
Laredo Urban Transportation Study m 
Metropolitan Planning Organization Policy Committee 

Notice of Public Meeting 

City of Laredo City Hall 
City Council Chambers 

1110 Houston Street 
Laredo, Texas 
July 21, 2014 
12:00 noon 

MEETING AGENDA 

I. CHAIRPERSON TO CALL MEETING TO ORDER 

II. CHAIRPERSON TO CALL ROLL: 

III . COMMITTEE AND DIRECTOR'S REPORTS (No action required) 

• Discussion of transportation related Federal funding. 

Ill. ITEMS REQUIRING POLICY COMMITTEE ACTION 

1. Approval of the minutes for the meeting held on June 161
h, 2014. 

2. Receive public testimony and approve Resolution No. MPO 2014-05 adopting the 
proposed FY 2015 Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP). 

1-AI!wo, n.>'~~ 
11$5 

3. Discussion with possible action on the proposed amendment of the MPO By-Laws to 
re-designate a City of Laredo Policy Board member as the Transit Representative. 

IV. TECHNICAL COMMITTEE REPORT(S) (No action required) 

V. ADJOURNMENT 
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THIS NOTICE WAS POSTED AT THE MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT OFFICES, 1110 
HOUSTON STREET, LAREDO, TEXAS, AT A PLACE CONVENIENT AND READILY 
ACCESSIBLE TO THE PUBLIC AT ALL TIMES. SAID NOTICE WAS POSTED BY JULY 
18m, BY 12:00 NOON. 

Persons with disabilities who plan to attend this meeting and who may need auxiliary aid or 
services are requested to contact Ms. Vanessa Guerra, City Planning at (956) 794-1604 at least 
two working days prior to the meeting so that appropriate arrangements can be made. The 
accessible entrance and accessible parking spaces are located at City Hall and can be accessed 
through the Victoria Ave. entrance. 

The Laredo Metropolitan Planning Organization Policy Committee is comprised ofthe following 
members: 

CITY OF LAREDO REPRESENTATIVES: 
Honorable Raul G. Salinas, Mayor and LUTS Chairperson 
Honorable Roque Vela, Jr., City Councilmember, District V 
Honorable Juan Narvaez, City Councilmember, District IV 
Honorable Jorge A. Vera, City Councilmember, District VII 

COUNTY OF WEBB REPRESENTATIVES: 
Honorable Danny Valdez, Webb County Judge 
Honorable John Galo, Webb County Commissioner, Pet. 3 
Honorable Jaime Canales, Webb County Commissioner, Pet. 4 

STATE REPRESENTATIVES: 
Ms. Melisa Montemayor, District Administrator 
Mr. Albert Ramirez, P.E., Transportation Planning and Development Director 

**EX-OFFICIO ** 
Honorable Judith Zaffrrini, State Senator, District 21 
Honorable Richard Raymond, State Representative, District 42 
Honorable Tracy 0. King, State Representative, District 80 

athan R. Bratton 
MPO Director 
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DISCUSSION OF TRANSPORTATION 
RELATED FEDERAL FUNDING 



MPO County limits From UmiU To 

LAREDO WEBB US 59 SH359 

lAREDO WEBB MANGANA-HEIN ROAD US 83 AT RIO BRAVO 

0.25 Ml EAST OF 
0.25 Ml E OF lAS 

LAREDO WEBB 
CALTON RO/ST MARIA 

CRUCES/ FLECHA 
lANE 

LAREDO WEBB 
AT CHACON CREEK 

SH 359 
FROM HAYNES CTR 

lAREDO WEBB 
0.50 M l WEST OF MILO 3000 FEET EAST OF 
INTERCHANGE HAVANA 
0.25 M EAST OF 0.25 M WEST OF 

lAREDO WEBB CALTON/SAN CAL TON/SAN MARIA 
MARIA INT INT 

lAREDO WEBB 
E OF INTERNATIONAl US 59/LOOP 20 
BLVD INTERQIANGE 

Total 

2015- 2040 Laredo Metropolltltan Transportation Plan Update 

UTP Projects for Laredo District 2014-2023 

Pt'oject ~Krlptlon Projects Cost 
Pro.:rammed fundlnt: 

"''"""" oo.c;r.ltlon 

WIDEN TO 6LANES ANO UPGRADE INTERSECTIONATS $51,214,713 10, 2M, 3, 7 
MISC TitANSPORTATION, COORD BORD INFRASTR, METRO CORRIDOR, PROP 14, 
STP-MM RECON CILIATION 

LOOP 20,EXTENSION OF CUATRO VIENTOS • CONSTRU $19,721,735 2M METRO CORRIDOR 

REALIGNMENT OF FLECHA LN/LAS CRUCES ALONG 
FM1472 

$3,584,124 10, 3 FEDERAL EARMARK, LOCAL 

FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A PEDESTRIAN TRAIL AT 
$1,466,200 

CHACON CREEK 
10 FEDERAL EARMARt( 

SCHEMATIC, ENVIRONMENTAL. ROW· 
S4,876,230 10 COORD BORO INFRASTR 

SURVEY/MAPPING & PSE 

FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A GRADE SEPARATION AT $26,131,609 10,3 FEDERAL EARMARK, MtSC TRANSPORTATION, LOCAL 

UPGRADE NON FREEWAY TO FREEWAY $5 21,488,141 10 COORD BORO INFRASTR 

$628,492,752 

Lettln1FY 
Fundln1 Det•lls 

Fundln,Total 2M Prop 14 3 1 10 Loal 3 

$25,000,000 2015 $2,990,000 $7,000,000 $1,510,000 $13,500,000 

$6,830,000 2018 $6,830.000 

$1,810,434 2015 $1,800,514 $9.920 I 
I 

$2,778,255 2016 $1,466,200 I 

S4.000.84S 201S S4.876,230 

$12.493,629 2015 $26,131,609 

$48,729,718 2016 $521,488,141 

$101,642,881 $9,820,000 $7,000,000 $1,510,000 $569,262,694 $9.920 



Texas 
Department 

of Transportation 

® 

2014 Unified 
Transportation Program 
2014-2023 
Transportation Planning & Programming Division 

Version: 8/26/2013 4:39:00 PM 
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Table 111-17 Laredo District Allocated Funding by Category by Year 
Allocated Funding 

Category 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 Total 
1 $ 37,370,000 $ 38,440,000 $ 42,700,000 $ 46,040,000 $ - $ $ $ $ - $ $ 164,550,000 

2M $ 2,990,000 $ - $ $ - $ 6,830,000 $ - $ - $ $ - $ $ 9,820,000 
2U $ - $ - $ $ - s - $ - $ - $ s - $ $ -

3 $ 7,000,000 $ - $ s - $ - s s $ - $ $ s 7,000,000 
4 $ - $ - $ s $ - $ - $ - s - $ - $ $ -
5 $ - s s s $ - $ - $ - s - $ - s s -
6 s - s - s s s - $ - $ s - s - s s -
7 s 9,010,000 s 3,710,000 s 3,780,000 $ 3,820,000 s 3,870,000 s 3,920,000 s 3,970,000 s 4,030,000 $ 4,070,000 $ 4,100,000 $ 44,280,000 

8 s - s $ s s - s - s - s - s - $ - s -
9 s 860,000 s 340,000 s 350,000 s 350,000 s 350,000 s 360,000 s 360,000 s 370,000 s 370,000 s 380,000 s 4,090,000 

10 s 16,280,000 s 74,600,000 s 20,390,000 s s s - s - s - s - s - s 111,270,000 
11 s 2,500,000 s 2,500,000 s 2,500,000 s 2,500,000 s 2,500,000 s 2,500,000 s 2,500,000 s 2,500,000 s 2,500,000 s 2,500,000 s 25,000,000 
u s - s - s - s s s - s - s - s - s s 

12CMAQ $ - s s - s - s - s s - s - s - s s 
USTP-MM $ - s s - s - s - s s - s - s - s - s 

LOCAL $ - s 140,000 s 1,550,000 s - s - s - s - s - s s - s 1,690,000 I 

Total $ 76,010,000 $ 119,730,000 $ 71,270,000 $ 52,710,000 $ 13,550,000 $ 6,780,000 $ 6,830,000 $ 6,900,000 $ 6,940,000 $ 6,980,000 $ 367,700,000 J 

Allocations do not include statewide program funding (e.g, Category 6 Bridge Program, Category 8 Traffic Safety Program, etc.). For information on statewide program funding refer to Funding Summary Section. 
Local funds shown above are for informational purposes only. 



Table Vll-1 Statewide Funding Summary 

category FY2014 FY201S FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 

Ca1!!oorv 1 $ 1,210,600 000 s 1,010,880 000 $ 1121 ,660 000 $ 1,208,660,000 $ 1,086,210 000 $ 1 043,970,000 s 1 278 810,000 $ 
Ca1!!oorv 2 163,590,000 291450,000 258,660,000 227,890,000 315,910,000 292,370,000 153,560,000 
Ca1l!oorV 3 1 493,390 000 3 ,210,860 000 436,150,000 237 650000 378 420 000 2 ,400 000 1,122,130,000 
Ca1r!Qorv 4 - - - - -
CateCOrV5 177 510,000 141,430,000 143,970000 145 520 000 147 450 000 149,410,000 151,420,000 
Ca1!!oorv 6 250,000,000 250,000,000 250 000,000 250,000,000 250,000 000 250 000,000 250,000,000 
CaiiiQOi'V 7 374,770,000 280,210,000 264.880.000 267.720,000 271 ,260.000 274,870,000 278,560,000 
i5aiiiOOiV 8 170 000000 170,000000 170,000,000 170,000 000 170,000,000 170,000,000 170,000,000 
Ca1!!oorv 9 134,300,000 131,400,000 95,730,000 37 380000 37 870,000 38,370000 38,890,000 
Cateoorv 10 100,260,000 158,680,000 79,090,000 46,080,000 43.350.000 42,600,000 42.600.000 
~11 61 ,000,000 62,810,000 62 500,000 62,500,000 62.500,000 62,500,000 62500000 
caieOOr/12 812 460,000 121,390000 126,960 000 63,850000 47,220,000 161 830000 90760000 

Sut:lc1al 4,947,900.000 5 ,809, 110,000 3,009,600,000 2,717.250,000 2.810, 190,000 2,488,420,000 3 ,639,230,000 
CatS: Prop 14 

6,150,000 5,160,000 - -Safetv Bond 
Sut:lc1al 4 ,954,050,000 5,814,270,000 3,009,600,000 2,717,250,000 2,810,190,000 2.488,420,000 3,639,230,000 

Cat 10: Earmarks-
54,610,000 32,370,000 15,200,000 400,000 3,000,000 - -Fed Share 

TOfAL s 5,008,660,000 s 5,846,640,000 s 3,024,800,000 s 2,717,650,000 s 2,813,190,000 s 2,488,420,000 s 3,639,230,000 $ 

Enaineerina 760,900,000 791,870,000 470,000,000 470,000,000 470,000,000 470,000,000 470,000,000 
RON 521 ,450,000 235,080,000 120,000,000 121,000,000 123,000,000 125,000 000 125 000,000 

No!e: Engireering and RON amounts are for irtorrra~onal purposes only. Engineering 1D1alS include both ir>-house ane corll'acted amounts. 

North: 
South: 

East 
West 

TxDOT Regions 

North 
South 
East 
West 

Divisions/ S1ate'Mde 

TOTAL 

Table Vll-2 TxDOT Region Funding Summary 

FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY 2017 

s 1 556 770,000 $ 831 ,380,000 $ 696,320000 $ 665,420000 

889,330,000 872,580,000 710,480,000 532800000 

968 630000 443530000 558820000 534 720000 

342,240.000 1.151,860,000 276,540,000 291 '730,000 

1,251,690,000 2,547,290,000 782,640,000 692,980,000 

$ 5,008,660,000 s 5,846,640,000 s 3,024,800,000 s 2,717,650,000 

AUanta, BrOWI'M'OOd, Dalas, Fort Worth, Paris, Tyler, Waco and Wichita Falls 
Austin, Corpus, Laredo, Pharr, San Antonio and Yoakum 
Beaumont, Bryan, Hous1Dn and Lllkin 
Abilene, Arrarillo, Childress, B Paso, Lubboci<, Cldessa and San Angelo 

FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 

s 274,840,000 $ 281,720 000 $ 340.450000 
251 890,000 283 290,000 182,910000 
248 200000 319,220000 186,970,000 

108,330,000 75,050,000 44,420,000 

1,929,930,000 1,529,140,000 2,884,480,000 

s 2,813,190,000 $ 2,488,420,000 s 3 ,639,230,000 

FY2021 FY2022 FY2023 TOTALS 

1,278 810,000 $ 1 278,810 000 s 1278 810 000 s 11 797 220 000 

- $ 1 703 430,000 
80000000 307,830,000 $ 7 268,830,000 

s 
153,460,000 155080,000 156,200,000 s 1 521 430,000 
250,000,000 250000 000 250,000 000 s 2.500 000000 
282.340.000 285,280.000 287,380,000 s 2,847,270,000 
170000,000 170000 000 170,000,000 $ 1,700,000,000 
39 420,000 39830 000 40,120,000 s 633 310000 
42,600,000 42,600,000 42,600.000 s 640,480,000 
62,500,000 62.500 000 62,500,000 s 623 810 000 

263 430000 288130,000 329,600000 $ 2.305 730 000 
2.542,560.000 2.652.210.000 2.925.040,000 $ 33,541,510,000 

- - - $ 11,310,000 

2.542,560,000 2.652.210,000 2.925,040,000 s 33,552,820,000 

- s 105,580,000 

2.542,560,000 s 2,652,210,000 $ 2,925,040,000 $ 33,658,400,000 

470,000,000 470,000,000 470,000,000 $ 5,332, 770,000 
125,000,000 125,000,000 125 000000 s 1 745,510 000 

FY2021 FY2022 FY2023 TOTALS 

$ 251 .330,000 s 253 220,000 $ 204,570,000 $ 5,356,020,000 

203 750000 212140000 102,790000 s 4,241 960 000 
179,230,000 178,720,000 179,960,000 s 3 798,000,000 

44,790,000 44,930.000 45.120,000 $ 2.425.010.000 

1,863,460,000 1,953,200,000 2 ,392,600,000 $ 17,837,410,000 

$ 2,542,560,000 $ 2,652,210,000 s 2,925,040,000 $ 33,658,400,000 



< 
<1> 
(il 
o· 
:::J 

Table V/1-3 Category 1 : Preventive Maintenance and Rehabilitation Funding Summary ~ 
i') 

~ DlstrlctiiFOillMslo FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY 21120 FY2021 FY20Z2 FY20Z3 TOTALS 
i') Allolene s 28,Zl0,000 $ 28.980.000 $ 31.960.000 $ 34.300.000 $ s $ $ . s $ $ 123.470.000 0 Atr8rilo 43.920.000 45.220.000 50,370.000 54.410,000 $ 193.920.000 t-> w i>llonla 27.oao.ooo 27 770,000 30,490,000 32.630,000 $ 117 970000 
.1:> AIJstin 64,120.000 65930000 73.100,000 78.730.000 s 281 .880.000 w Boa..,...,. 25.880.000 26 630,000 29.600.000 31.920.000 $ 114.030.000 <.0 - 12.5&1.000 12.870.000 13.850,000 14,660,000 $ 53 960 000 0 Brvan 34,070,000 34.930.000 38.340.000 41.030,000 $ 148.370.000 0 
"0 O'iklress 19,970.000 20.440,000 22.320.000 23,790,000 $ 86,520.000 
s: Co-oosChrisli 49,970,000 51 ,470.000 57.410.000 62.070,000 s 220.920.000 

Oollas 81.240.000 83.890.000 94,410.000 102.660.000 $ 362.200.000 
8Paso 20,750,000 21 .380.000 23.850.000 25.790.000 s 91.770.000 
Ft. Wo1h 55.940.000 57,610,000 64,200,000 69,370.000 $ 247.120,000 
HoJSicn 96.290 000 99,540,000 112,410,000 122,550.000 s 430,790,000 
Laredo 37.370,000 38,440 000 42,700,000 46.040.000 $ 164,550 000 
lJJbboct< 44.460.000 45.810.000 51180000 55,390,000 $ 196,840 000 
l.IJI!dn 28.450.000 29.160.000 31.970,000 34.170.000 $ 123.750,000 
O<lessa 22.150,000 22.830.000 25.510.000 27,610,000 $ 98.100.000 
Paris 39,460.000 40.530.000 44.790.000 48.130,000 $ 1n.91o.ooo 
Pharr 41.680.000 39,930.000 43.690.000 46.640.000 $ 171.940.000 
SMAnoelo 15,520,000 15,890,000 17.380.000 18.550.000 $ 67.340.000 
SMArt<rio 68.060.000 70,010,000 77,750.000 83.820,000 $ 299,840.000 
T- 27.260.000 27,850.000 30,210,000 32.060,000 s 117.380.000 
Waco 42.420000 43.610.000 48.340.000 52.060.000 $ 186 430.000 
WlclilaFals 18.840,000 19.340.000 21.340.000 22.9"0.000 $ 82.430.000 
YOOIO..m 36.540.000 37.470.000 41.140.000 44.020.000 s 159,170.000 
(ABl) Atlilen~ $ 

'twA:) """'"lo M'O s 
'Alt) Te-a M'O s 
(AUS) CNIPO TM6. s 
BMT & HOU) HGOC TM6. $ 

IIBMll J t-ORTS M'O $ 
IIBRY Stalicn t.t>O $ 

CRP\ cacus Christi Th'A s 
(OAI.. FTW & PARl NC= Th'A s 
ELP) 8 Paso Th'A s 
LRO Laredo Th'A s 
LBB WlbockTMA. $ 
oo,l Mdla~TMA. s 
pi\); Sherrren-Oenison t.t>O s 
1M Hartn<»SM Benito M'O s 
Pl-fl HdaiOO C<:unty Th'A $ 
Pl-fl BrOMlS\ile Th'A $ 
SJTl San Anaelo t.f'O $ 

<SAn SM l'rtallo-Becar C<:unty TM6. $ 
TYL) 'Mer t.f'O s 
TYL ~ewM'O $ 

rw.oc Kileen-Tenno TMt. s 
IIWN; Waco M'O $ 
liWFS Wichita Fals t.f'O s 
IIYKM\ VIctoria M'O s 
Bri""'DNsicn $ 
Tra!llc ONslcn s 
DesiO" 0.051()11 $ 
Feoeral Railwav·H- Saf<N Prcxr~rn $ 
Roi~ood Qode Ctossino Prcxram $ .., 

c::: Rai~ood Slcnal Maintenance Prcxnm s 
:::J Texas Partes andWIIdife Praram $ c. 

