municipal or county governments may have some of these processes handled by the
host agency.
1. Does the MPO have an ALDOT approved DBE plan?
RESPONSE: The MPO utilizes ALDOT’s pre-approved list of contractors for all projects.
2. Does the MPO track DBE participation?
RESPONSE: The MPO utilizes ALDOT’s pre-approved list of contractors for all projects.
3. Does the MPO report actual payments to DBEs?
RESPONSE: The MPO utilizes ALDOT’s pre-approved list of contractors for all projects.
4. Does the MPO include the DBE policy statement in its boilerplate contract language for consultants and
sub-consultants?
RESPONSE: The MPO utilizes ALDOT’s pre-approved list of contractors for all projects.
E. 23 C.F.R. Part 230 regarding implementation of an equal employment opportunity program on Federal
and Federal-aid highway construction contracts.
1. Has the MPO implemented an equal employment opportunity program?
RESPONSE: Yes, through the Baldwin County Commission, the MPO’s manager.
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Appendix B (Continued) – MPO Self-Certification
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLANNING SELF-CERTIFICATION
The Alabama Department of Transportation and the Eastern Shore Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Daphne-Fairhope
Urbanized Area hereby certify that the metropolitan transportation planning process is being carried out in accordance with all
applicable requirements including:
(1) 23 U.S.C. 134, 49 U.S.C. 5303, and 23 C.F.R. part 450, subpart C;
(2) In nonattainment and maintenance areas, sections 174 and 176 (c) and (d) of the Clean Air Act, as amended (42
U.S.C. 7504, 7506 (c) and (d)) and 40 C.F.R. part 93;
(3) Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2000d–1) and 49 C.F.R. part 21;
(4) 49 U.S.C. 5332, prohibiting discrimination on the basis of race, color, creed, national origin, sex, or age in
employment or business opportunity;
(5) Section 1101(b) of the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act (FAST Act) (Pub. L. 114-94) and 49 C.F.R.
part 26 regarding the involvement of disadvantaged business enterprises in USDOT funded projects;
(6) 23 C.F.R. part 230, regarding the implementation of an equal employment opportunity program on Federal and
Federal-aid highway construction contracts;
(7) The provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101 et seq.) and 49 C.F.R. parts 27,
37, and 38;
(8) The Older Americans Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 6101), prohibiting discrimination on the basis of age in
programs or activities receiving Federal financial assistance;
(9) Section 324 of title 23 U.S.C. regarding the prohibition of discrimination based on gender; and
(10) Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794) and 49 C.F.R. part 27 regarding discrimination
against individuals with disabilities.

_____________________________
Metropolitan Planning Organization

________________________________
State Department of Transportation

_____________________________
Signature

________________________________
Signature

_____________________________
Printed Name

________________________________
Printed Name

_____________________________
Title

________________________________
Title

_____________________________
Date

________________________________
Date
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Appendix B (Continued) - Memorandum of Understanding
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APPENDIX C
TERMS AND ACRONYMS
3-C

Comprehensive, Cooperative, and Continuing

ADA

Americans with Disabilities Act

ADEM

Alabama Department of Environmental Management

ALDOT

Alabama Department of Transportation

APA

American Planning Association

AQ

Air Quality

BPAC

Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee

CAC

Citizen Advisory Committee

CAD

Computer Aided Design

CFR

Code of Federal Regulations

COOP

Continuity of Operations Plan

DBE

Disadvantaged Business Enterprise

DRI

Developments of Regional Impact

DOT

Department of Transportation

EPA

Environmental Protection Agency

ESRI

Environmental Scientific Research Institute

ETS

Environmental Technical Section

FAS

Federal Aid System

FAST Act

Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act

FEIS

Final Environmental Impact Statement

FHWA

Federal Highway Administration

FTA

Federal Transit Administration

FY

Fiscal Year

GIS

Geographic Information System

GHG

Greenhouse Gases

ITS

Intelligent Transportation System

LRTP

Long Range Transportation Plan

MAP-21

Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century

MPA

Metropolitan Planning Area

MPO

Metropolitan Planning Organization
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MOVES

Motor Vehicle Emission Simulator

NAAQS

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

NEPA

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

NHS

National Highway System

O3

Ozone

PL

Planning Funds

PM 2.5

Particulate Matter 2.5 - Pollution in the form of tiny particles or droplets in the air that
are two and one half microns or less in width.

