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After background as to the context provided by the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA), the San Francisco
Bay Area’s leadership role, and the existing institutional structure for
transportation decision making in the Bay Area is given, the process
led by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission to change this
institutional structure is documented. A multimodal method of project
selection for the Surface Transportation Program and Congestion Mit-
igation and Air Quality Improvement Program was established in
spring 1992 that brought all of the relevant players to the table,
strengthened existing plans and programs, and established a new way
of doing business on the basis of partnerships and cooperation. The
program of projects that resulted from the application of the developed
criteria is balanced and multimodal, and it enjoys widespread support
in the region. Future programming cycles will improve on the estab-
lished process and criteria. Many key aspects of the Bay Area expe-
rience -are of direct relevance to other metropolitan arcas that are
struggling to respond to the opportunity of flexibility offered by

"ISTEA.

The new federal transportation reauthorization, the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA), breaks
new ground by granting metropolitan regions unprecedented lat-
itude to direct transportation investments toward alternative modes
and routes. This combination of funding flexibility and regional
decision making will shape transportation investments in the post-
Interstate era.

The San Francisco Bay Area’s Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC) recently adopted its 1993 Transportation Im-
provement Program (TIP). The 1993 TIP includes the program-
ming of ISTEA’s new Surface Transportation Program (STP) and
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Improvement
Program funds for 225 projects that cut across all modes. Notable
examples include alternative fuel buses; signal interconnects; bike
lanes and bridges; bus-rail transit centers; paving, restriping, and
channelizations; park-and-ride lots; a port intermodal container
transfer facility and rail bridge; freeway service patrols; rail transit
transbay tube rehabilitation; and even a child-care facility at a rail
transit station. Table 1 summarizes the adopted program by project
type. A list of the individual projects in the adopted MTC program
is available from the authors.
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The process for programming of STP and CMAQ funds was
developed by MTC in cooperation with a wide variety of trans-
portation and air quality interests in the Bay Area. So broad was
the base of support for the exercise that when MTC acted to re-
lease the STP and CMAQ programming for public commeat, the
audience broke into spontanecus applause. As one participant
commented,

We are very pleased with the results of what I call the ‘‘cooperative
competition’’ engendered by ISTEA. While we each compete for our
individual projects, the broader we define them, the more everyone
benefits. MTC’s process enhanced communication both among coun-
tywide modal sponsors, who often had not spoken in the past, as well
as between counties. New players were at the table and the results
of the program indicate that we were all winners. While refinements
to the scoring criteria are still needed, the multifaceted criteria made
us grapple with what are truly the most productive sets of solutions
at the county and regional level. (Brigid Hynes-Cherin, San Francisco
County Transportation Authority)

Although some regions have had experience with alternatives
analyses or corridor studies, the type of multimodal programming
now being undertaken by metropolitan planning organizations
(MPOs) is, for the most part, a new field. Many regions have
found that the existing literature is of limited practical value in
establishing the new transportation programs or the cooperative
processes now required in the ISTEA era.

This paper describes the Bay Area’s experience in developing
a program for STP and CMAQ funds for its 1993 TIP and sug-
gests ways that it may be applied to other regions. It is not a
research paper but is intended for practitioners.

CONTEXT OF BAY AREA AND ISTEA

The MTC is the metropolitan transportation planning organization
for the nine counties of the San Francisco Bay Area. In spring
1992 MTC was in a unique position to become a proving ground
for many of the new opportunities that ISTEA presented to re-
gional planning agencies throughout the country. A number of
factors combined to allow MTC to test new methodology for mul-
timodal project selection. They can be summarized as follows:

o MTC, in ‘developing an advocacy position for the formation
of ISTEA, forged a partnership with other California and Bay




Area transportation interests, particularly the California Depart-
ment of Transportation (Caltrans), the nine Bay Area county con-
gestion management agencies (CMAs), the California Transpor-
tation Commission, transit operators, and environmental interests.
This partnership developed and actively supported a set of prin-
ciples to be included in ISTEA. These principles included a desire
for a level playing field across modes and increased flexibility to
make planning and programming decisions at the local level.

® California voters, in passing a gas tax increase in 1990, cre-
ated county-level CMAs and a category of state funding with
some spending flexibility across modes. Highways, local roads,
and fixed guideway transit could compete in a flexible congestion
relief program category. One programming cycle was completed
under these rules before the passage of ISTEA.