Landscaoe lncer'IIM A-ds Proo-am $ :;· 
OQ Americans ,.;th 0-itiesl>d $ 
(J) Slate..; de 228.350.000 3 .350.000 3.350.000 3350000 3.350.000 s 241 750 000 c::: 

Slale..;de Ulaloc81ed $ 3 
3 TOTAl. $ 1.210.600,000 $ 1.010,880,000 $ 1,121,660,000 s 1,208.660.000 s 1.086.210.000 $ 1,043.970.000 $ 1,278,810,000 s 1.178.810.000 $ 1,178,810.000 $ 1.278,810.000 $ 11.797.220.000 

~ 
(jj' 
en Preventive Maintenance and Rehabilitation are combined into one allocation for the District to program and manage. 

:::;; 
w 



Table V/1-4 Category 2: Metro and Urban Area Corridor Projects Funding Summary 
Olstrtci/MPOIOMslon FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY 2019 FY2020 FY 2021 FY2022 FY2023 TOTALS 

Abilene s s s s s s s $ $ $ $ 
ilmlriUO $ -· $ 
Austin $ 
Bea""""' $ 
Brov.nv.ood $ 
IllY'"' $ 
Olitre<s $ 
corpus Christi $ 
Dales $ 
BPaso $ 
Ft Wa1h $ 
Houstcn $ 
Laredo $ 
LJJbbock $ 
L.u11<in $ 
Odessa $ 
Pa-is $ 
Pharr $ 
San Anoelo $ 
San Antonio $ 
Tvler $ 
waco $ 
Wichita FaDs $ 
Yoaklm $ 
ABL AllileneM"' $ 

ilmlrilo t./1'0 4.490.000 3.520.000 5.800.000 11.760.000 6.250.000 $ 31 ,820,000 
All Texarkana MPO s 
AUS CAMPO '!MO. 50.700.000 56.800.000 13.800.000 94.100.000 56.470.000 $ 271 870,000 

BMT & HC Ul HGAC Th'A 36,210,000 n .soo.ooo 134,060,000 68.950,000 135,240.000 $ 452.060.000 
BM1) J HC>RTS MPO 8,890,000 9.250.000 6,570,000 9.980.000 $ 34,690,000 

Slaticn MPO 9 .170.000 $ 9,170,000 

CRP Ccrpus Olrisli '!MO. 2.930.000 35.070,000 12,650,000 29.610.000 $ 80,260.000 

DAL. FTW & PAR) NCiCOG '!MO. 126,940.000 39.250.000 46.190.000 28.520.000 1.530.000 56.no.ooo $ 299,200,000 
(ELP) B Paso '!MO. 10,000,000 91,170.000 5,000,000 2. 700.000 45,250,000 24.730.000 $ 178,850,000 

LRO Laredo '!MO. 2.990.000 6,830,000 $ 9.820.000 

LBB Lubbock '!MO. 870.000 $ 870,000 

OOA Mdla~ '!MO. 6,980,000 $ 6,980,000 
!PAR) Shetrn101-Denison MPO 2.920.000 5.610.000 7.230.000 s 15,760.000 
(PHl) Har1i~San Beni1o MPO 
(PHl) Hdalgo Crunty Th1A 

((PH' Br""""'lle Th1A 
SJ SanAnoeloMPO 3.680.000 7,590,000 $ 11 ,270.000 

SA San !'<toni<> Bexar County '!MO. 63,750.000 25.340.000 25.340.000 25.340.000 25.340.000 50,690,000 $ 215,800,000 

TYL l'yle' MPO 610,000 6.640.000 2.740.000 6 ,510,000 $ 16500,000 

TYL L~ewMPO 1,300,000 12.230,000 7.640.000 $ 21 .170,000 
(WI>C) Killeer>-TerJ'!)Ie Th1A $ 

((W/>C Waco MPO 1.500.000 14,110.000 1s.no.ooo $ 34.390.000 
(WF$) Wichi1a Fals MPO $ 
(YKM) Victoria MPO 12.960.000 $ 12.960.000 

Bri!!2; Di~<son 
Traffic I::NsiO'I 
Desi~ ~'Sion 

Federal Rai~-Hg~ SOf!!!;i Pr&arn 
Rai~oad Grade Crossi!!!l Pr2l:am 
Rai~oad 51~ Mainten101ee Pr91ram 
Texas Parks and Wildife Pr2l:am 
L.andsc~ lncerti\e A..,..ds Pr2l:am 
l>inericons ""It\ Disabmties kl 
Slat ..... de s 
Sla!"""de Lnalocated $ 

lOTAL $ 163.590.000 $ 291 .450.000 $ 1.703.430.000 



< 
(!) 

Cil c;· 
::::J 

Table V/1-5 Category 3: Non-Traditionally Funded Transportation Projects Funding Summary (ALL FUNDS) ~ 
1\) 

~ Dlstrlct/MP0/01\IIslon FY 2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY 2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 FY2021 FY2022 FY 2023 TOTALS 
1\) Abilene s s s s s s s s $ s $ 0 .Amorllo s 1-" w Allan !a $ 
-1> Austin 85,100,000 23,050,000 34,210.000 13.550.000 $ 155.910.000 w Beaui'T'Ialt 20,130,000 $ 20,130,000 <0 Bra..nwood $ 0 
0 I Bryan 100,000,000 s 100.000.000 
"0 CMdress s ;;:: CctDUs 01risti 22.000.000 40.000.000 s 62.000,000 

DaDas 67.660,000 71 ,060,000 6,030.000 s 144,750,000 
8 Paso 800.000.000 $ aoo.ooo.ooo 
Ft Wor1h 1,000,000 22,350,000 20,420.000 2,500,000 s 46.270.000 
HouSial 71,330,000 s 71.330,000 
Laredo 7,000,000 s 7.000.000 
Lubbock 
Lufkin 
Odessa 750.000 s 750,000 
Paris s 
Pharr 10,520.000 71 ,040,000 $ 81 ,560.000 
San Arl<lelo s 
San AntO"'io 91,640,000 27,500,000 $ 119.140.000 
11\tlor $ 
Waco s 
Wichita Fals s 
YoeloJm s 
(ABL) AIJileneMPO s 
(AMA) .Amorilo MPO s 
(ATL) Te>Orlana MPO s 
AU$) CI>JIPO TIM 7.000,000 $ 7.000.000 
8MT & HOU HGO.C TIM 171 .690.000 s 171.690.000 

I I BMTl J l<lRTS MPO s 
( BRY)- BiVan-CdleQe stati 01 MPO s 
(CRP) CcrD<JS Christi TIM s 
(DAL. FTW & PAR) NCTCOG TIM 395.920.000 182,050.000 30.230.000 17.800,000 20,000,000 500,000 s 646,500,000 
( ELP) 8 Paso TIM s 
( LRD) Laredo TIM s 
LBB Lubbock TIM s 
COA Mcland-Odessa TIM 6.860.000 s 6.860.000 
PAR) Sherman-Denison MPO s 
PHR Har1inoe-San Benito MPO 3,990,000 s 3,990,000 
PHR) HidaiQo Countv TIM s 
PHR BrownS\iDe TIM 4,220,000 s 4.220,000 

(SJ'T) San Anoelo MPO 970,000 s 970,000 
&. San Ant01io-Bexar Countv TIM 54,440,000 s 54.440,000 
lYL) Tyler MPO s 
lYL L""""ewMPO $ 
WAC) KiDeen· TOfl'l'le TIM s 
WAC) Waco MPO s 

(WFS) Wichita Falls MPO s 
(YKMl \1\ctoria MPO s 
Bridoe DNsion s 
Traffic 0\4sioo s 
Desion Oil.ision $ , 
Federal Railwav-Hictr.wv Safetv Proorarn s c: 

::::J Railroad G-ade Crossino · Pr nm s 
Q, 

Rai~oed Sional Maintenance Procram s ::::J 
ao. Texas Part<s and Wildlife PrOQI'am $ 
(/> Landscape lncentiw A-..mrds Prooram c: 
3 .Americans with Disabiities Ad 

-~11.11o.ooo I 1 .9n.a1o.ooo i -245~260~doo i - 206.:JOO:ooo I 358.420.ooo 2.400.i:xx>i1:119~ 130,000 i .i so.ooo.oooi 307,830,000 i s 3 Statewide 4, 764,320,000 
~ Statewide Lhalocated s a;· Tctal I s 1.493.390.000 I s 3.210.860.000 I s 436.150.000 I s 237.650.000 I s 378,420,000 I s 2.400.000 1 s 1. 122.130.000 T s -Ts 8o.ooo.ooo I s 307.830.000 I s 7.268.830.000 
If) 

~ 
;;;; 
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Table V/1-6 Category 3: Non-Traditionally Funded Transportation Projects Funding Summary - SH 121 Surplus 
, Toll Revenue 
c: 
::J 

Clslrlcl/MPOIDMslon FY2014 FY2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY20Zl TOTALS 9: 
::J !'Oiene s s $ s s s s s $ $ s 0<> Arrerilo $ (f) 
c: -18 s 
3 Austin s 3 Beei.<TlC:f't s 
~ Br""""""" $ c;;· (Bryan s "' 0\lldress s 

CoroosChrisll s 
Dalas s 
8Paso $ 
Ft Wcr111 s 
Hcuston s 
laredo s 
l!Jbbock s 
Lu!kin s 
Odessa s 
Paris s 
Pharr s 
San An!lelo s 
San Antorio s 
Tvler s 
Waco s 
Wichita Fals s 
YOBkum s 
(ABl) !'Oienet.'FO s 
'IWI>:J Arrerilo M'O s 
:All) Texarkana M'O s 
(AUS) CAMPO Th'A s 

118MT & HC IJ) HG'\C Th'A s 
I(BMl JHa<'TS M>Q $ 
8RYl BrYa~>-Cdle<le Sation MPO $ 
'CRP ::o-pus Olrisll Th1A s 
DAI.. FTW & PAR) NCTCOGWA 372.550,000 170,250,000 29 590 000 17.800,000 20.000.000 500.000 s 610.690.000 
ELP 8 Paso Th'A s 
LRD Laredo Th1A s 
LBB L!Jbbock Th1A $ 
'OOA M~sa Th'A s 
(PAR) Sherrrar>-Denison MPO s 

((PHR) Hartnge.San Benito M>o s 
PHR) Hdalge C<lu'lty Th'A s 
'PHR) ero.n,.,;ae Th1A s 
SJn San l'nge~o MPO s 
SA San Antorio-Be""r CaJnty Th1A s 
TYL) TYler MPO s 

(TYL) Long,4ew MPO s 
I !WAC Killeer>- T<fTllle Th1A s 
I !WAC Waco MPO s 
IIWFSJ Wichita Fals MPO s 

YKM) Victoria MPC s 
Brldoe OIIAsion s 

< Traffic D\4sion s 
co [)egg> 01"5100 s til s c;· Federal Railway.H!11WOY Safety Program 

s ::J RailrOBd Grade Crossing Program .. 
RailrOBd S gnal M>intenance Prog-am s 

~ Te,.,. Par1<s and Wlldlfe PrOQram s 
N 

Landscape lncenM A'M!Irds Program s ~ .Americm"~s 'With Dsablities .ad s N 
0 State..;de s 
f-' Stat...;de li1allocated s w 
+> Total $ 372.550.000 $ 170.250.000 s 29.590.000 s 17.800.000 s 20.000.000 s s 500.000 s s s s 610.690.000 

w 
<0 
0 
0 
"0 ;::: 
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Table V/1-7 Category 3: Non-Traditionally Funded Transportation Projects Funding Summary - SH 161 Surplus 
Toll Revenue 

Dislrici/MPO/DIYision 
Abilene 
Amorllo 
Adiii3 
Austin 
Beaumont 
Brov.nwood 

~ 
Childress 
Capus Christi 

Dalas 
Ei"P.SO 
~ 
Hoo<ton 
Laredo 
i:UiiiiOCk 
~ 
Odessa 
p;j$ 
p;;a;:;
SanAng<jo 
S<YI Antonio 
Tyler 

Waco 
~ 
~ 
~eMPO 
(AMA) Amatilo MPO 
'ATU Texar1oona MPO 

(AUSl CAMPO Th1A 

IIBMT & HOU) HGAC TMA 
BMD JHORTS MPO 

(BRY) Bryan-Colege Station MPO 

(CRP) Corpus Christi Th1A 
OAL. FTW & PAR) NCTCOG TMA 
ELP) El Paso TMA 
LRD) Laredo TMA 
LBBl Llbbod<Th1A 
ODA) Micland-odessa Th1A 

(PAR) Slw!rrnan·Denison MPO 

PHR) HOI1inge-San Benito MPO 
(PHR) Hidalgo County Th1A 
PI-IR) SrcMnS\oile TIM. 
'SJTI San Angelo MPO 
SAn San Antoni~Be.x2v COJnty TMA. 