PPP

Public Participation Plan (or Process depending on use)

ROD

Record of Decision

SAFETEA-LU

Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy of Users

SIP

Statewide Implementation Plan

SPR

State Planning and Research

STIP

Statewide Transportation Improvement Program

TAC

Technical Advisory Committee

TAP

Transportation Alternatives Program

TAZ

Traffic Analysis Zone

TEA-21

Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century

TDP

Transit Development Plan

TIP

Transportation Improvement Program

TSM

Transportation System Management

UPWP

Unified Planning Work Program

USC

United States Code
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APPENDIX D
LIVABILITY INDICATORS
1. Percentage of LRTP projects that contain bicycle and pedestrian elements, excluding
transit projects.
• Approximately 30%

2. Percentage of transportation investment from the Long Range Transportation Plan
(LRTP) dedicated to enhancing accessibility of existing transportation facilities.
• Approximately 50%

3. Percentage of household income spent on housing and transportation.

Minimum:
Average:
Maximum:

ESMPO
28.8%
31.1%
34.5%

Transportation Costs as a Percentage of Income*
Average AL MPOs
Lake-Sumter (FL) MPO Midland-Odessa (TX) MPO Fargo-Moorhead (ND) MPO
27.0%
26.9%
24.2%
22.2%
33.4%
30.3%
29.6%
28.4%
45.9%
39.8%
38.4%
37.2%

*Household Transportation Costs are calculated as the sum of Auto Ownership Costs, Auto Use Costs, and Public Transit Costs. Dividing these costs by the representative
income illustrates the Cost Burden placed on a Typical Household by Transportation Costs.

Minimum:
Average:
Maximum:

ESMPO
11.4%
25.1%
36.9%

Housing Costs as a Percentage of Income*
Average AL MPOs
Lake-Sumter (FL) MPO Midland-Odessa (TX) MPO Fargo-Moorhead (ND) MPO
8.1%
8.2%
6.8%
10.7%
22.7%
19.0%
18.5%
23.1%
48.7%
49.1%
39.2%
55.8%

*Housing Costs factored as a percent of income has widely been utilized as a measure of affordability. Traditionally, a home is considered affordable when the costs consume
no more than 30% of household income.

Minimum:
Average:
Maximum:

ESMPO
45.3%
56.2%
66.8%

Housing + Transp. Costs as a Percentage of Income*
Average AL MPOs
Lake-Sumter (FL) MPO Midland-Odessa (TX) MPO Fargo-Moorhead (ND) MPO
37.5%
35.7%
32.0%
33.8%
56.1%
49.3%
48.1%
51.5%
84.6%
80.7%
71.3%
88.0%

*H+T has been developed as a more complete measure of affordability beyond the standard method of assessing only Housing Costs. By taking into account both the cost of
housing as well as the cost of transportation associated with the location of the home, H+T provides the true cost of housing decisions. Dividing these costs by the
representative income illustrates the Cost Burden placed on a Typical Household by combined H+T expenses.

(Data derived from the Center for Neighborhood Technology, Housing + Transportation Affordability Index, available at
http://htaindex.cnt.org/)

4. Percentage of Workforce Commuting to Work by Bike
60

Percentage of Workforce Commuting to Work by Bike *
Percent Workforce:
Percent by Bike:
0.64%
Percent Males by Bike:
0.37%
Percent Females by Bike:
0.27%
*Data collected from the American Communities Survey at the census tract level. Percentages
include data from all census tracts that intersect the MPO Planning Area.

(Data derived from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey, available at http://factfinder2.census.gov/)

5. Percentage of Workforce Walking to Work
Percentage of Workforce Walking to Work*
Percent Workforce:
Percent Walking:
0.84%
Percent Males Walking:
0.32%
Percent Females Walking:
0.52%
*Data collected from the American Communities Survey at the census tract level. Percentages
include data from all census tracts that intersect the MPO Planning Area.

(Data derived from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey, available at http://factfinder2.census.gov/)

6. Percentage of Workforce Utilizing Public Transit
Percentage of Workforce Commuting to Work on Public Transit*
Percent Workforce:
Percent Walking:
0.26%
0.03%
Percent Males Walking:
Percent Females Walking:
0.24%
*Data collected from the American Communities Survey at the census tract level. Percentages
include data from all census tracts that intersect the MPO Planning Area.

(Data derived from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey, available at http://factfinder2.census.gov/)

7. Percentage of jobs and housing located within one-half (1/2) mile of transit service.
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Percentage Jobs and Housing within One-half (1/2) Mile of Transit Service
For Work Trips*
For Day Trips**
Housing:
49.7%
100.0%
63.4%
100.0%
Jobs:
*Represent the number of jobs or homes in a census block within one-half mile of a transit route that
operates on a schedule that would allow a passenger to arrive at work by 8 AM and depart from work
after 5 PM.
**The Baldwin Rural Area Transit Service (BRATS) operates a demand response system that can
provide rides from any home or business in the planning area to any other home or business in the
planning area during any business day. However these rides must be scheduled in advance and are
limited to only one or two pick-up or drop-off times in a given day. These demand response routes do
not offer sufficient flexability to service individuals desireing to commute to work.

(Data provided by Baldwin Rural Area Transportation System administrative offices)

8. Percent of workforce living within twenty-four (24) miles or less from primary
job.
Percentage of Workforce with 24 Miles of Primary Job
Percent Workforce:
Less than 10 Miles:
34.1%
10 to 24 Miles:
49.9%
Total within 24 Miles:
84.0%
(Data derived from the U.S. Census Bureau’s On the Map Application, available at http://lehdmap.ces.census.gov)
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APPENDIX E
PUBLIC NOTICES AND MEETING MINUTES
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Appendix E (Continued) – Meeting Minutes

FORTHCOMING

67

APPENDIX F
ALABAMA PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT
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