® MTC was sued under the Federal Clean Air Act by the Sierra
Club and Citizens for a Better Environment. That litigation, over
the course of 3 years, significantly modified MTC’s practices for
conforming its TIP to meet clean air requirements and brought air
quality issues to the forefront of MTC’s transportation planning
and programming.

® In February 1992 a state-level agreement was reached that
determined that existing programming commitments embodied in
the State TIP would be upheld. Furthermore, it was agreed that
the regional increment of additional funds provided by ISTEA
would be distributed to the regional agencies around the state
according to the formulas contained in the ISTEA for the CMAQ
Improvement Program and STP. For this distribution to occur,
state legislation exempting these two programs from existing state
distribution formulas was required. MTC needed to put together
a program of projects in time for incorporation into the 1993 TIP
in order to lay claim to these funds and seek the passage of state
legislation to reconcile state and federal policies.

Before the passage of ISTEA, MTC had limited experience
in programming flexible funds. Transit projects were funded pri-
marily through a separate transit capital priority-setting process
for FTA Section 3 and Section 9 programs. Local roads projects
were funded primarily through county-level federal-aid urban/
secondary processes. State highways were funded through a state-
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level process. Bicycle and other enhancement projects were
funded through small dedicated programs. The 1990 California
gas tax increase did provide for some flexibility, as noted earlier,
but this flexibility was limited to transit guideways and highways.

ISTEA provided an entirely new opportunity to generate pro-
jects to meet the Bay Area’s transportation needs through a variety
of modes. With the new flexibility, the possibility of meeting miul-
tiple objectives became possible.

DEVELOPING THE PROGRAM

Before MTC could take advantage of the opportunities offered by
ISTEA, it. was necessary to learn about- the landmark law and
educate others. Toward this end, MTC, in January and February
1992, sponsored a conference and a series of workshops and pro-
duced legislative analysis, policy papers, and a reference hand-
book of the law. MTC was fortunate to receive the participation
of FHWA Administrator Thomas Larson and U.S. Representative
Norman Mineta of San Jose, one of the principal authors of the
legislation, in these early outreach efforts. The extensive educa-
tional effort gave the diverse community of transportation interests
the knowledge, understanding, and motivation to begin the pro-
cess. This introduction was particularly important for some of the
newer players, including representatives from the ports, airports,
and smaller transit operators.

At the same time, MTC sought to lend a structure to the coa-
lition that had been formed originally to advocate key provisions
for inclusion in ISTEA. Mutual cooperation, along with program
flexibility, became key aspects of the developing program. The
Bay Area Partnership was formed with a program called JUMP
Start to focus regional implementation efforts on a number of
relatively low-cost, operations-oriented transportation projects that
could be delivered in a short time frame. This demonstrated that
different agencies working together could quickly deliver projects
to improve mobility, ease congestion, and clear the air—all major
themes in ISTEA.

To help with the multimodal project selection process for the
1993 TIP, some of MTC’s existing advisory committees, which

TABLE 1 Summary of Program Areas by Project Type

PROJECT STP STP
TYPE GUARANTEES DISCRETIONARY CMAQ

TRANSIT 209%]  $11.8M 14.0%]  $28.3M 27.0% $23.4M
SIGNALS 7.3% $4.1M 15% $984K 29.0% $25.0M
TOS 00% $0.0 0.2% $120K 29.0% $25.0M
HOV 0.0% 500 0.0% $0.0 9.0% $8.0M
PARK & RIDE 1.0% $555K 07% $442K 4.0% $3.6M
PAVEMENT 02%| $125M 2.2% $1.4M 0.0% $0.0
REHAB
ARTERIALS 219%]  $12.0M 3.2% $2.7M 0.0% $0.0
ARTERIALS 158% $8.9M 19.8%| $12.8M 0.0% $0.0
WITH :
MULTIMODAL
FEATURES
BIKE 1.8% $996K 0.7% $474K 0.0% $0.0
PEDESTRIAN 0.3% $188K 15% $1.0M 00% $0.0
PORT 0.0% 0% 3.7% $2.4M 0.0% $0.0
INTERCHANGES 14% $792K 21.0%| $135M 0.0% $0.0
PLANNING 19% $1.1M 0.5% $300K 00% $0.0
PROJECTS
BRIDGES 06% $342K 0.0% $0.0 0.0% $0.0
AUXILIARY 19% $2.8M 0.0% $0.0 00% $0.0
LANES :
TOTALS 1000% ] $56.4M 1000%]  $64.5M 100.0% $85.7M
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were largely mode-specific, were asked to designate representa-
tives to serve on the Ad Hoc Committee on Multimodal Priority
Setting. In the beginning, the committee included five transit op-
erators, five CMAs, five city and county representatives, the Bay
Area Air Quality Management District and the state Air Resources
Board, two ports, two airports, Caltrans, and the Association of
Bay Area Governments. This committee later expanded somewhat
to include other interested parties. This large group had two major
subcommittees: one on equity concerns and one to develop the
ranking and evaluation priorities. The subcommittees developed
consensus proposals that the larger group considered and en-
dorsed. The larger Ad Hoc Committee then forwarded its proposal
to MTC for consideration and adoption. This institutionalized
structure worked because of the following reasons:

® There was a recognition early on that each participant had
much to gain from a regional process and much to lose if a re-
gional consensus was not reached.

® The face-to-face meeting of the participants allowed for a
wide range of opinions to be expressed. It also forced participants
to be less parochial, since other interests were at the table as well.
This greatly improved the participants’ understanding of the pro-
cess and criteria and resulted in their overwhelming endorsement
of the results.

® MTC was willing to allow the subcommittees largely to for-
mulate the proposals. MTC staff provided support, including set-
ting agendas, facilitating discussion, and recording meetings.
MTC provided initial proposals to get discussions going and sum-
marized agreements. MTC staff provided a structure and schedule
for the discussions, but the subcommittee meetings were chaired
by Ad Hoc Committee members from outside agencies and the
final proposals were ultimately those produced by the agreement
of the participants.

® An agreement was reached early on that 50 percent of STP
projects would be selected at the county level by the CMAs. This
later became an element of the state implementing legislation,
Senate Bill 1435 by Senator Quentin Kopp of San Francisco. The
other 50 percent of the STP and all of the CMAQ programming
would be determined by MTC using the adopted process and cri-
teria, which were being jointly developed. The 50 percent STP
“‘guarantee’’ of a level of funding to the counties with assurances
built in for a fair process at that level, also consistent with ISTEA
principles, served to increase the participants’ willingness to de-
velop the criteria for the regional program while the local pro-
posals were formulated. The guarantee amounts to each CMA
were fixed at a given dollar amount on the basis of population
shares. '

The Equity Subcommittee met frequently in the initial phases
of program development. It forged the agreement noted earlier
regarding the distribution of programming responsibilities in the
process. In doing so, the group resolved fundamental issues re-
garding geographic, functional, and modal equity. After much dis-
cussion, geographic equity was addressed through the 50 percent
STP programming amount to CMAs. Within the CMA constitu-
ency, the program was not suballocated to a jurisdiction or a
mode, and the comprehensive regional screening criteria applied
to the half of the guaranteed program as well as the rest of the
STP and CMAQ program. Functional equity (replacement versus
expansion, for example) and modal equity were recommended to
be addressed in specific ways in the scoring criteria. The subcom-

mittec also endorsed the concept of allowing some regional pro-
jects to be accepted directly from the project sponsors in the first
programming cycle.

The Equity Subcommittee also devised a four-step appeal pro-
cess for those project sponsors who thought that they had been
disenfranchised or treated unfairly in the multimodal priority-
setting process. The first two levels of recourse were the CMA
staff and its policy board; the next two levels of recourse were
the MTC staff and the full commission. One tfansit operator used
the appeals process. The program of projects was not changed,
but the issue of the treatment of projects of regional significance
was highlighted for future discussion.

The early acceptance of the Equity Subcommittee’s findings
and recommendations provided a context along with a perception
of fairness and opportunity. It allowed the Scoring Subcommittee
to work on the criteria simultaneously with the county-level pro-
ject selection and prioritization process during April, May, and
June 1992.

The Scoring Subcommittee approached its task as follows:

1. It agreed that every project would have to meet specific,
comprehensive screening requirements. These screening criteria
would be a threshold. If any project did not pass one screening
criterion, that would be a fatal flaw. Projects passing the screening
criteria would then be scored. After projects were scored and
ranked, a set of programming criteria and principles would then
come into play to address STP versus CMAQ eligibility, basic
equity concerns, and any programming policy objectives.

2. It was agreed to start with the 15 factors given in ISTEA:

(f) Factors to be considered—In developing transportation plans
and programs pursuant to this section, each metropolitan plan-
ning organization shall, at minimum, consider the following:
1) Preservation of existing transportation facilities and, where

practical, ways to meet transportation needs by using ex-
isting transportation facilities more efficiently.