(TYL) l!_ler MPO 

TYL) Long.i..., MPO 

I (WAC) Kil een-T..,le TMA 
(WAC) Waco~ 

[(W'FSl Wichita Fals MPO 

f(Yi<M) Victoria MPO 
Bridge oi\.ision 
Traffie OMsion 
Design Di'lo4sion 
Federal R4titway-Hi~way Sa.fety Program 
Railroad Grade Crossing Progr<iWn 
Railroad Signal Maintenance Program 
Te)Cils Perks and Wildi fe PrO!l3fTI 
!Landscape lncenti~ Awards Program 
Americ:ans'-Mth DisabiitiesAct 
St!tewide 
Stat.,.;de Unaloealed 

Total 

FY 2014 FY2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 FY 2021 FY2022 FY2023 TOTALS 

23 ,370,000 11 ,800. CXX) 840,0()) 3$.810.000 

23,370,CXJO 11,800,CDJ 840,000 35,810,000 



Table V/1-8 Category 3: Non-Traditionally Funded Transportation Projects Funding Summary - SH 130 
Concession Revenue 

Oistric<IMPO/Oivloicn 
Abilene 
A"mariiiO 
AUonta 
Austin 
Beaumont 
Brov.nwood 

~ 
Chiktress 
Capus Christi 
Dallas 
Ei'Pa$0 
A. Worth 
Houston 
LiredO 
LUbiiOCi( 
Lufkin 
Odessa 
Paris 
Plwr 
San ArgoM> 
San Anta"lio 
Tylef 
Waco 
~ 
~ 
~eMPO 
'AMA) Amarilo MPO 
(ATL) Teocarkana MPO 
'AUSl CAMPOTMA 
(BMT & HOU) HGO.C TMA 
(BMT) JHORTS MPO 
BF!Y) Bryl!IK:o!!ege Station MPO 
C RPI Capus Christi TMA 
OAL, FTW & PAR) NCTCOG TMA 

ELP) El Paso TMA 
(LRD) Laredo TMA 
LBB) Lubbock TMA 
ODAl Midland-Odessa TMA 
PAR) Shermar>-Oenison MP0 
PHRl Harlinoe-San Ben~o MPO 
PHR) Hidalgo Cc>.Jnty TMA 
PHR) 8r0Mls.41e TM\ 
SJD San Msdo MPO 

(SAD San Antonic>Be>Cilr Coooty lMA 
(TYL) Tyler MPO 

Ll Lon~ewMPO 
leTMA 

Tra1"flc Di"'sic:tl 
Design or..ision 
Federal Rait...vay-HQhway Safety Program 
Railroad Grade Crossing Prcqam 
Raik-oad Signal Mairtenowtc:e Prcywn 
Te>GJs Parks and Wildlfe Program 
Landscape lncenti\.le Awards Program 
Ameficans ..tth Disabilities Act 

Statewide 
Statewide lk\alocated 

T<tal 

FY 2014 FY 2015 FY2018 FY 2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 FY2021 FY 2022 FY2023 TOTALS 

59.000.000 69.000,000 

'Z1,500,000 27,500,000 

7,000,000 7,000,000 

21 ,000.000 21.000.000 

97.000.000 27.500.000 124,500,000 
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::> Table V/1-9 Category 3: Non-Traditionally Funded Transportation Projects Funding Summary - Local Participation ~ 
IV 

~ Dlslrtc:tiMPOIOMslon FY2014 FY2015 FY21116 FY21117 FY 2018 FY2019 FY 2020 FY2021 FY2022 FY2023 TOTALS 
IV Abilene $ s s $ s s s $ s $ $ 0 l'mlltlo $ ..., 

Alllnta $ w 
.1:- I'<Jstin s w Beaurnc:w\t s (l) 

Browm.ood $ 0 
0 IBrvan s 
"IJ Childress 
5:: ~Christi 

Dales 
EiPiSo 
Fl. Worth 
~ s 
Laredo s 
Lubbock $ 
lufkin s 
Odessa s 
Paris s 
Pharr s 
Son.Anoelo $ 
San .Antonio $ 
Tyter s 
Waco $ 
Wichita Fals $ 
Yoakum $ 
'ABL AllileneMPO s 
'AA'A Amarilo MPO s 
'ATL Texarkana '-'PO $ 

IIAUSl CIWPO TMA $ 
'BMT & HOU) HGOC TMA s 

118M J ffORTS MPO s 
~ Brvan-Cdege Station '-'PO s 

s CRP) Cercus Christi TMA 
DAL. FlW & PAR NCTCOO TMA $ 

$ ELP El Paso TMA 
s ~LRO) Laredo TMA 

LBS Lubbock TMA $ 
OOA) Mlclanc!-Odessa TMA $ 
PAR) Sherman-Denison MPO $ 
PHR) Harinoe-San Benito '-'PO $ 
PHR) Hdaloo County TMA $ 
PHR) Br-Ie TMA $ 
SJ i) San .Anoelo '-'PO $ 
SA San MtO"'ie>Be)3f Co .m TMA. $ 
TYL)llllerMPO $ 

TYL Lon<;l'oiew '-'PO $ 
WAC) Kllleen-Terrc:>le TMA $ 
WAC Waco '-'PO $ 
WFS Wichita Fals MPO $ 
"YKM) VIctoria MPO $ 
BridOe ONslon $ 
Trame Oivlsioo $ 
Desian Dilolslon s .., 

s c: Federal Rai iNav- HQI!wav SafelY Proaam 
::> 

$ 9: Rai~oad Qade Crosslna Proaam 
$ ::> Rai~oad SlanaJ Maintenance Proaam 

"" Texas Parks and Wildlife Proaam s (f) 
s c: Landscaoe Incentive Awards Pr am 

s 3 Americans wi1h Disabilties Act 
3 Stole'Mde 449.150.000 1.973.610,000 245.260,000 206.300,000 356.420,000 2,400,000 1,119,130,000 60.000.000 307,830.000 s 4,742.300,000 Q) 

s (5' Stat.,.de U181ocaled 
(J) Total s 449,150 000 s 1 973,610.000 $ 245.260.000 s 206,300.000 s 358 420 000 s 2.400.000 s 1 119,130,000 $ s 60,000000 s 307,830000 s 4,742.300.000 

s 
~ 



Table V/1-10 Category 3: Non-Traditionally Funded Transportation Projects Funding Summary - Pass-Through 
Financing 

Abil<ne 
~ 
Allonla 
Au.tin 
~ 
Br-
rervan 

Dislrl<t/MPOI!hlsion 

O'VIclress 
eorp..s CM.-1 
Oalas 
'§'Pi$0 
~ 
~ 
r;;;;o 
IiibbOCk 
Lu110n 
Odessa 
Paris 
l'horr 
San Angelo 
San Antcrio 

~ 
waco 
~. 
~ 
(ABL) AbileneNPO 
(AMA) Amarilo MPO 
'ATL) Teovlolna MPO 
'AUS) CAMPOTMA 
(BMT & HClU) HG\C TMA 
I(BM!) JHORTS MPO 
<BRY) Brv....Co!!ge Slalial MPO 
(CRP) Capos Ctvi!li TMA 
(DilL. FTW & PAR) NCTCOGTMA 
ELP) 8 Paso TMA 
LRO) l.3redo TMA 

(LBB) Lubbock TMA 
OOA) M<bn<I-Odesoa TMA 
'PAR) Sllennan-Denison MPO 
'PHR'I Har1inoe-s:... Benito we 
(PHR) Hda!go COU1!y TMA 
PHR) !lroons>.ile Th'A 
SJD San Ange!o !.PO 

(SAl) San ...,_.,.Bexar Coor<y TMA 
T)lerMPO 

(JYL) L.cn9':iewMPO 
(WAC) l<illeen-Temp!eTh'A 
(WAC) Woco MPO 
(WFS) 'Mct>ta Fols MPO 
{YI(M) Victoria MPO 
BridgeONsion 
Traffic r:Nsion 
Design l:l\iision 
Federal RaiW..y-Hghvo<ly Safely Prognwn 
Railroad Q'ade Crossing Program 
Rai~ood Slona! Moir<eNnce Program I Teas P3ncs and \Midife PrOQI"!TT 
Landscape I~ Awards Prooram 
Arn«icans ~th Osabitities Ad 
StateoMde 
S131:eYI!ide Lhalocated 

Total 

FY2014 FY2015 FY 2016 FY 21117 FY 2018 FY 2019 
. 's • 's 

16.100,00) 
ii.'i'ii.1iii 

23,050,00) 34,210.C:OO 13,550,00) 

14.410,00) 23.38b~OOJ 6.030C:OO 

22.350,00) 
11 ,970,00) 

36.500,00) 

7(280~005 

s 133,690.00l I s 105.280.00l I s 40.240,C:OO 13.550,00) 

This document does not authorize projects in this program or category funding. Projects were authorized by previous minute orders. 

FY2020 FY 2021 FY lll22 
. ' s . ' s 

FY2023 TOTALS 

86.910.C:OO 
20.130,C:OO 

43.820.C:OO 

~ 
11,970,0CO 

36,5()JC:OO 

71,280C:OO 

292,960,C:OO 
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Table Vll-11 Category 3: Non-Traditionally Funded Transportation Projects Funding Summary - Proposition 12 
(Program 1) Bonds 

OiSCrict/MPO/DI\It s6on 
Abilene 

AmiriiO 
AiiOiii3 
Austin 
sea;;-.,.,.. 
s;;;;;;;:;;;o;j 

~ 
Childress 
CorpusChti!li 

Dallas 
EIPaso 
~ 
HMiOn" 
Laredo 
~ 
~ 
~ p;:r;-
Ph..-r 

San Angelo 
San Antonio 
Tyler 

Waco 
~ 
y;um-
(ABL) AblleneMPO 
'AMA) Amarilo MPO 
'ATLl Te)CilrQna MPO 
(AUS) CAMPO Th'A 

rBMT & HOU) HG'.C Th'A 
(BMl) JHORTS MPO 
'BRY) !l!yat>-Cole$!e StaHon MPO 
CRP) Corpus Christi 1"M"-

(DAL. FTW & PAR) NCTCOG Th'A 
ELP) El Paso Th'A 
LRD) Laredo Th'A 
LBB) Ltbboek Th'A 
'OOA) MidlanO.Odessa lMA. 

PARI Sherman-Denison MPO 
PHR) H...inpe-San Benito MPO 
PHR) HdalgoCounly 1MA 

PHR) Bro'Mls\ille TMA 

SJD San Angelo MPO 
<SAD San Antonio-Be<a.r CCUlty TMA 
(TYL) Tyler MPO 

IYL) Looa"ewMPO 
(WAC KiiMII"P' Temple Th'A 
(WAC Waco MPO 
(WFS) W ichita Falls MPO 
I<YKM) Victoria MPO 

Bridge Oi-..4sion 
Traffic Oi'oision 
Design ONsion 
Federal RaitwatHiftr:v:!y Safety Propram 
Railroad Grade Crossina Prozam 
Railroad Signal Maintenance Prograon 

Te>as Pii11"ks and Wildlife Prooram 
Landscape lncenti\.e Awards Pr.£!l._ram 
Americans Wth Disabilities Act 
s:t:ateWde 
StateWde Unollocated 

Toea 

FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 FY2021 FY2022 FY2023 TOTALS 

15.000.000 15.000.000 

-. s 

15.000.000 15,000.000 
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Table Vll-12 Category 3: Non-Traditionally Funded Transportation Projects Funding Summary - Proposition 12 
(Program 2) Bonds 

DtslrlctiMPO/Dhllslon 
Ablene 
AmiiiiO 
~ 
AiiStiri 
Beaumcnt 
Br~ 

~ 
Olitdress 
CapusOuisti 
Do las 
Ei"Paso 
'Fi."Woith 
~ 
Laredo 
Lubbock 
'L"Uftdr1 
OOessa 
Paris 
PhaiT 
San .Anoelo 
&w1 Antcnio 
~ 
Waco 
Wichita FaDs 
Yoelrum 
(ABC) AbiloneMPO 

hAMAl l>m!rilo MPO 
Alt) Teocarl<ana MPO 
AlJS) CAMPO TMA 
BMT & tpUl HGAC TMA 

(8MT) JHORTS MPO 
(BRYJ Bryan-Cdl<ge Stati<:n MPO 
(CRP) Copus Olrisli TMA 

(DAL FIW & PAR) NCTCOG TMA 
ELP) 8 Paso TMA 
LRO\ Laredo TMA 
LBB) L<bbock TMA 

>OAt Mdand-Odessa TMA 
PAR) Shermar>-Denison MPO 
PHR) Hlring&:San Benito MPO 
PHR) Hda!go Coulty TMA 
PHR) SrOMlS\Oie TMA 

(SJ 1) San Al1gdo MPO 
SAn san Antonio-Bexar Ccur'IN nJA 
TYL) T;r1erMPO 
(TYL) Lcnq:.i~ MPO 
(WAC) Killeen-Terrp!e TMA 
(WAC) Waco MPO 
(WFSl W ichita FaDs MP0 

KM) Vlctaia MPO 
BridgeONsicn 
Traffic O...tsioo 
Desicn Diljsicn 
Federal Raitwov-Hch....., SafelY Proaam 
Rai~oed Q-ade a-cos~m 
Railroad Sia'lal Mlintenance Proaram 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Prcqram 
Landscaoe lncontiloe Aw..-dS Prooram 
Atnericans ~ Osabilties /Jd. 
Stat e-M de 
State.;de lklalocated 

Total 

FY2023 I TOTAlS 
s 

FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY 2017 FY21l18 FY 2019 FY2020 FY 21J21 FY2022 
. ' s s 

s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
$ 
s 
s 
~ 
s 
s s 
s 
s s s 
s 
s s 
s 
s s 
s 
s s s 
$ 
$ 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
! 
s 
s s 
$ 
s 
s 
s 

. ' s - ' $ s . 's . ' s s 
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Table V/1-13 Category 3: 

Otstrictll'tPO/Di\llision 
Abilene 

AmiiiiO 
Alonto 
Austin 
~ 
a;;;;;;;;;;;;;; 
IBrvan 
Childress 
co;pusCivi!ill 
Oolos 
fJp..., 
A.Wonn 
~ 
laredo 
lubbock 
luf\On 
Odessa 
Paris 
Pharr 
Son Angelo 
San Antonio 
i-TYi« 
Waco 
iWiehita Fals 
~ 
(ABL) Abil<neMPO 
AW.) Amarillo tJPO 
ATI.) Texarl<ano MPO 

AUS) CIWFO 1M'. 
BMT & HOJ) HGO.C 1M'. 

I (~WHORTS MPO 
( W Bryon-Co!eoe Slation MPO 
CRP) Coryus Ctvi!illlM'. 
OAL. FTW & PAR) NCTC0G 1M'. 

(B.P) 8 Paso 1M'. 
(LRO) Laredo 1M'. 
l.BB) W>bock 1M'. 
OOA) Mdlond-Odeoso 1M'. 

( PAR) Sher,.,.,_Oenison MPO 
(PHR) Ha-lng&Son B<nto MPO 
PHR) Hidalgo COl.!!)' 1M'. 
PHR> llroY,ns,jlelM'\ 
SJ!) Son Angelo tJPO 
SAT) San Anton;o-Be>or Co.mlv 1M'. 

(lYL) Tyl« MPO 

(lYL) ~MPO 
WAC) Killeen-Temple 1M'. 
WAC! Wo<;o tJPO 
W'FS) Wichb Fals MPO 
YKM) Victori3 P1F0 

Bridge OMoon 
TICiffic: Oi~sion 
!Desion ONsion 
Federal Railway-Hgt"Mey Safety !)rogram 

Railroad Grade Crossing Program 
Railroad Signol Moint""""'e Prog!l!!l 
Texas Parks and 'Mklife Program 
~Inc~ Awards Procnm 
Americans 'Witl Disabilities Act 
staf:Mde 
stat:I!Wdel.i'lallocal:ed 

TcGI 

Non-Traditionally Funded Transportation Projects Funding Summary - Proposition 14 
Bonds 

FY2014 
· •S 

7.000,000 

750.000 

10.520.CXXl 

5.300.CXXl 

6.880.000 

3,990,000 

4,220,000 
970.000 

54,440.1XD 

1,020,0CJ0 

95.130.000 

FY 2015 

40.000.000 
8,680,(0) 

46.880.000 

FY2018 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY2019 FY2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 
• '$ 

. 's 

TOTALS 

40,CXXJ,(XX) 
8 ,680,1XXl 

750,000 

10,520,000 

5.360.000 

6,880,000 

3.990.000 

4,220,000 
970,000 

54.440.000 

1.020.000 

134.810.000 
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Table V/1-14 Category 3: Non-Traditionally Funded Transportation Projects Funding Summary - Texas Mobility 
o;.orict/MPOICivllion FY2014 FY2015 FY201S FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 FY21121 FY2022 FY2023 TOTALS 

~ ~lene $ • $ $ • $ • $ • $ • $ • $ $ • $ $ a ~"~ s 
3 ' l'llanto $ 

Q'Q. Austin s 
g> Beoum:rt $ 

3 Br~ $ 

3 IBrnn 100.000.000 s 100,000,000 
Q) 0\ikfts:s s 
ijS· Corpus Clwi!li 22.000.000 $ 22.000 000 
"' o.Jas 53.250,000 41 ,000,000 S 94.250.000 

8 Paso 800.000.000 $ 800.000.000 
Fl Walh 1,000,000 20.420,000 2 .500.000 $ 23,920,000 

-- 59,360.000 -- $ 59.360.000 
La~ 
Lubbo:k 
~ 
o;;e;;a 

E I !I ~.~1 •1 J :1 •1 •1 I •1 •11 ~-~ 
Yca>un • • • ~ • • • * · · S 
(ABI.) ~leneM>O 

(AM'\) ~ri~ M"' 
(Alt) T-oM"' 

llE~~~ I 171.690.~ 1 :I :I :I :I :I :I ~I :I : I~ 171.690.000 
(BRQ Brx!l-Cd!ege SaliCJ1 M"' . • . • . . . • . • . . . $ 

CRP) eo-pus Clwisli ~ 
OAl. FTW & PAR) NCTCOG ~ 

i<ElP) 8 Paso~ 
(LRO) La~ lMA 
lSB)LI.t>boc:l<~ 

OOA) Mdand-Odessa ~ 
PAR) Shet,......OeniSCI'l ~ 
1'1-fl) Haringe-San Be-ito MPO S 

I!PH'l) Hdllgo Cour<y lMA $ 

I<Ptfl! er_,.,.le'IMA s 
sm San-M"' s 
SA San "'*"I<> a- County lMA S 

(lYl) Tyl<r M"' • $ 

lYl) L"""'ew M"' S 
(W""l_Kllleen-T-~ S 
'W/>C) WaeoMPO S 

WFS) Wichitl Fals M"' 
YkM) V1etorio M"' 

Bridcze ~sion 
Tral'fic Chtsicn 
Oesig, r:Nsion 
Fedefol Railway·HQhWiY Saf~am 

(f Rai~- Goode Crossina Procnm S 
(n Rai~oad Sia'\1111 Maintenance Prc::QI'am $ 
0· Texas Parks .,d W ildife Proo"-.wn $ 

2 l;l~ tncenti .... AWII'd!S F'ro!Tam S 

~ ~--~~- s 1>.) State..;de 
~ ~-~"''"'de'-:U\1=-== 
~ Toto! I s 307.300.000 I s 875.540.000 I s 120.420.000 I s · I s · I s · I s 2.500.000 I s · I s · I s · I s 1.305.760.000 
.... 
w 
~ Allocations include the following for DART in Fort Worth FY14 $1.000.000 and FY16 $20,420.000; Dallas FY 14 $22,382,585 and FY 14 $30,872,531. 
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Table V/1-15 Category 4: Statewide Connectivity Corridor Projects Funding Summary 
Oislrici/MP0/ 01\rilion 

;Abilene 
,..,..rtlo 

Allanla 
A;;;;;" 
e;;-uncrt 
~ 
~ 
Olllchss 
c;;p;;s Christi 
Oalas 
8PHO 
Ft Wa1h 
Hcustcn 
~ 
~ 
tu1kin 
o;;;;s;; 
Paris 
F'Ntr 
S..Mqo!o 
$WI MJ:rio 

~ 
Waco 
~ 
~ 
'Aa.) Abil«leM'O 
'AM'.) ...... rilo !IPO 
'All. T-a!IPO 
AU5) CAM'O 1MA 

(BMT & HOU) HGA.C 1MA 
( BMT) J HCJR1S !IPO 
( BR'f SlatiO'I !IPO 
CRP) Copus Christi 1M'. 
DA1.. FTW & PAR) NCn:oG 1M'. 

i<ELP) 8 Paso 1MA. 
lRO) Laredo 1MA. 
LBB) Lo.ill>ock 1MA. 
OOA) Mdlan<Kldessa 1MA 

(PAR) Shetmon-Oenison !IPO 
(PI-R) Hooi"'j!e-S.. Benito !IPO 
( PI-R) Hdai9:> Ccunty 1M'. 

1MA 

Oe5i2l 0-..4sion 
F-.al Rai!w;ry·HZ>way SofeCy Proa-am 
Rairoad G-acSe Cros:sil'l(l PrOO'Mn 

Raii'oad Signal Mi!intenance Procnm 
Texas Parks ~d Wik:lf;p;;:;;;g-., 
Undscaoe lncenlhe Aw.Os Proaam 
Arnlttlc.-.s 1Mth Oisabiities Ad 

-de 
StoieWde l.N.Iocoled 

Tctal 

FY 2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY 2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 FY2021 FY2022 FY2023 
· • S 

. ' s - ' s $ $ $ 

s 
s 
s 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

s 

s 
$ 

! 
$ 
$ 

TOTALS 
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Table V/1-16 Category 5: Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Funding Summary 
[);strict/WOIOI\IIoion FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY 2018 FY2019 FY2020 FY2021 FY2022 FY2023 TOTALS .., 

c: Al>lene s s s s s s s s s s s :J Marilo 0. s :;· .Allan !a $ 
0'0. l'ustln s en Beoumc:nt c: $ 
3 Br~ s 
3 Bryan s 
~ OllldrHS $ 
ii)' ~_Christi $ 
VI O.llts $ 

8Paso $ 
Fl Wa1h $ -- $ 
Loredo s 
Lubbock s 
l.u11cin s 
O<lesso s 
?oris $ 
Pharr s 
SMl Angelo s 
5Ml Aricrio s 
lYtor s 
Waco $ 
Wldit3Fols s 
Yoolo.Jm $ 
ABL AbileneNPO s 
tWA Arrarilo MPO $ 
'All) T-a MPO $ 

~AUS) CIWPO TWA s 
BMT & HCXJ) HGOC TWA 75.700.000 64.700.000 65.920.000 66.630.000 67.520.000 68.410.000 69.330.000 70.270.000 71.000.000 71.520.000 s ee1 .oeo.ooo 

( BM1 J HORTS MPO s 
I<BRI'l BryorK:- Slatioo MPO s 

CRP) Cc7ll<IS Christi TM'I $ 
0AL. FTW & PAR) NClCOG TWA 80.680.000 69,020.000 70.260.000 71.020,000 71.960.000 72.920.000 T.l.IIOO.OOO 74.8SO.OOO 75.670.000 76.230.000 s 738.550.000 

~ELP) 8 Paso TWA 8.940.000 7.660.000 7.700.000 7.1S10.000 7.970,000 8.080.000 8.190.000 8.300.000 8.300.000 8.450.000 s 81.e:JO.OOO 

~UredolMA 

LBB! l.l.t>bockTWA 
OOA! Mdland-Odessa TWA 
P~ Shermon-Denson MPO 
Pl-fl) Hari~S.. Benito MPO 

IIPI-fll H!!2 Ccu~ TWA 
(Ptfl) er_,.,;1e TWA $ 
SJllS..AnoeloMPO s 
SA S.. l4rll::rlio.Bexar COu'IN nM. $ 

f(TYL lYtor MPO s 
TYL) L"""'"" MPO . $ 
WK. Kile<n-TerT1)1eTWA $ 
WI4C) Waco MFO $ 
WFS) Wichita Fals MPO s 
YICM) Vlc:tcria MPO s 

I Bridge c:t.Asion s 
Traffic: Ql.lisim s 
Oeolf1' ONola> $ 

~ 
Federal Railway-Hgllwly Safety Prcg;m s 
Rai~- Grode Q-ossing Pr"'7'"" 

(il Railrcad SIO'\al Maintenance Prc:oram o· Texas Parks 3nd Wi~ P'roo"am 
:J 

Lond5cce lncer<M A-$ Prog-;m 

~ Americans with Oisabiities Ad 
1\) Slat...tde T 12.100.000J -T y- .:r- -T ·l ·l -T -1 -Ts 12.100.000 

~ Slate'Mde Ulalocated $ 
1\) 

Ta.l _!_$ 1n .s1o.ooo_Ls 141.430.000_!_$ 143.9 70.000 .l $ 145.520.000 _l s 147.450.000_1 $ 149.410.000_1$ 151 .420.000_1$ 153.460.000_!_$ 155.060.000 .l $ 155,200.000_1 s 1,521 .430.000 
0 
1-" 
w 
~ w 
(0 

0 
0 
-o s:: 
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2 Table V/1-17 Category 6: Structures Replacement and Rehabilitation Funding Summary ~ 
f\J 

~ OiSirld/MPO/Divlolon FY2014 FY 2015 FY2016 FY 2017 FY2023 I TOTALS 
f\J 
0 
f.> 
w 
.;:. 
w 
<0 
0 
0 
"0 
:::: 

Dalas 
Ei""PaSO 
Ft Wol1h 
~ 
~ 
LiibbOdC 
L:Lifidn 
"Ode$; 
Paris 
p; 
S..AAQeb 
531"1 A.ntalio 

l!lE:: 
Waco 
~als 
~ 
ABL) AbileneMPO 

IAMAl Amarilo WPO 
[Anl TelCiilrkana MPO 

·!AUS) CAA'PO Th'A 
(BMT & HOU) HG>.C Th'A 
hBMTl JHOR"TS WPO 
!B~ !!!l"""~e Slo6on WPO 
(CRP) Co<pus Christi Th'A 
(OAL. FTW & PARl NCTCOG Th'A 
ELP) El Paso Th'A 

"LRO) U..odo Th'A 
LBB) Lubbock lMA 

(ODA) Mi-6-0desso Th'A 

~PARl Sherma~OeniSO"' MPO 
(PHR) Harlni!:San B<nito MPO 
PHR) Hdai!O C~ lMA 
PHRl-lleTh'A 

!SJ!l s., AnQeb WPO 
(SAn San Antcric>64!le3r Ccx.nty TMA 
(TYL) Tyler MPO 

~~) ~ewWPO Ac~Temo6elliM 
IY'/AC) WocoMPO 

IY'/FSl Wimta FolsWPO 
YKM) Victcria MPO 

BndoeDNsion 250.000.000 250000.000 250.000.000 250.000.000 250.000.000 250.000.000 250.ooo.cm 250000.000 250000.000 250000.000 s 2,500.000.000 
Tr3'tfie Oi\ision 
Oesi~ ONsion 
Federal RafMa:t:;Hi~X Saf~ Pr2f11ram 
Railroad Grade Crossing Progrim ..,., Fbilroad Signal Maintenance Program c 

:::> Te)QS Parks and Wik:lfe Program 
9, ~ndscape lncenM Awards Program 
:::> 

Americans W1h Disabilties Act Ot>. 
(/) StoleWde 
c ~de U'lalocated 3 

Totll .iS 250.000.000 .l s 250.000.000.l, s 250.000.000.15 250.000.000.15 250.000.000.15 250,000,000.1 s 250"000~CXX! .l s 250000.000 s 250000.000 s 250.000 000 s 2,500,000.000 
3 
~ c;;· 
(/) 

~ 
~ 
-.J 
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Table V/1-18 Category 7: Metropolitan Mobility and Rehabilitation Funding Summary 
, Clslrlct/MPOtONslon FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY 2018 FY2019 FY2020 FY2021 FY2022 FY2023 TOTALS 
c Pbllene s $ s s s s s s s s s :::l .Amlrilo a. s 
:;· !II!Mta $ 

at> .Austin 
en Bea....a1t 

s 
c s 
3 BrOMlWCOd s 
3 LE!rywl_ s 
~ O>lldress s a;· caws a.;.a s 
(/) Colas s 

8 Pas<> s 
Fl Werth $ 
HaJsta> s 
laredo s 
Lubbock $ 
L.u11cin s 
Odessa s 
Paris s 
Pharr $ 
San Anaelo $ 
San.ontaio $ 
TVI<r s 
waco s 
\Mchita Fals s 
YooJam s 
(iiBl) PblleneM'O s 
( AMA) .Ainorilo 1.'1'0 s 
Alt) Texarl<ane 1.'1'0 s 

(!IUS) Cf/M>O Th1A 57.010.000 21 .460.000 21.840,000 22070.000 22.370.000 22.670.000 22970.000 23.280.000 23.520.000 23.700.000 $ 260.890,000 
8MT & H()U) HGOC Th1A 102,470,000 81 ,640,000 83,110.000 84,000,000 85,110.000 86.250,000 87.400.000 88.590.000 89.510.000 90.170.000 $ 878.250.000 

( 8Ml J HCRTS 1.'1'0 s 
(BR1 ' Brvan-Coleoe Slalion 1.'1'0 s 
CRP) CCri>Us CIYi>l! Th1A 6.330.000 5 ,040.000 5.130,000 5,190,000 5 .250.000 5,320,000 5.400.000 5.470.000 5,530,000 5.570,000 s 54.230000 

0111... F1W & PAR) NCTCOG Th1A 108.470.000 86,430.000 87.980,000 88.920.000 90.100.000 91300,000 92.530 000 93.780.000 94,750.000 95 450.000 s 929.710000 
aP) 8 Paso TMA. 15.270,000 12,160,000 12.380,000 12.510.000 12,680.000 12,&50.000 13.020000 13.200.000 13.340.000 13.430000 s 130.840000 

LROI Laredo Th1A 9.010.000 3 ,710.000 3 7eo.ooo 3.820.000 3.870.000 3920.000 3970000 4.030.000 4,070,000 • 100.000 s 44.2eoooo 
LBB) Lubbock Th1A 12.320.000 3.740.000 3.810.000 3.850.000 3.900.000 3.950.000 4,000,000 4,060.000 4. 100.000 4.130,000 $ 47.860.000 

<Xl<l) McklO.Odessa Th1A s 
PAR) S'lern-e!l-OeniSCI'I tv4)Q s 

(PHR) Har1inoe-San Benito 1.'1'0 s 
(PHR) HdaiOO COU\ty Th1A 16.520.000 11 ,480.000 11,680.000 11.810.000 11.970,000 12.120.000 12.290.000 12.450.000 12.580.000 12,680.000 s 125.580.000 

PtR) SrOMlSI<IIe Th1A 8 ,320,000 3 ,430.000 3.490,000 3,530,000 3.570.000 3.620.000 3.670.000 3.720.000 3.760.000 3.780.000 s 40,890,000 

SJT) san Anoeb 1.'1'0 s 
so. san Attorio-ee- ::o..rnv TMA. 34 750000 27.690.000 28,190,000 28.490.000 28.870.000 29.250000 29640000 30040.000 30.360.000 30,580 000 s 297.860.000 
TYL T-1.'1'0 s 
TYL LonC>iew 1.'1'0 s 
WN; Kileef>. Terrole Th1A 4,300.000 3 430,000 3,490000 3,530,000 3,570.000 3.620 000 3.670 000 3 720,000 3,760.000 3.790 000 s 36.880.000 
'WP>C WacoMPO s 
'WFS \Mchita Fals MPO $ 

• n<M) lilctoria MPO s 
BridQe CNsia> s 
Traffic CNsion s 
Desia> CNsion s 

~ 
Federal RailwaY.H<t>w8Y Safetv Proaarn s 
Rai~ced Grado Oossina Proaarn s 

(h Rai~ced Sonal !lei,.enance Pr<XJ'Bm s a· Texas Par1<s anc \Midlife PrOQ'arn $ :::l 
Landscape lncenti~ Awards Program $ 

Amencans "'lh Osatiiles Act s 
Statewide s 
SZal""'do ltlolocaled s 

Tc:lal s 374.770 000 s 260.210.000 s 264,880,000 s 7£7.720.000 s 271 .260.000 s 274.870,000 s 278.560.000 s 282.340.000 $ 285,280.000 s 287.380.000 s 2.847.270.000 

The following reconciliation amounrs have been applied: CAMPO $30.08M FY 2014. Pha"-Hidalgo $4.11M FY 2014, Lubbock $2.59M FY 2014. 
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tv Table V/1-19 Category 8: Safety Funding Summary 
~ 
tv Cfslrlct/MPOIOh4skln FY2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY :zazo FY2021 FY2022 FY2023 TOTALS 
0 Abilene s s s s s $ s $ s s s 1-" l>mlrilo w s 
""" 

Allan!a s c.;, Austin $ 
(!) BoeliT<:nt $ 0 Elroonv.oal s 0 
-c I BrYon s 
s: Olilrress s 

::OWS Olristi $ 
Do las s 
8 Pas<l s 
Fl Worth $ 
Hal sial $ 
t.aredo $ 
l.IJbbock s 
l.u1kin $ 
Cl:lessa s 
Paris $ 
Pharr s 
Son.Mgdo s 
Son Antaio s 
TY!« s 
Waco $ 
IWICI'IIta FaitS $ 
Yookl.m $ 
'ABLl AbileneMPO $ 
'/WI>!) l>mlrilo I./PO $ 

Alt T-na I./PO $ 
'AIJS) CAioiPO 1MI\ $ 
( BMT & fO..I) HGAC 1MI\ $ 
( BM1) JHCmS I./PO $ 

:BR' Slaliallo/PO $ 

:RPl :::at>us Civisti 1MI\ $ 
OAL, FlW & PAR) NCTCOG 1MI\ $ 
8.P) 8 Paso TMI\ s 
LRO Laredo TMI\ s 