2) The consistency of transportation planning with applicable
Federal, State and local energy conservation programs,
goals and objectives.

3) The need to relieve congestion and prevent congestion from
occurring where it does not yet occur.

4) The likely effect of transportation policy decisions on land
use and development and the consistency of transportation
plans and programs with the provisions of all applicable
short- and long-term land use and development plans.

5) The programming of expenditure on transportation en-
hancement activities as required in section 133.

6) The effects of all transportation projects to be undertaken
in the metropolitan area, without regard to whether such
projects are publicly funded.

7) International border crossings and access to ports, airports,
intermodal transportation facilities, major freight distribu-
tion routes, national parks, recreation areas, monuments and
historic sites, and military installations.

8) The need for connectivity of roads within the metropolitan
area with roads outside of the metropolitan area.

9) The transportation needs identified through use of the man-
agement systems required by section 303 of this title.

10) Preservation of rights-of-way for construction of future
transportation projects, including identification of unused
rights-of-way which may be needed for future transporta-
tion corridors and identification of those corridors for which
action is most needed to prevent destruction or loss.

11) Methods to enhance the efficient movement of freight.

12) The use of life-cycle costs in the design and engineering of
bridges, tunnels, or pavement.

13) The overall social, economic, energy, and environmental ef-
fects of transportation decisions. :




14) Methods to expand and enhance transit services and in-
crease the use of such services.

15) Capital investments that would result in increased security
in transit systems. [23 U.S.C. Section 134(f) of ISTEA]

Three other factors were added: implementation of the Federal
Clean Air Act, implementation of the Americans With Disabilities
Act (ADA), and improved system safety. These 18 factors were
then categorized as to whether each would be considered as a
screening, scoring, or programming criterion.

3. The screening criteria were established on the basis of state
and federal law. There was some experience in using screening
criteria in previous cycles of mode-specific programs, so this was

_a straightforward exercise in most respects. One key aspect of the
screening criteria was a requirement that county CMAs certify that
all projects proposed in their county were developed according to
a cooperative process that, in good faith, brought all transportation
interests to the table, included public participation, and used the
ISTEA mandates and 15 factors to establish local priorities.

4. The various factors were grouped in large categories. After
several attempts, four broad groups were identified: Maintain the
Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS), Improve the Effi-
ciency and Effectiveness of the MTS, Expand the MTS, and Ex-
ternal Impacts. The External Impacts category was a method of
taking into account many of the new mandates of the ISTEA, such
as considerations of land use in addition to the Clean Air Act, and
the ADA.

5. Weights were established for the four categories after con-
siderable debate. For the 1993 TIP, the weights were 30 points
for Maintenance (Category 1), 30 for Improved Efficiency (Cat-
egory 2), 15 for Expansion (Category 3), and 25 for External
Impacts (Category 4). This distribution was also influenced by the
MTC program empbhasis for the 1993 TIP on cost-effective mul-
timodal projects that could be implemented quickly.

6. The specifics of point assignments within the categories were
then established. Elizabeth Deakin of the University of California,
who was retained as a consultant to advise MTC on this process,
suggested four basic principles to guide the scoring efforts. These

principles significantly shaped the criteria that were ultimately .

adopted.

factors for the scale of the existing safety and congestion prob-
lems, and the expansion demand in those subcategories that
sought to quantify the safety, congestion, and merits of the ex-
pansion project, respectively. (Specific information on the quan-
tification of these multipliers is available from the authors).
—The second principle was to use measures that cut across
modes, measures that would apply to all modes wherever pos-
sible. This was not easy or always possible. However, as a goal,
it kept the group focused on the variety of projects to be con-
sidered and on measuring the benefits of projects of different
modes in a uniform manner. The External Impacts category of
point assignments best illustrates this principle in the criteria.
—The third principle was to anticipate the date that will be
available in the future from ISTEA-mandated management sys-
tems and to incorporate performance-based standards into the
criteria. In the Bay Area, this was easiest in the areas of pave-
ment management and congestion management, where the sys-
tems already existed. In other areas, this was more difficult.
~The fourth principle was to rely on and strengthen existing
plans and programs. This is related to the use of performance-

—The first principle was to tie the solution to the problem -
wherever possible. This directly manifested itself in multiplying .
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based standards mentioned earlier, but also seeks to better in-

tegrate the planning and programming processes. Successful ap-

plication of this principle can be seen in the air quality points.