(LBB l.IJbbock 1MI\ s 
(OOA) Mdsld-Qiessa 1MI\ $ 
PAR) 511errren-Oenison MPO $ 

I PHR> Hartin<» Son Benito I./PO s 
PHR) Hdalgo County 1MI\ s 

( PHR) Elroons.ile TMI\ $ 
SJl) sen AngelO I./PO s 
SO.l) Son Antaie>Bexa- County TMI\ $ 
TYl ~ I\IPO $ 
TYl La1g.iew I./PO s 

L(\ILAC l<ileer>-Tefll'le TMI\ $ 

~Waco II/PO s 
WFS Wlcl"ila Falsi\IPO $ 

( YKM) VIctoria I\IPO s 
Bli~ll\<sial $ 
Tra111c I:Nsion 155.000,000 155.000.000 155.000.000 155,000.000 155.000.000 155,000.000 155.000.000 155.000,000 155,000.000 155.000.000 s 1.550.000.000 
Oesi<r1 I:Nsion $ 
Federal Rai;,ay.H~ SOfetv Procnm 15.000,000 15.000.000 15.000.000 15.00l,OOO 15.000.000 15.000.000 15.000.000 15.000,000 15,000.000 15.000.000 s 150.000.000 .., 

c:: Rai~ood Grade O'ossina Procrom $ 
:::> Rai~ood Slanal "'>intenance Proaram s 
Q, 

Texas Paries and Wildlife Progarn s :::> 
ao. landscape lncen!M P<waras Ftogram s 
(f) M'eric"'s - Oi-lties .Act s c:: 

Slat ..... de s 3 
3 Slat ..... de Lhalocated s 
~ Telal $ 170.000.000 s 170.000.000 s 170.000.000 s 170.00),000 s 170.000.000 s 170.000.000 $ 170.000.000 s 170.000,000 $ 170.000.000 s 170.000.000 s 1,700.000.000 
iii' 

"' 
~ 

?.>. 
(!) 
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Table V/1-20 Category 8: Proposition 14 Safety Bond Funding Summary 
Ohlrk:IIIIPOICMslon 

!Abilene 
!'motilo 

~ 
~ e .. n.rncJ1t 
e;;;;;;;;o;; 
IBNen 
01ilcress 
~Ovtsli 
Dalas 
8P8SO 
Fl Wath 
HciJstcn 
LMedO 
Lubbccl< 
Luftdn 
OieS$8 
Paris 
PllaJT 
~ 
Sen Antcnio 

~ 
Waco 
~ 
~ 
(A8l) Abilenet.f'O 
(MIA) !'motilo '*'0 
ATt) Teoca1<ana '*'0 

(I'IJSlCMPOTMA 
( 8MT &_HCJU)_ HGAC TMA 
CBMl J HORTS '*'0 
( 8RY) Bryar>-Cc!ege Stelion '*'0 
'CRP\ CO'cus Chrisli TMA 
OAL FTW & PAR) NCTCOG TMA 
B.P) 8 Pllso TMA 
LRO) I.N-TMA 

(LBB) Lubbccl< TMA 
(<XlA) M<kld-Odessa TMA 
(PAR) Sllerrror>-Deniscn '*'0 
(I'Hl) Ho~inoo-San Benito '*'0 
(I'Hl) Hda!Qo Coo.rl!y TMA 
(I'Hl) 8rCMnSioile TMA 
(SJl) San Angelo '*'0 
SA.l) Sen ildori<>Be- Coo.rl!y TMA 
TYl) Tyler '*'0 
TYl) Lcncz-ew '*'0 
WI'C) l<i~ Tenple TMA 
WI'C! Waco '*'0 
WFS! Vvlcl'iiB Fols MPO 
YKM!'VI~aMPO 

Btidge l:hision 
Traffic CNsioo 
Desi!Jl CN51on 
Federal Railway:Hstwoay Safely A'ogam 
Rait ced Grade O'os:sing A'ogam 
Rait ced Signal Mlintenance A'ogam 
Texas Pal1<s and Wildlife Proa~Wn 
landscape lncenti~oe A'M!Sr'ds Prooram 
M"eticans with Disabilities Act 
State"Mde 
sat...;de U\alocated 

Telal 

FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 FY21l21 FY20Z2 

6.150,000 5.160.000 

$ 6.150.000 5,160.000 s 

I FY2023 I TOTALS 
$ • $ 

s 
s 
s 
s s 
L....!!21_o"ooo 
$ 
s s s 
s 
s s 
s 
s s s s s 
s 
s s s 
s s s 
s 
s s s 
s s 
s 
s s s s 
s s s 
s 
s 
s s 
s s s 
s s 
s 
s s 
s 
s 
s 
s s s 
s 
s 
s 11.310.000 
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Table V/1-21 Category 9: Transportation Enhancements Funding Summary ~ 
1-.) 

~ Dhtrtct/MPO/DIIIslon FY2014 FY2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY201B FY2019 FY2020 FY2021 FY2022 FY2023 lOTALS 
1-.) l>bilene $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ 0 Amtrilo $ f-' 
w Allanta $ .,. AIJslln $ w Bea\ITlCrt $ <:0 BrOM?MXX! s 0 
0 ll:rfln s 
""0 O lil:lress $ 
s:: Ga;>usChristi $ 

De.Jas $ 
BPaso $ 
Ft. wcnn $ 
Ho.Jston $ 
Laredo $ 
1.1Jbbcd< $ 
Lutlcin $ 
Odessa $ 
Pans $ 
Pharr $ 
SanMgelo $ 
San llntonlo $ 
Tyler $ 
W&co $ 
Wicl"i1a Fels $ 
Y<BIO..m $ 
(ABl.) l>bil<nel.f'O $ 
(AIM) Amtrilo l.t"' $ 
Alt) Texarlalnal.t"' $ 

:(AUS) CIWFO "1M'. 4.940.000 1.970.000 2.000.000 2.000.000 2.050.000 000.000 2.110.000 2.140.000 2 .160.000 2.170.000 $ 23650,000 
8MT & HC Ul HGAC "1M'. 18.&10.000 7,490,000 7620,000 7.710 000 7.810.000 7,910,000 8 020,000 8.130.000 8 2 10.000 8 270,000 $ 89.970,000 

(8MT J HOR'IS l.t"' $ 
( E!Rf) Stalionl.t"' $ 
CRP) ::crrm Christi "1M'. 1.160.000 460,000 470,000 41!0,000 480.000 490.000 490.000 500,000 5 10.000 510.000 $ 5.550.000 

COAL.. FTW & PAR) NClt:OG "1M'. 19.900.000 7.930.000 8,070.000 8.160.000 8.260.000 8,370,000 8 ,480.000 8.600.000 8 ,690,000 8,750.000 $ 95,210.000 

lr EI.Pl a Paso ThiA 2.&10,000 1,120,000 1,140,000 1.150,000 1,160,000 1,180,000 1,190,000 1.210.000 1,220.000 1.230000 $ 13.400000 
lRO Laredo "1M'. 860.000 340.000 350,000 350,000 350.000 360,000 360,000 370.000 370,000 380.000 $ 4.090.000 
L88 I..LC>tlod<"IM'. 860.000 340000 350,000 350.000 360.000 360 000 370000 370.000 380.000 380000 $ 4.120.000 

(CXlA) M dlan6-0dessa "1M'. $ 
PAR) Sherrren-o.nson l.t"' s 

(Pifll Hor1inoe-san Benito MPO $ 
(P!-fl) HdaiOO Camty "1M'. 2.640.000 1.050.000 1,070,000 1.000.000 1.100.000 1.110.000 1.130.000 1.140.000 1.150.000 1.160.000 $ 12.630.000 
( Pifl) BrOMIS\ile "1M'. eoo ooo 310,000 320000 320.000 330.000 330.000 340.000 340.000 350.000 350000 s 3.790,000 

SJnSan-l.t"' $ 
so; san llntCJ11<> Bexar C<ou>IY "1M'< 6.380,000 2.540,000 2,590,000 2.610,000 2.650.000 2.680,000 2,720,000 2,760,000 2,780,000 2810,000 s 30,520,000 

(1Yl) Tyler l.t"' $ 
( TYL) l(J191iew MPO $ 
(WI>C Kileer>-TIJTI)Ie "1M'. 780.000 320.000 320.000 320.000 330,000 340.000 340,000 340.000 350,000 350.000 $ 3.790.000 
WI>C)Wacol.t"' $ 
WFS) Wichita Fals l.t"' s 
YKM)_I.1etorial.t"' s 

Bridge CNsion s 
TratftcCNsion s 
Oesi<Jl ONsion 74.380,000 107,530,000 71.430.000 12.820.000 12.990.000 13,160.000 13.340.000 13,520.000 13.660.000 13,760,000 $ 346.590,000 
Fedenll Rllitwav-H<nwav SOI<tv Procnm s 
Railroad G-lide Crossing Progam s 

-n Railroad SIII"'OIIIeint"'ance Progam s 3 Texas Par1<s and Wiklife Progam s 
0. 

landscape lncenti"' Awards Progam s ::;· 
Oil Americans with Disabiities .Ad s 
(f) State'fllide $ 
c: 

Statewide Ulaloctlted $ 3 
3 TCC!I s 134,300_j)QQ_ $ __ 131_._400,000 s _95,730,000 s 37.380.000 s 37.870.000 s 38,370,000 s 38,890,000 $ 39.420.000 $ 39.830.000 s 40, 120.000 $ 633.310.000 

~ a;· 
(/) 

:::; 
;s 
f-' 



Table V/1-22 Category 10: Supplemental Transportation Projects Funding Summary 
OlslrldJIIIPOIOMsion FY2014 FY2015 FY 2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 FY2021 FY2022 FY2023 T TOTALS 

Abilene s s s s s s s $ $ • $ $ 
Amlrilo 1.170,000 ·_j. ·_j. ·-l.S 1,170.000 
l'llanta 
Aii5iiii 
BeaLmcnt -~ I ·I 1,090.000 1 · I ·I · I ·I · I · I · I ~s- 1,090,000 

O'liki'ess 
Corpus 01risti 
Do las 470.000 1.420,000 s 1,890,000 
S Paso 22.720.000 s 22.720.000 
Fl Wat11 2,560,000 750,000 s 3,310,000 
Houstcn 3 .220.000 2.040.000 s 5 ,260,000 
Laredo 13,680,000 68.650.000 9.660.000 s 92,190,000 
Lubba::l< s 
Lu11cin s 
OOessa s 
Paris s 
Pl'laiT 9 .970 000 42,4&>,000 25,460,000 3.4W,OOO s 81.390.000 
Slli1Angdo $ 

Slli1Mtalio 440000 s 440 000 
'Tyler 1,170,000 s 1 170 000 
1Waco 450,000 400,000 s 850.000 
'Wic:NtaFals $ 
Yoalclon $ 

(.oBI. Abilenel.f'O s 
(~ Amlrilo M"' s 
Alt) Texartcana M"' s 

I(PWJ CAM"' TMA s 
( 8MT & HOU) HGAC TMA s 
I BMTl J HORTS M"' s 
(BRY) Br\>81>-~ Stalial M"' s 
::RPl ·:O,.,s Cllristi TMA s 

CIAL, FTW & PAR) NCTcxx; TMA s 
aPJ s Paso TMA s 

I(LRO) Laredo TMA $ 

( L88) Lubba::l< TMA s 
OOA) Mdlanci-Oclessa TMA s 

(PAR) Sherrrer>-Oanlson MPO $ 
PHR) Hertlnoo-Son Benito M>O s 

(A-fl) Hdaloo COI..rl!Y TMA s 
A-fll BrOM1Sioile TMA $ 

(SJ 1) San Angelo M"' s 
so. Son Mtalie>Bexar TMA s 
TYl Tvler M"' $ 
TYl LcnQiiew M>O s 
WK. Killeen-Ten'Oie TMA s 
W/>C WocoMPO s 
WFS WleNta Falls M"' s 

(YKMlllletoria M"' s 
Bridoe 0\isicn s 
Traffic CNsion s 
Oesicn 0\isicn $ 

Fedenll Railwav-Harwav Safety Proerarn s 
Rai~ood Gnlde O'OSSinQ Proeram 3,500,000 3.500.000 3.500.000 3,500,000 3.500,000 3.500.000 3.500.000 3.500.000 3.500.000 3.500.000 s 35.000.000 
Rai~ood Sianall'llllntenanee Proo-am 1.100.000 1,100.000 1,100.000 1.100.000 1.100.000 1.100.000 1.100.000 1,100,000 1,100,000 1.100.000 $ 11.000.000 
Te)l35 Par1<s and Wildlife Pr07am 10 000.000 10 000000 10,000,000 10,000,000 10.000.000 10 000 000 10.000 000 10,000 000 10,000.000 10.000.000 $ 100.000,000 
Landscape lneenti~oe Awerds Proaram 2.000.000 2,000.000 2.000.000 2,000,000 2.000000 2 000,000 2000 000 2000 000 2 000000 2000.000 s 20,000 000 
Americans wlh Oisabii ties Act 15.000.000 15,000000 15,000.000 15.000,000 15.000.000 15,000 000 15.000000 15.000.000 15,000.000 15,000 000 $ 150,000,000 
Slat .... de 14.000000 11 000,000 11 000000 11 000 000 11.000,000 11 000,000 11 000 000 11,000,000 11 000.000 11 000 000 s 113000 000 
_.,.de t..naloeated s 

Tclal s 100.280 000 s 158 680000 s 79,090000 s 46.080.000 s 43.350.000 s 42,600.000 s 42600.000 s 42600.000 s 42600.000 s 42.600.000 s 640,4&>,000 

"Individual district allocations only include non-federal earmark match and CBI (inclusive of federal & non-federal) authorized amounts. 





Table V/1-24 Category 10: Supplemental Transportation Projects Funding Summary- Federal Earmark 
ClstrlciJMPO/a.tslon FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY 2018 FY2019 FY2020 FY2021 FY2022 FY20Zl TOTALS 

Abilene s s s s s s s s s s $ 
Alrerilo 4,670.000 s 4.670.000 
l'llanla 

$ 
P<Jstin $ 
Beall'nCnt 490.000 4.370,000 $ 4,860.000 
BrOMlWOCld $ 

I BrYan $ 
Olltlress $ 
Comus Olrisll $ 
Do las 2.360.000 5.690,000 $ 8.050.000 
8Paso $ 
Ft Werth 18,810,000 90.000 3,000,000 $ 21 ,900,000 
HaJst01 15,320.000 8,160,000 400,000 $ 23.880.000 
Laredo 2.600.000 5.950.000 10,530,000 s 19,080,000 
Lubbock s 
L.uftdn $ 
Odessa $ 
Paris $ 
Pharr 6,810,000 6 ,510,000 $ 13.320.000 
s.>- s 
s.> Ariaio 1 740 000 $ 1 740000 

I 'Mer 4.680,000 $ 4,680,000 
waco 1,800,000 1,600,000 $ 3,400,000 
'l\ller.ita Fals $ 
Ycakl.m s 
ABl) Abilene~*'() $ 

(AMA) Alrerilo M'O s 
Alt) T.....,.,na M'O s 

(.ous)CAM'O'IMA s 
I(BMT & ~ ~ TMA s 
IEIM JHCRTS M'O $ 

L<BR' Slalion MPO $ 
CRPl GallUsctrisll TIM $ 
0AL. FTW & PAR) N:TCCG lMA $ 
aPl s Paso TIM $ 
LROl Lor<do TIM $ 

( LB8) Lubbock lMA $ 
ClOA) Mcland-Olessa lMA $ 
PAR) Shermor>-Denison MPO $ 
PHR) Hatinge-San Benito M'O $ 

rt PHR) Hdaloo Coooty TIM $ 
( PHR) Br<>MlSI<Ie TM'I s 
SJ 1) San !looelo MPO $ 

ll&. San Ariaio.Bex..- CooorvTIM s 
TYL Tyler M'O $ 
TYL Lon<>iewMPO $ 
WN. ~Termle TIM s 
WN. Wacot.t=l'O $ 
WF 'llller>iiBFalsMPO $ 
YKM) l.ldoria M'O s 

Bridoe CJNsion s 
Traffic CNsion s 
Oo~01 CJN~on $ 
Federal Railway.HctlV•"" SatetVPreaam $ 
Railrced Grade Crossino Preaorn s 
Railrced Slonal Mlintenanee PrO<iim s 
TelOIS Parks and 'llllldlife p;;;;yorn s 
Landseaoe lneen~ "-ds pr;;yorn s 
Americans v.41h Osabiities Act s 
Slat...Ode s 
Slat...Ode Ulalocated s 