After much detailed discussion by the Scoring Subcommittee

and MTC staff, the final scoring criteria were developed and

endorsed by the Ad Hoc Committee. A summary of the final

scoring criteria and point assignments is given in Table 2. (A

detailed description of the scoring criteria is available from the

authors.)

7. The programming principles were developed from STP/
CMAQ eligibility and from the prior recommendations by the
Equity Subcommittee. The scoring Subcommittee reevaluated the
programming principles and supplemented the basic equity con-
cerns with additional guidance, inctuded in the final criteria, as to
how increased local contributions, multijurisdictional projects, and
cost-effectiveness considerations would influence the final
program.

TABLE 2 Summary of MTC Scoring Criteria for STP and CMAQ
Program

Rehabilitations and replacements based on Management Systems are eligible for up
to the full 30 points, depending upon the portion of the project that will rehabilitate
the system, and the optimization of the proposed improvement with current
condition.

Rehabilitations not based on a management system, or for support infrastructure
like drainage, can only receive a maximum of 20 points.

MPROVE,THE EEFICIENCYAND EEFECTIVENESS OF THE MITS,

Safety and security, congestion relief, cost effectiveness, and freight movement are
the three subcategories where points can be assigned, up to a combined maximum of
30 points.

For both the safety and congestion relief criteria, the magnitude of the (safety or
congestion) problem addressed by the project is multiplied by the impact that the
project will have in eliminating or alleviating the problem. Guidelines for setting the
multipliers are included, and impact scores are based on shared empirical
experience (e.g. Class 1 bike paths are safer than Class 3).

Cost-effectiveness points measure the ratio of annual benefits in terms of total travel
time savings and operating cost savings for the project to annualized total project
costs. Cost-effectiveness scores are adjusted to reflect the median of all submitted
projects.

Freight movement points are assigned based on the facility type and nature of the
proposed project.

System expansion projects are first evaluated as to whether or not the meet current
demand through the use of a multiplier based on average daily traffic and existing
level-of-service. Again, the impact that the project will have in meeting demnand is
set based on shared empirical experience (e.g. the addition of HOV lanes has more
impact than ramp metering).

Air quality improvement, land use policy support, energy conservation, and
implementation of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) are the four
subcategories where points can be assigned, up to a combined maximum of 25
points.

Projects with positive air quality impacts are awarded up to the full 25 points if they
implement MTC-adopted Transportation Control Measures (TCMs). Projects which
are only partially TCMS are awarded proportionately smaller point values, and
TCMS are grouped according to their effectiveness in cleaning the air.

A project can also be awarded up to 8 points if it supports land use policies that
foster a mode shift away from single occupant vehicle trips on regional facilities. Up
to 10 points can be awarded for projects with demonstrable energy conservation or
modal shift benefits. Up to 20 points can be awarded for implementation of ADA
enhancements.
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8. MTC staff reviewed the developing criteria in a variety of
forums, including MTC’s Minority Citizens and Elderly and Dis-
abled advisory committees and relayed agency and public feed-
back to the Scoring Subcommittee. The Scoring Subcommittee’s
recommendations were endorsed, with some modifications, by the
larger Ad Hoc Committee and then adopted by MTC.

9. MTC staff was then able to use the criteria to establish a
program of projects based on the submittals from the county-level
CMAs and regional project sponsors. The process of evaluating
more than 350 projects in 4 weeks using this new criteria involved
most of the MTC professional staff, organized into teams on the
basis of geographic responsibilities.

Through the application of the criteria, MTC discovered the
need to develop consistent guidance on the application of the mul-
tipliers by MTC staff, as well as specific criteria modification to
better accommodate local roads projects with multimodal features
(i.e., signal timing, bike lanes, and bus turnouts). Using the es-
tablished programming principles and taking the highest-ranked
projects to the estimated apportionments to develop the draft STP/
CMAQ program, MTC staff circulated a draft TIP for public com-
ment consisting of more than 200 STP- and CMAQ-funded pro-
jects. Minor modifications to this program were adopted as the
1993 TIP in September 1992, after the TIP was found to conform
to air quality requirements.

The actual formation of the program was a direct application
of the adopted process and criteria. Although individual project
sponsors questioned and debated specific project scores, the prior
overwhelming endorsement of the criteria by the people that de-
veloped it made the exercise go fairly smoothly. Comments were
focused largely on the application of the criteria in specific in-
stances; neither the criteria nor the overall approach were ques-
tioned. Opportunities to clarify or provide additional information
were limited to a given period after the draft scores were released.