Total s 54,610,000 s 32.370.000 s 15.200.000 s 400.000 s 3 .000,000 s $ s $ s $ 105,580,000 
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Table Vll-25 Category 10: Supplemental Transportation Projects Funding Summary - Earmark Match 
Dtslrld!MPCiiCMslon FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 FY2021 FY2022 FY2023 TOTALS 

~>~ilene s 
Alrerilo 1.170.000 s 1.170.000 
Allanta s 
.Austin s 
Sea.....,t 1.090.000 s 1.090.000 
Broonwood s 

IBrvan $ 
Olikress $ 
Canus01risti $ 
Delos 470.000 1.420.000 s 1.890000 
8Paso $ 
Ft Worth 2.560.000 750.000 $ 3.310.000 
Hcuslon 3.220.000 2.040.000 s 5.260.000 
Laredo 560.000 1.890.000 s 2.450.000 
I.J.Jttxx:k $ 
I.J.Jt<in $ 
Odessa $ 
Paris s 
Pharr 1.700.000 1.400.000 $ 3.100.000 
5«1 Anaelo s 
5«1 Antonio 440.000 s 440.000 
Tyler 1.170000 s 1 170 000 
WOJ:O 450.000 400.000 $ 850.000 
Wichita Fals $ 
YoalaJm s 
A8l. -'-'1'0 $ 

(AMI) Arrartto '-'1'0 $ 
Alt r.,.,,..,. '-'1'0 $ 

AUS) CAMPO 1M". $ 

( BMT & HOU) HGI\C TMA s 
BMT) JHORTS MPO s 

(BRV) Slalion '-'1'0 $ 

CRP) Canus Olristi TMO. $ 

OAL. FTW & PAR) NCTCOG TMO. s 
1 ElP) 8 Paso TMA $ 

lRO) L..wedo TMO. $ 

(LB8) lubbod< TMA s 
(CQA) Mda~ TMA $ 
PAR) Sle<Tnn-Denison MPO s 

IIPHRl Heri~S«< Set>to MPO s 
IIPHRl Hdolgo Cculty TMA s 
I c Plfll Elr<Mns\ile TMO. s 
SJ S«<Anado'-'1'0 $ 

SATI San Artaio-Be,... Ccu>ty TMA s 
m Tvter '-'1'0 $ 

(ffil lon<lllew '-'1'0 $ 
(WI>C) Kileen· Tem:>ie TMO. $ 
(WI>C Waco MPO s 
WFS) Wichita FaDs MPO s 
YKM) V1ctaia MPO $ 

Bridae 01\<Sion s 
Traffic Cl\isicn $ 
[)esjq, 01\<sion $ 
Federal Raitwev-Hc:~YoeY Safety Proo-am $ 
Rai~oad Qade Oossino Proaam $ 
R:ai~oa.d Sia'lai Mairtenance Progam s 
Texas ?51cs and Volildlife Proaam s 
Landscaoe lncenti"' AW91ds Proaam s 
Americans ,.;u, Cisabllties ~ s 
State\oide s 
StaiOIOide Ulotocated $ 

TGtal s 10.570.000 $ 8.240.000 $ 1.170.000 s $ 750.000 s s $ s $ $ 20.730.000 
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~ 
LJJbOoclc Th1A 

IPAF 
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Table V/1-26 Category 11: District Discretionary Funding Summary 

I FY2ii14 I F' s 2.500.000 s 
!.500,000 

()() 

00 
00 

,000 
5:<ro 

~.soo.coo 
2.500,000 

500,000 
000:000 
500:000 

1,000 
(000 

1,000 
-...lQQQ_ 
.500,000 
'3'i'Q.OOO 
.500.000 
'.50C 
',500.000 
',500.000 
',500.000 

~ 
2.500,000 
2,500,000 
2.500.000 
2,500.000 
2.500.000 

~ 
2.500,!X 
2.500.!X 
2.500,!X 
2.500,()( 

-
I s 61.ooo.ooo I s 62.81o.ooo I s 

I FY2017 I FY2018 I FY201 
mo ~ 2 500 om s 2.500.000 s 

2.500.000 I 2.500.ooo 
2:Soo.OiiO 
2](i( 
2](i( 
2](i( 

:soo: 
,500,000 
.500.000 
:soo:ooo 
~ ;:coo 
~500.000 
',500,000 
~ 

~500.000 
~500.000 

O,OOC 
1i7i1 

-

-

-

2.500 
:5iii 
:so; 

2.500.000 
,500,000 
~ 

2.500.000 
2.500.000 
2.500.000 
2.500.000 

500.000 
500.000 
500,000 

2.500.000 
2.500.000 
1,500,000 
2.500.00: 

-
-

-

~ 
2.500.000 
2.500,000 

2.500:000 

-
-

-

Is FY2.~.ooo Is FY2.~.ooo Is FY2.":.ooo Is FY21l23 

2.500.000 I 2.500.ooo 
2.500.000 
2.500.000 
2.500,0 
!.500.0 

Q.Q!: 
o.oc 
O,OC 
1i7i1 

-

-

-

-

-
-

-

2.500.000 
2.500.000 
2.500.0!1Q. 

-

2.500.000 
2.500,000 
2.500.000 

-
-

-

2.~ 

-

~ 
ti 

·1 s 62500~ Is 62.500.~ Is 62.500.~ Is 62.500.~ Is 62.500.000 Is 62.50 I s 62,500,00 

1000 
1,000 
~ 
1,000 

:niYi"Mi'" 

25 

-

623.810' 
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2 Ta ble V/1-27 Category 12: Strategic Priority Funding Summary with Category 5 and Category 7 Reconciliation ~ 
1\.) 

(ALL FUNDS) ~ 
1\.) 
0 
f-> Ditlrici/IIIP O/Divilion FY2014 FY2015 FY 201& FY2017 FY2018 FY2018 ..j. FY2020 J, FY 2021 ,J. FY 2022 J, FY 2023 J. TOTALS w ren• 

-

t-:' 0 
f-> • ---J [Ausun T 60.940.0001 ----.r-880.ooo I 11.ooo.oooi 18,000.000 i 0 12.570.000 :r ·I · I · Is 143, 190,tn:l 
0 1

a ...... ont 

" 18"""".ood 
~ ~~l:ess 

Con>US Christi 4 .500.000 100 000000 100.000 000 110,000.000 s 314,500.000 
Dallas 242.730,000 58.000,000 20.810.000 13.870,000 34.880.000 34.880.000 34.880.000 34.6&:l.OOO s •n.130.ooo 
El Paso 9,180,000 s 9,160.000 
Fl. Wa1h 107.270,000 13.750,000 8.1QO,OOO 6.130000 15,320,000 15.320.000 15.320.000 15.320.000 s 197,620.000 
Houston 277.500.000 20,850,000 s 298,350,000 
L..-
WiiiOCk 
i:Ui<irl 
lodes so 
Pais 
PiiiiT - -------

11.300.000 30.000.000 55.000.000 s 96.300.000 
1San Angelo 40.070,000 s 40,070,000 
ISan Artonio 18.000.000 s 18.000.000 
TYler 5,000,000 s 5.000.000 
Waco 21.000.000 ....:.. s 21.000.000 
Vv'lchita Falls 
~ 
(A8L) Al>leneMPO 
(AMA) Ama'il o MPO 
A Tl Tlllr.W1<on• MPO 

(AUS) CAMPO TMA goo_ooo 900.000 900.000 gQQ,OOO goo_ooo 890.000 8QO.OOO $ 6.260.000 
BMT & HOU) HGAC TMA 1.890,000 1.890.000 1,890,000 1,890.000 1.880.000 1 &80,000 1.&80.000 1,&80,000 $ 15.080.000 
BMT) .»-tORTS MPO 360,000 360.000 360,000 360.000 360.000 360.000 360.000 360.000 s 2.8BO.OOO 
8RY 8ryon-Colfeoe Slotion MPO $ 

:CRP) Capus Christi TMA 210.000 200.000 210.000 200,000 210.000 200.000 210.000 200.000 s 1,640,000 
OO.L. FTW & PAR NCTCOG Th1A 22.700.000 25.250.000 s 47.950,000 
ELP) El Poso TMA 1.980.000 s 1,960,000 
LRO Latodo TMA s 
L88) Llbbock TMA 180.000 180,000 160.000 160,000 160.000 150.000 150.000 150,000 $ 1,250.000 
'OOA Midland-Odessa 1MA $ 
PAR) Shenn~son MPO $ 
PHR Harfina&-San Benito MPO $ 
PHR Hidalgo Co<Jnty TMA 820,000 410.000 410.000 400,000 400.000 400.000 400.000 400,000 $ 3 .640,000 
PHR) Brotr.ns...lle TMA 

(SJT) Son A~ MPO 
<SAn Son Antcri<>Boxareo.rtv TMA I '-'030~000_1_ 1,030.000 I 1.030.ooo I 1.030.ooo I 1.030.000 I 1.030:Cm 1 1.020.000 I 1.020.000 I ·I · Is 8 ,220.000 
(TYL) Tylet MPO 
(TYL) Long"ew MPO 
(WAC) Kli~Temple TMA 
!(WAC Waco MPO 
{WFS) Wichita Falls MPO 
I(YKM Voeloria MPO 
Brtdae CNsion 
Tl'3• c D\oision 
Design Oi-.ision .., Federal Roilway-Hiohway S-y Program 

c:: Roilrood Grade Crossing Program :::> 
9: Roilrood Signal Ma>->t....-.c: e Progam 
:::> Teocos Porl<s ond Wilclife Program IJt\ 
(f) londsea lncerth.e Awards Program 

~ Americ.-.s wih Dsabitities Act 
St:atev.tde 

3 S~te-Mde Unallocoted i -1 .j :1 1.e1o.ooo1 9.71o.oooi 1.01o.ooo1 10,600.000 i 108,530 ooo T 128. 130,000 i 329,800 000 i s 601 ,490,000 

"' _i S 812.460.0001 s 121.300.000 I s 126.9eO.OOO I s 83.850.0001 s 47.220,000_1$ 161,930,0001 5 90,760.000 I s 263,430,000 l_S 288.130.000_1_$ 329,800,000 _l_ $ 
iii' 

Total 2.305,730,000 
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:::; 
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---J 



Table V/1-28 Category 12: Strategic Priority Funding Summary 
OISI~ct/IIPO/Ihlslon FY2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 TOTA LS 

!Abilene s s s s - s - $ - s s s $ s 
:Amarillo s 
Atlanta s 
Austin 60.940.000 42.680,000 11.000.000 16.000.000 12.570.000 s 143.190.000 
Beaumont s 
BroNnwood s 

iBiVan s 
Olilci-ess s 
Corous Ouisti 4.500.000 100,000,000 100.000.000 110.000.000 s 314,500.000 
Dallas 242.730.000 56,000,000 20.810.000 13.870.000 34.680.000 34.680.000 34.680,000 34.680.000 s 472.130.000 
9 Paso 9,160,000 s 9,160,000 
Ft. Wath 107,270.000 3.000.000 9 190.000 6.130.000 15,320,000 15,320,000 15.320,000 15.320.000 s 186 870 000 
Houstoo 2n.500.ooo 20,850.000 s 298,350.000 
Laredo s 
Lubbock s 
Lutein s 
Odessa s 
Pans s 
Pharr 11.300.000 30.000.000 55,000.000 s 96 300 000 
San Al1oelo 40,070,000 s 40,070,000 
San Antonio 18.000.000 s 18.000.000 
Tvter 5 .000.000 s 5,000,000 

1Waco 21.000.000 s 21.()()().000 
WlcMa Falls s 
Yoekum s 
(ABL) AbileneMPO s 
(AMA) Amarillo MPO 
(ATL) Texar1<ana MPO 
(AUS) CAMPO TMA 
BMT & HOUl HGAC TMA $ 

BMn JHORTS MPO s 
BRYlBiVarK:otteoe Station MPO s 
'CRP) Ccroo. s Owtstl TMA s 
(01\L. FTW & PAR NCTCOG TMA 18.940.000 25.250.000 s «. 190.000 
ELP El Paso TMA $ 
LRD) Laredo TMA $ 
LBB Lubbock TMA s 
'ODA Micland-Odessa TMA s 
(PAR) Sherman--Denison MPO s 
(PHR) Haninoe-San Ben~o MPO s 
(PHR) Hidal2:! Cou~ TMA s 

I!PHR) Bro<ms.ille TMA 
!~ San A11!1!!o MPO 
SAD San Antooie>Bexar COunty TMA 
TYL) Tyter MPO 
TYL) Lon!New MPO 

fiiNAC Killeen-Temcle TMA 
(WAC Waco MPO 

I!WFS WicMa Falls MPO 
fiYKM Vlctona MPO $ 
Bndoe D\isioo s 
Trallc CNsion s 
Desion DNsion s 
Fedenol Railway-HiQhway safelY ProQram s 
Railroad Gnlde O'ossina Proaram s 
Railroad Sional Maintenance Proaram s 
Texas Par1<s and Wilclife Proaram s 
Landscape ncenthe Awards Prooram s 
Americans 'Nith Disabilities A.ct s 
Statewide s 
Statewide Unallocated s 
r Total s 802.250,000 s 105.690.000 s 122,000,000 s 51,000,000 s 32.570.000 $ 150.000.000 $ 75.250.000 s 150.000.000 s 160.000.000 s s 1.648. 760,000 
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'~ilene 

ltrarilo 
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(BRY) Bryan-C<Iege Saticn ~ 
(CRP) Ccrpus Olristi TMA 
:OAL. FlW & PAR) te= TMA 

lP) 8 Paso TMA 

ubbod< TMA 

(WAC) Waco MPC 
(WFS! Wlctita Falls MPC 
(YKM)IIIctorioMPC 
8ri Cl-.4sicn 
Traffic CNsicn 
o..i!Jl Cl-.4sicn 

Table V/1-29 Category 12: Category 5 Reconciliation 
FY2014 I FY2015 I F' 

["$ · IS -T$ 
FY2017 I FY2018 I FY2019 I FY202ll I FY2021 I FY:ZO: 

1$ r r J r -1$ 
-

-

- ~
. 

---- -

-
-

-
- -

360.000 360.1)()( -w 360.000 360.00: 36() 3ii1i"iiOi) 360.000 

1"98ii"iiiO 

- -
-

--
- -

- - -
- -

- - - -

- 1 · I - 1 -

I s 2.340.ooo I s 360.ooo I s 360.ooo I s 360.ooo I s 360.ooo I s 360.ooo I s 360.ooo I s 360.ooo I s 

FY2m Ti5TAi:S . rs- I! 
-

-

-

-

rs 
2.880.000 

1.980.000 

-

-
-

-

-IT ~ 
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CI>NPOThM 
~ HOUl HGO.C ThM 
JJ-tami'-f'C 

e Statim MP<: 
tiThii: 
~ 
1"-ThM 
~ 

I) lJJbbocl( ThM 

n~ 

I Rl t-t.tnge-San Benito ~ 
;PHR) Hidalgo C""'Y ThM 
'PHRJ Bt.,..,.,..e TW. 
'SJ!) San Mqe!o WPO 
;SAl) San "'*"'<>Be><lt Co.rty TMA 
lYl) T)!er '-f'C 
CN\)\.O>sr!ewl 
(WAC) l<i_,. Tenpe 1Mt. 
(WAC) Wxo WPO 
IWFS) \MeNto Fols '-f'C 
YKM)IIlctorioMPO 

dgeONsk>n 
lft'lc: Qr..ision 
sian Or.ision 
- Rai~)'=Hg,.ey Safety !'!cgram 
i'-d Q>ade Crossing Prccpn 
i'-d Slp "" ............ Prccpn 

I reas Pwtts :wM:I Wildlfe !'!cgram 
l.ondse ~~Award$ Progrwn 
AmeticinS Wth Dsabilities Act 
StateWde 
Slat..Ode lNiocated 

Total 

Table V/1-30 Category 12: Category 7 Reconciliation 
FY'Il122 LS f2014 -Is FY2015 -Is FY201&_;_t FYl!l1; 1 FY 2018 I FY 2019 -s . s . r s Is _;Js :Is 

IS 

·..!. :l -=-

·l ·.L -=-

1 :I • . . . 