When the draft scores were released, the CMAs were given a
limited opportunity to revise their STP guarantee lists. In these
lists, however, no new projects could be added that had not al-
ready been part of the competitive process. And if a project that
did not make the competitive ‘‘cut’’ was moved by a CMA into
its guaranteed local priorities on the basis of preestablished pri-
orities, the project that was moved out of the guarantee list was

not eligible for consideration in the competitive scoring process.

Table 1 shows the final 1993 STP and CMAQ program by pro-
ject type.

IMPLEMENTATION OF REGIONAL PROGRAM AND
IMPROVEMENTS FOR NEXT CYCLE

As the 1993 TIP neared adoption, MTC recognized that the im-
perative for timely program implementation requires considerable
effort on the part of the many transportation stakeholders in the
Bay Area. MTC found it necessary to aggressively ensure that the
institutional arrangements for project implementation were com-
municated clearly to the project sponsors.

The adoption of the 1993 TIP, including the STP and CMAQ
programs, precipitated the need for MTC to forge new working
relationships with its partner agencies to implement the regional
program. MTC, as the first agency in the state to develop a 1993
TIP, began discussions with Caltrans, FHWA, and FTA on pro-
gram issues. In August 1992 MTC cosponsored a workshop with

Caltrans and FTA to review the steps that a project sponsor needs
to take to receive the funds and complete a project. With the
increased number of new players and new rules, it was essential
that consistent information on field reviews, grant procedures, and
sponsor reimbursement be circulated. There was an additional se-
ries of meetings between MTC, Caltrans, FHWA, and FTA to
forge a clear understanding of institutional responsibilities.

As the 1993 TIP was adopted, meetings began on improving
the process and criteria for the next cycle of programming. Sur-
veys were widely distributed by MTC staff, asking for comments
on the process and suggestions for future improvements. Response
to the survey showed the need for improvement in specific areas.

Survey comments were combined with comments received at
public meetings. Issues were categorized into screening, scoring,
programming, and application form issues. These were then de-
veloped into a work plan, and the issues were put on agendas for
the Scoring Subcommittee to address at its biweekly meetings.
Among the issues to be discussed were the definition of, and proc-

‘ess for, regional projects in the process; additional criteria for

guarantee projects; further refinement of the scoring criteria, such
as cost-effectiveness and the potential for negative scores in some
categories; ongoing discussions of the nature of the partnership of
the CMAs and the transit operators; the modification and use of
the criteria for longer-range planning exercises; the long-term
structure and relationship of MTC’s advisory committees; and
programming schedules. The process and criteria used for the
1993 TIP provide a foundation on which to refine and improve
the priority-setting process in the San Francisco Bay Area.

ADVICE TO MPOs EMBARKING ON A MULTIMODAL
PRIORITY-SETTING PROCESS

The MTC process may provide certain lessons to other regions
that are trying to set transportation programming priorities across
modes.

1. Educate policy board members, and the public, on the new
mandates of ISTEA. Establish public participation and outreach.
Bring the players to the table early and frequently, and actively
involve them .in establishing the criteria. Time spent up front in
establishing the ground rules makes for a smooth adoption process -
later.

2. Keep it as simple as possible. The San Francisco Bay Area
is a complex region, and MTC criteria reflect that complexity. The
basic approach of screen, score, and program can be used any-
where. Starting with the mandated 15 factors, add more factors to
reflect any local conditions, or priorities. Sort them into categories
and decide on weights. Then figure out how to assign points
within categories using the best methods and information
available.

3. Build on what you have already accomplished. In the Bay
Area, MTC’s experience in implementing the state flexible pro-
gram and the formation of CMAs at the county level allowed it
to hit the ground running. An organization may have recently
completed a long-range plan that can serve as the starting point
for the new process mandated by ISTEA. Whatever has been done
that has built consensus, moved a project forward, or formed a
partnership can and should be built into multimodal priority-
setting efforts.




4. Accept the cyclical and evolving nature of the process. Be
prepared to revise the criteria every cycle to reflect changing con:
ditions, improved information, and new regulations. Build into-the
criteria from the beginning the capacity to incorporate the results
of the newly required management systems.

ISTEA gives regional agencies the opportunity to set program-
ming prioritics that meet local needs. The flexibility of the STP,
in its wide-ranging project eligibility, allows metropolitan areas to
use innovative approaches to solving transportation problems. In
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the San Francisco Bay Area, MTC seized this opportunity and
encourages others to do the same.
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