:1 :1 : 
-

I.SOO.OC 

210.0C 
3.750.oc 

150.00: 

"""'8201i 

1.000.000 

-

-
900,0C 

I.SOO.OC 

200.~ 

150,0C 

"'T1C 

-
1,000,000 

-
900,000 

1,8QO,OOO 

-
210.000 

160,000 

410.000 

1,030,000 ' 

1100,000 
1.1300.000 

ZXJ.OO: 

160.000 

<0000: 

1.030.000 

-

-

-
900.00 

1,880,00 

ZIO.OC 

150.1!!!_ 

--.a: 
-

1,030,000 

-

-

__:_ 

---
""ii(i(j:ooJ 
1,880,000 

200.00: 

150.00: 

o400,0C 

1,030,000 

-

-

-

890.00 
1.880.00 

210.0C 

150.000 

o400.0C 

1,020,000 

-

890,000 
1,880,000 

200,000 

150,000 

400.000 

1,020,000 

r.8ro.ooo I s 4.soo.ooo I s 4,eoo.ooo I s 4,560,000 I s 4.seo.ooo I s 4.seo.ooo I s 4.sso.ooo I s 4.54o.ooo f s I S 

~ $ 
$ 

I 

TOTALS 

----
6.2eo.OOO 

15,0e0,000 

1,640,0C 
3,760,1!!!_ 

1.250.000 

3.640,0C 

8,220,000 

-

~ 
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Dlstrlci/MP0/01\IIslon 
Allile!lio 
M'erilo 
l'llanla 
Austin 
BeeUnont -IBrvon 
Olik*esi 
;awsct<isli 
Dalas 
8 Paso 
Fl. Wa111 
'H07siCn 
LaredO 
i:iitiiiOCk 
IJJ1kin 
'QieSSjj 
Paris 
Pharr 
SanMgdc> 
San.Artorlo 

~ 
Waco 
Wlcl'ila Falls 
~ 
'ABL) AllileneMPO 
'AMI\) M'erilo M'O 

I(All) Texa-kana M'O 
(AUS) COMPO 1MA. 
BMT & HCU) HGAC TMA 
BMl) JICIRTS P>4'0 

(BR\') &ya,.Cdege Statim M'O 
'CRP) cap..s 0\risti 1MA. 
(DAl. FTW & PAR) I'CltXlG 1MA. 
B.Pl 8 Paso TMA 
:LRO) Laredo TMA 
LBSI IJ.Jbbod< 1MA. 

(C>QA)_Md !Wld-<)desse 1MA. 
(PAR) Sh<t1TB1>-0eniSa1 M'O 
PHR) HMin<»SOn Benito M'O 

I!PHR! Hdalgo Cru1ly 1MA. 
(PHR) 8roor>S\ile 1MA 
SJT) San Angelo M'O 
SA!) San Ar«crio-Bexar Co.Jrty 1MA 
'TYLl Tiller P>4'0 
C!YL! LQ'!!!I!ew P>4'0 
~/>C) Killeer>- Te!Tllle 1MA 

~~/>C) Waco P>4'0 
~F$) Wlchi1a Fals M'O 
(YKM) \llclaia t.f'O 
Bridge 0\ision 
Traffic CNsiO"' 
0esifl1 Cl\4sion 
Federal Raitwt-H9hway 5afett Pr09!'!!!l 
Rai~ced G'ade Oossin9 Pr~m 
~dSgiiaf MilntenanC. PrOg.m 
Texas Paries and VVildife Propram 
LandSC8pe lnc"'!Ne Awards ~'~'09'*'" 
.Arrericans 'tMth Dsabilities Act 
Star.,..;de 
Star.,..;de Ulalocated 

T<DI 

Table Vll-31 Category 12: 425 Plan 
FY2Q14 FY 2Q15 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 FY2021 FY2022 T FY2023 T TOTAlS 

$ $ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
s 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

10.750,000 s 10,750,000 
s 
$ 
$ 
$ 
s 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
s 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
s 
$ 
s 
$ 
s 
$ 

s 10,750,000 $ $ 
$ 

-Is 10.750.000 
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1 
Preventive 

Maintenance 

and 

Rehabilitation 

Table V/11-2 2014 UTP Programming Information by Category 

• Commission allocation 
program distributed to 
Districts by PM and 
Rehabilitation formulas. 

• Entire allocation may be 
used on preventive 
maintenance or 
rehabilitation projects or 
combination. 

• Allocation does not 
include Energy Sector 
Impacts. 

• Projects selected and 
managed by the district 
based on a prioritized 
list. 

• District updates project 
data in UTP Programming 
Template and Design and 
Construction Information 
System (DCIS). 

Federal80% 
3 basic criteria are weighted by%. A tota l State 20% 
allocation %is calculated by district with Or 
98% directed toward roadway 100% State (Chief Financial Officer (CFO) approval) 

~~:~!=~~~~=-& 2% directed toward bridge ~reventive Maintenanc~- Wo_rk to preserve, rather than 

0 
. 1m prove, the structural1ntegnty of the pavement andj or 

• 65~ On system l~ne miles structure. Examples of preventive maintenance activities 
• 33*' Pavement distress score pace include asphalt concrete pavement (ACP) overlays (2" 

factor thick maximum); seal coats; cleaning and sealing joints 
• 2~ Square footage of on system and cracks; patching concrete pavement shoulder 

bndge deck area repair; scour countermeasures; cleaning and painting 

• 32.5% 3-Year Average Lane- Miles of 
pavement distress scores < 70 

• 20% Vehicle miles traveled per lane 
mile (On system) 

• 32.5% Equivalent Single Axle Load 
Miles (On & Off system & Interstate) 

• 15% Pavement distress score pace 
factor 

I members to include application of other coatings; 
restore drainage systems; cleaning and sealing bridge 

nts; micro-surfacing; bridge deck protection; milling or 
bituminous level-up; clean, lubricate and reset bearings; 
and clean rebarj strand and patch structural concrete 
and seal cracks. 

1 
r\<::;llauoutation -funds can be expended on any highway 
on the state highway system, and are intended for the 
rehabilitation (including approved preventive 
maintenance measures) of existing main lanes, 
structures and frontage roads. Rehabil itation of an 
existing two-lane highway to a Super 2 highway may be 

within this category. 

installation and/ or rehabilitation of signs and their 
appurtenances, pavement markings, thermoplastic 
striping, traffic signals, and illumination systems, 
including minor roadway modifications to improve 
operations also allowed under this category. Funds can 
be used to install new traffic signals as well as modernize 
existing signals . 



;if 
0! a· 
"' 
~ 
1\) 

~ 2 
.1:> 

~ Metropolitan 
8 and Urban 
~ Corridor 

Projects 

• Commission distributes 
funds to MPO's by the 
Category 2 Metro and 
Urban formulas. 

• This UTP does not 
distribute additional 
funds in this category. 

• Total project cost 
allocation. 

• Projects may be 
reprioritized during the 
development of the UTP. 

• Projects selected and 
ranked by MPOs in 
consultation with TxDOT. 

• District updates project 
data in UTP Programming 
Template and DCIS. 

• 30% Total vehicle miles traveled (on & 
off system) 

• 17% Population 
• 10% Lane miles (on system) 
• 14% Vehicle miles traveled (trucks 

only) (on system) 
• 7% Percentage of census population 

below the federal poverty level 
• 15% Based on Congestion 
• 7% Fatal and incapacitating crashes 

PO operating in areas that are non-TMA 
13% of Category 2 Funding Allocation 

• 20% Total vehicle miles traveled (on & 
off system) 

• 25% Population 
• 8% Lane miles (on system) 
• 15% Vehicle miles traveled (trucks 

only) (on system) 
• 4% Population 
• 8% Centerline miles (on system) 
• 10% Congestion 
• 10% Fatal and incapacitating crashes 

Federal 
Local20% 
Or 
Federal80% 
State 20% 
Or 
100% State (CFO approval) 

Mobility and added capacity projects along a corridor that 
improves transportation facilities in order to decrease 

vel time and level or duration of traffic congestion, and 
increase the safe and efficient movement of people 

and freight in metropolitan and urbanized areas. 
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• Project Selection and/ or 
allocation based on 
legislation, Commission 
approved Minute Orders 
and/ or anticipated local 
commitments. 

• The UTP does not 
authorize any new 
projects in the Pass
Through Finance 
Program. 

• UTP Programming 
Template includes 
previously approved and 
programmed projects. 

• Projects in the UTP 
Programming Template 
reflect the current 
allocation in appropriate 
let year. 

• District updates project 
data in UTP Programming 
Template and DCIS. 

• District ranks projects. 

Determined by legislation, Commission 
proved Minute Order, and local 

government commitments. 

Federal80% 
State 20% 
Or 
100% State (CFO approval) 
Or 
100% Local 
Or 
Varies by agreement and rules 

Transportation-related projects that qualify for funding 
f rom sources not traditionally part of the SHF including 
state bond f inancing under programs such as Proposition 
12 (General Obligation Bonds), Proposition 14, TMF , 
pass-through financing, regiona l revenue and concession 
f unds, and local participation funding. 



~ 
en 
~-

~ 
1\l 

~ 
1\l 
0 
f." 
w 
.1> 

~ 
0 
0 
"'0 
:s:: 

r 
CD 
< 
CD 
"iii 

nnectivity 
rridor 

Projects 

5 
Congestion 
Mitigation and 

r Quality 
Improvement 

• Project-specific selection I Selections based on engineering analysis 
by Commission. of projects on three corridor types: 

• Total project cost 
allocation. Mobility Corridors - based on congestion. 

• District updates project 
data in UTP Programming Connectivity Corridors- 2-lane roadways 
Template and DCIS. requiring upgrade to 4-lane divided. 

• District ranks projects. 

• Commission allocation 
program. 

• Projects selected and 
ranked by MPOs in 
consultation with TxDOT. 

• Total Project Cost 
allocation. 

• District updates project 
data in UTP Programming 
Template and DCIS. 

c Corridors- strategic corridor 
ons to the state highway network. An 

mple would be the Ports-to-Plains 
rridor. 

Distributed by population weighted by air 
ity severity to non-attainment areas. 

on-attainment areas designated by the 
ronmental Protection Agency (EPA). 

Federal80% 
State 20% 
Or 
100% State (CFO approval) 

Mobility and added capacity projects on major state 
highway system corridors, which provide statewide 
connectivity between urban areas and corridors. 
Composed of a highway connectivity network that 
includes: 
• The Texas Trunk System. 
• NHS 
• Connections from the Texas Trunk System or the NHS 

to major ports on international borders or Texas water 
ports. 

Federal80% 
Local20% 
Or 
Federa l 80% 

20% 

resses attainment of National Ambient Air 
Quality Standard in non-attainment areas (currently 
Dallas-Fort Worth, Houston, and El Paso). Funds 
cannot be used to add capacity for single occupancy 

icles. 
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Highway Bridge 
Program 

Federal 
Railroad Grade 

paration 
Program 

• Statewide allocation 
program set by 
Commission. 

• Projects selected and 
managed by the Bridge 
Division based on 
prioritized listing. 

• RGS projects are 
selected and managed 
by Bridge Division based 
on a Cost-benefit Index 
for at-grade railroad 
crossing elimination 
projects and a 
Prioritization Ranking for 
railroad underpass 
replacement or 
rehabilitation projects. 

• District coordinates UTP 
Development project list 
with BRG. 

• BRG updates project 
data in UTP Programming 
Template. 

• BRG ranks projects. 

Projects are selected statewide based on a Federal 90%; State 10% 
listing of eligible bridges prioritized first by Or 
Deficiency Categorization (Structurally Federal 80% 
Deficient followed by Functionally State 20% 
Obsolete) and then by Sufficiency Ratings. or 

Cost-benefit Index that utilizes vehicle and 
in traffic, accident rates, casualty costs, 

and personnel and equipment delay costs 
selecting at-grade railroad crossing 

elimination projects. 

Prioritization Ranking that utilizes vertical 
clearance and roadway characteristics for 
selecting replacement or rehabilitation of 
railroad underpass projects 

Federal 80%; State 10% 
Local10% 
Or 
State 100% (CFO Approval) 

Replaces or rehabilitates eligible bridges on and off the 
highway system that are considered functionally 

1vu:.u•ete or structurally deficient. Bridges with a 
ufficiency rating below 50 are eligible for replacement. 

Bridges with a sufficiency rating of 80 or less are eligible 
r rehabilitation. A minimum of 15% of the funding 
toward replacement and rehabilitation of off-system 

bridges. 

Eliminates at-grade highway-railroad crossings through 
construction of highway overpasses or railroad 

underpasses, and rehabilitates or replaces deficient 
railroad underpasses on the state highway system. 
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• Commission allocation 
program. 

• Allocation based on 
projected federal funding 
levels. 

• Total project cost 
allocation. 

• Projects selected and 
ranked by MPOs in 
consultation with TxDOT. 

• District updates project 
data in UTP Programming 
Template and DCIS. 

Federal program distributed to MPO's with 
an urbanized area population of 200,000 

greater (TMA's). 

Transportation needs within the Transportation 
Management Areas (TMA). Projects selected by the 
MPOs. 
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• Commission allocation 
program. 

• Projects selected and 
managed by the TRF 
based on a prioritized 

~ !Highway Safety 
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High Risk Rural 
Roads Sub 
Program 

_ Bond 

Program 

• District updates project vd•~tv Bond Program: 
data in UTP Programming Safety Improvement Index 
Template. (SII), roadway safety characteristics and 

• TRF updates letting dates anticipated time required to complete the 
in DCIS and manages candidate project. 

statewide allocation. 
• District ranks projects in 

consultation with the TRF 
Division. 

afety-related projects on and off the state highway 
system. Projects are evaluated using three years of crash 
data, and ranked by Safety Improvement Index. 
Workforce development, training, and education 
activities are also an eligible use of HSIP funds. 

Safety related construction and operational 
improvements on high risk rural roads. High risk rural 
roads are roadways functionally classified as rural major 
or minor collectors or rural local roads with a fatal and 
incapacitating injury crash rate above the statewide 
average for these functional classes of roadways; or 
likely to experience an increase in traffic volumes that 
leads to a crash rate in excess of the average statewide 
rate. 

Safe Routes to School projects previously authorized 
remains in Category 8. Future Safe Routes to School 
projects will be managed under the TAP program 
guidelines in Category 9. 

Allocations for the safety bond program are approved by 
the Texas Transportation Commission, with the program 
managed as an allocation program on a statewide basis. 
Projects evaluated, ranked, prioritized and selected by 
the Traffic Operations Division. 
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~ Safety-Federal 
8 Railway-
~ Highway Safety 

Program 

9 
nsportation 

Enhancements 

• Commission allocation 
program. 

• Projects selected and 
managed by the Rail 
Division based on a 
prioritized list. 

• District coordinates UTP 
Development project list 
with the Rail Division. 

• District updates project 
data in UTP Programming 
Template and DCIS. 

• District ranks projects in 
consultation with Rail 
Division. 

• Project Specific Selection TxDOT staff and FHWA evaluate for 
by Commission. eligibility and make recommendations to 

• Not reauthorized under Commission. TMAs select and rank 
MAP-21. projects within their areas in consultation 

• Funds distributed to with TxDOT. 
satisfy commitments 
made from previous 
program calls. 

• DES Division updates 
UTP Programming 
Template and ranks 
projects in consultation 
with Districts. 

• District updates project 
data and letting dates in 
DC IS. 

• DES Division manages 
statewide allocation. 

Funding set aside from HSIP for safety improvements in 
order to reduce the number of fatalities, injuries and 
crashes at public grade crossings. 

Installation of automatic railroad warning devices at 
railroad crossings on and off state highway system, 
selected from statewide inventory list which is prioritized 
by index(# of trains per day, train speed, ADT, school 

per day, type of existing warning device, train-
lved crashes within prior five years, etc.) Provide 

incentive payments to local governments for closing 
crossings. Improve signal preemption and coordination of 
train control signals. Improve passive warning devices to 
comply with federal guidelines. 
Federal80% 
Local20% 
Or 

Projects defined as transportation 
ncements, including on- and off-road pedestrian and 

cycle facilities, bicycle education and safety activities, 
of scenic easements, tourist and welcome 

landscaping, historic preservation, rehab and 
I operation of historic transportation buildings, 
preservation of abandoned railways, control and removal 

outdoor advertising, archeological planning and 
research, environmental mitigation and establishment of 
tr::anc:.nnrt::atinn museums. 
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Safety Rest 
Program 

• Commission allocation 
program. 

• Projects selected and 
managed by the MNT 
Division based on a 
prioritized list. 

• Design Division 
coordinates UTP 
Development project list 
with the MNT Division. 

• Design Division updates 
project data in UTP 
Template and ranks 
projects. 

• MNT Division updates 
project data and letting 
dates in DCIS. 

• DES Division manages 
statewide allocation. 

criteria includes: travel corridors, !Federal 80% 
l<>nnropriate size and spacing of rest areas, State 20% 

mer desired features, and 
rational functions. !Projects to renovate, build, and relocate safety rest areas 

and visitor centers along the state highway system. Small 
amount of program funds used for safety rest area 
repairs. Other federal-aid or state funds may be used for 
non-qualifying repair activities. 
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pplemental 

• Commission allocation 
program. 

• Federal program created 
by MAP-21. 

• Includes distribution of 
funds based on 
population. 

• TMA's get direct 
allocation for program 
calls. 

• TAP statewide allocation 
and program calls to be 
managed by the DES 
Division. 

• DES Division coordinates 
UTP Development project 
list with the District 

• DES updates project data 
in UTP Template and 
ranks projects. 

• District updates project 
data and letting dates in 
DC IS. 

• Commission allocation 
program. 

• District updates project 
data in UTP Programming 
Template and DCIS. 

ransportation .• District ranks projects. 

staff and FHWA evaluate for 
eligibility and make recommendations to 
Commission for Statewide allocation. 

Federal80% 
select and rank projects within their I Local 20% 

areas in consultation with TxDOT and 
FHWA. I Projects defined as transportation alternatives, including 

on- and off-road pedestrian and bicycle facilities, 
infrastructure, community improvement activities, and 
environmental mitigation; recreational trail program 
projects; safe routes to school projects; and projects for 

Locations selected and prioritized by 

e planning, design or construction of boulevards and 
er roadways largely in the right of way of former 

interstate system routes or other divided highways. 

100% 

nstruction and rehabilitation of roadways within or 
acent to state parks, fish hatcheries, etc. Subject to 

Memorandum of Agreement between TxDOT and TPWD. 



~ 
cJ, 
0 

() 

EmU 

1. 10 
!" 

g Supplemental 
~ Transportation 
~ Projects-
~ Green Ribbon 

Landscape 
Improvement 
Program 

~ 
(il 
6" 
::::> 

~ 
1\) 

~ 
1\) 

0 

~ 
~ 

~ 
0 
0 
""0 
'!:: 

Curb Ramp 
Program 

M iscella n eo us 
Landscape 
Incentive 

rds 
Program 

Pro rammin Instructions Rankin Index or Allocation Formula 

programs. 
• Projects selected and 

managed by the Design 
Division. 

• Design Division updates 
UTP Programming 
Template and ranks 
projects. 

• District updates project 
data and letting dates in 
DC IS. 

• Design Division manages Land~ca~e l~centive Awards: 
statewide allocations. Fundrng IS distributed to ten locations 

• Projects are selected by based on results of Keep Texas Beautiful 
the Design Division with Awards Program. 
concurrence from the 
MPO if within the MPO 
jurisdiction. 

Fundin and Pro·ect Scope/ Description 

State 100% (CFO Approval) 
Or 
Federal SO% 
State 20% 

dress new landscape development and establishment 
projects within districts that have air quality non
attainment or near non-attainment counties (projects to 
plant trees and shrubs to help mitigate the effects of air 
pollution). 

Program allows the department to negotiate and execute 
nt landscape development projects in nine locations 

based on population categories in association with the 
Keep Texas Beautiful Governor's Community 

ievementAwards Program. The awards recognize 
participating cities or communities efforts in litter control, 
quality of life issues and beautification programs and 
projects. 
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Infra structure 
Program 

upplemental 
ra nsportation 

Projects 
(Federal) 

• Commission allocation 
program by formula. 

• Not reauthorized under 
MAP-21. 

• Funding level is set 
based on projects 
identified by the districts 
and approved by FHWA. 

• District updates project 
data in UTP Programming 
Template and DCIS. 

• District ranks projects. 

• 20% Incoming commercia l trucks 
• 30% Incoming personal motor vehicles 

& buses 
• 25% weight of incoming cargo by 

commercial trucks 
• 25% Number of land border ports of 

entry 

Not applicable. 

Federal 100% 
Or 
Federal 80% 
Local20% 
Or 
Federal 80% 
State 20% 

Federal Discretionary and Congressional High-Priority 
Projects. 
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Railroad 
Rehabilitation 

nd 
Improvement 
Projects 

Railroad Grade 
rossing and 

Re-plan king 
Program 

Railroad Signal 
Maintenance 
Program 

11 
District 
Discretionary 

• Commission allocation 
program. 

• Projects selected and 
managed by the Rail 
Division based on a 
prioritized list. 

• District updates project I Nu~ber of crossings and type of auto 
data in UTP Programming dev1ces present at each. 
Template and DCIS. 

• District ranks projects in 
consultation with the Rail 
Division. 

• District updates project 
completion data in Rail 
Division crossing 
inventory. 

Minimum $2.5 million allocation to each 
district per legislative mandate. If 

Railroad Grade Crossing andRe-planking Program: 
Replacement of rough railroad crossing surfaces on the 

highway system (approximately 50 installations per 
r statewide). Project selection based on conditions of 

the riding surface (highway, railroad and drainage) and 
cost per vehicle using the crossing. 

Railroad Signal Maintenance Program: 
ntributions to each railroad company based on 

number of state highway system crossings and type of 
• •+nn-~<>+i" devices present at each crossing. 

ral 80% 
20% 

• Commission allocation 
program. 

• Projects selected and 
managed by the District 

additional funds are distributed, the below lor 
ula is used: 

• District updates project 
data in UTP Programming Allocation Formula 
Template and DCIS. • 70% On-system vehicle miles traveled 

• District ranks projects. • 20% On-system lane miles 
• 10% Annual truck vehicle miles 

• traveled 

Federal80% 
Local20% 
Or 
State 100% (CFO Approval) 

Projects selected at the district's discretion. 
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locations provided to MPO's. Projects 
• Distri~ updates project !selected ~nd r~nked by the MPO in 

data 1n UTP Programming consultation w1th TxDOT. 
Template and DCIS. 

• District ranks projects in 
consultation with MPOs 
for allocation. 

100% (CFO Approval) 

mission selects projects to: 
promote economic opportunity; 
increase efficiency on military; deployment routes or to 
retain military assets in response to the Federal Military 
Base Realignment and Closure Report; and 
maintain the ability to respond to both man-made and 
natural emergencies. 

• Planning funds 
distributed by formula. 

location Formula jFocus on advanced planning activities. 

• May be programmed to 
account for inflation 
costs, meet funding 
shortfall/gap, or to 
initiate advanced 
planning project activity. 

• 70% On-system vehicle miles traveled 
• 20% On-system lane miles 
• 10% Annual truck vehicle miles 

traveled 



Laredo District 

Summary 
The Laredo District plans, designs, builds, operates and maintains 

the state transportation system in the counties shown in Figure 111-15. 

Further information on District contacts and project information may 
be found on the TxDOT web page at http://www.txdot.gov/ inside

txdot/district.html. 

The Laredo District coordinates with local transportation partners, 

including the Laredo Urban Transportation Study (Metropolitan Planning Organization), in 

the development of its projects. 

Mexico 

---- · County Boundary 

-- District Boundary 

;··-··] MPO 
1 ... - •• 

Figure 111-15 Laredo District Geography 

Table 111-17 provides the currently allocated funding for the Laredo District by category by 

year. 

Version: 8/26/2013 4:39:00 PM Roadway and Bridge Program 111-569 



2014 Unified Transportation Program Laredo Project Listing 

Page 1 of 15 

Dimmit County 
CSJ District DIM MIT MPO C1ty FM 1433 Lethnfl FY 
1424·02·014 LAREDO COUNTY 2015 
Limits From 2.75 MILES NORTH OF US 83 

Limils To 1.974 MILES NORTH OF US 83 

Project Description INSTALL ADVANCE WARNING SIGNALS & SIGNS 

Total Project Cost Information 
INFORMA T/ONAL PURPOSES ONLY 

Preliminary Engineering 
ROW& Utilities 
Construction 
Construction Engineering 
Contingencies 
Indirect Costs 
Potential Change Orders 
Total Project Cost 

S730 
so 

Sl4 . 907 
S666 

so 
S817 
S464 

Sl7 . 584 

Category Description 
8 SAFETY 

Ranking T ier 1 

Programmed Funding 
Authorized Other Local Total 

S13 , 605 SO so S13 , 605 
Total S13 , 605 SO so S13 , 605 

La Salle County 
CSJ D1stnct LA SALLE MPO C1ty 1 H 35 Lett1ng FY 
0017·08·925 LAREDO COUNTY 2014 
Limits From MILE POINT 68 

Limits To MILE POINT 71 Ranking Tier 1 

Project Description CABLE BARRIER 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMA T/ONAL PURPOSES ONLY 

PrAiimin;~ry EnginAAring Sl5 ,487 
Category Descrij1tion Authorized Other Local Total 
11 DISTRICT DISC~R~E~T~I~O~N~A~RY~--~~S~30~0~.0~0v0.---~~~,S~0.---~~~,S~0.---~S~3~0~0-. ~00~0--

ROW & Utilities SO Total S300,000 SO SO BOO,OOO 
Construction S316,064 
Construction Engineering S16, 341 
Contingencies SO 
Indirect Costs Sl7 , 320 
Potential Change Orders S9, 640 
Total Project Cost S374,852 

CSJ D1stnct LA SALLE MPO C1ty 1 H 35 Letllnfl FY 
0018·01·900 LAREDO COUNTY 2014 
Limits From MILE POINT 57 

Limits To MILE POINT 65 Ranking Tier 1 

Project Description CABLE BARRIER 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMA T/ONAL PURPOSES ONLY Category Description Authorized Other Local Total 

Prel iminary Engineering S41 , 2 99 11 DISTRICT DISCRETIONARY S800,000 SO so S800 , 000 
ROW & Utilities SO Total S800,000 SO so S800 ,000 
Construction S842, 838 
Construction Engineering S43 , 5 75 
Contingencies SO 
Indirect Costs S46 ,188 
Potential Change Orders S25 , 707 
Total Project Cost S999, 606 

Version 812612013 7 49 15 AM 
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CSJ D1strict LA SALLE MPO C1ty 1 H 35 LettingF Y 
0018·02·062 LAREDO COUNTY 2016 
Limits From WEBB/LASALLE COUNTY LINE 

Limits To 0.95 Ml NORTH OF WEBB/LASALLE CL 

Project Description NEW EAST FRONTAGE ROADWAY 

Total Project Cost Information 
INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY 

Preliminary Engineering $52 , 819 
ROW & Utilities SO 
Construction $1,077, 942 
Construction Engineering $52 , 819 
Contingencies $13,474 
Indirect Costs $59,071 
Potential Change Orders $58, 8 56 
Total Project Cost $1,314,981 

Category 
1 
3 

Description 
PREVENTIVE MAINT & REHAB 

LOCAL 

Total 

Programmed Funding 
Authorized Other 
$1,077,942 

so 
$1,077,942 

so 
so 
so 

Ranking Tier Unranked 

Local 
so 

S933, 000 
S933 ,000 

Total 
$1 , 077 , 942 

S933,000 
$2,010,942 

Maverick County 
csJ D1strict MAVERICK MPO C1ty Var'IOUS Letting FY 
0922·10·029 LAREDO COUNTY 2015 
Limits From INTERATIONAL BRIDGE II 

Limits To EAGLE PASS Ranking Tie r 1 

Project Description UPGRADE INTERNATIONAL BRIDGE II FACILITY 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY 

Preliminary Engineering $252,704 
Categ~o~ryL_ __ ~~~D~e~s~c~ri~pt~io~n~~=-----~A~u7t~ho~n~·z~e~d~----~O~t~he~r--~----~L~oc~ai~~----~T~ot~a~l ~=-
10 COORD BORD IN FRASTR $4, 750 , 000 SO $0 $4 , 750 , 000 

ROW & Utilities SO 3 LOCAL SO SO $35,000 S35 ,000 
Construction $5 , 15 7, 2 20 Total S4, 750 , 000 so S35 ,000 $4,785,000 
Construction Engineering $379,031 
Contingencies S66, 528 
Indirect Costs $282,616 
Potential Change Orders $298,087 
Total Project Cost $6 , 386,185 

CSJ Distnct MAVERICK MPO C1ty Var'IOUS Lett1ng FY 
0922·10·032 LAREDO COUNTY 2015 
Limits From FM1021, 13.2MI S OF FM 2644/FM1021 

Limits To WEBB/MAVERICK COUNTY LINE Ranking Tier 1 

Project Description RECONSTRUCT ROADWAY DESIGN ONLY 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY 

Preliminary Engineering S 31, 360 
Categ~o~ryL_ __ ~~~D~e~sc~r~ip~ti~on~~=------A~ill~h~or~iz~e~d~----~O~t~h~e~r -.~----L~oc~a~I -.~----~T~o~ta~l ~=-
10 COORD BORD IN FRASTR $640,000 $0 SO $640,000 

ROW & Utilities SO Total $640,000 $0 SO $640 ,000 
Construction S640, 000 
Construction Engineering S 31, 2 96 
Contingencies S 7 , 2 32 
Indirect Costs S3 5 , 0 7 2 
Potential Change Orders $26,624 
Total Project Cost $771, 584 

Versron 8126120 13 7.49 ·15 AM 

111-572 



2014 Unified Transportation Program Laredo Project Listing 

Page 3 of 15 

CSJ Dtstnct MAVERICK MPO Ctty VA LettingFY 
0922·10·033 LAREDO COUNTY 2015 
Limits From CITY OF EAGLE PASS 

Limits To Ranking Tier 1 

Project Description CITY OF EAGLE PASS LIGHT UP DOWNTOWN CITY OF EAGLE PASS LIGHT UP DOWNTOWN 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY 

Preliminary Engineering $18,867 
~QrY. Description Authorized Other Local Total 

9 TRANSPORT ENHANCEMENT S365, 464 SO $0 S365, 464 

ROW & Utilities SO -----------------------------Remaining Funding to be Determined-------------------------------------
Construction S385,034 Total S365,464 $0 SO S365,464 

Construction Engineering S24, 565 
Contingencies S4, 967 
Indirect Costs S21, 100 
Potential Change Orders S22, 255 
Total Project Cost S476, 787 

CSJ Distnct MAVERICK MPO Ctty c·.ty St LetttngFY 
0922· 10-031 LAREDO COUNTY 2016 
Limits From us 277 

Limits To FM 1021 Ranking Tier Unranked 

Project Description CONSTRUCT NEW ROADWAY FACILITY 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMA T/ONAL PURPOSES ONLY 

Preliminary Engineering $163, 742 
Category Description Authorized Other Local Total 
10 COORD BORD INFRASTR $2,360,552 $0 SO $2,360,552 

ROW & Utilities SO -----------------------------Remaining Funding to be Determined--------------------------- -- -------
Construction S3, 341, 665 Tot al S2,360,552 SO SO $2,360,552 

Construction Engineering S163, 742 
Contingencies S41, 771 
Indirect Costs S183,123 
Potential Change Orders Slll7, 4 55 
Total Project Cost S4 ,076,497 

Val Verde County 
CSJ Distnct VAL VERDE MPO Ctty SP 317 Letttng FY 
0299-12-010 LAREDO COUNTY 2015 
Limits From DEL RIO OUTER LOOP 

Limits To LAUGHLIN AIRFORCE W GATE ENTRANCE Ranking Tier 1 

Project Description EROSION CONTROL AND VEGETATION 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMA T/ONAL PURPOSES ONLY 

Preliminary Engineering S26, 844 
Cat~O'Y Description Authorized Other Local Total 
10 FEDERAL EARMARK S22,058 so so S22,058 

ROW & Utilities SO 10 FEDERAL EARMARK S3 ,462, 566 so so S3,462,566 
Construction $54 7 , 845 10 FEDERAL EARMARK S87 , 591 so so S87 , 591 

Construction Engineering S54 ,456 Total $3 , 572' 215 so so $3 ,572,215 

Contingencies SO 
Indirect Costs S30, 022 
Potential Change Orders S26, 735 
Total Project Cost $685, 902 

VorstonB/2612013 7 4915 AM 
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CSJ Distnct VAL VERDE MPO City c·.ty St LettlnqFY 
0922-11-031 LAREDO COUNTY 2015 
Limits From QUALIA DRIVE 

Limits To SPUR 239 & ALDERETE LANE Ranking Tier 1 

Project Description FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW LOCATION 2 LANE ROADWAY 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMA T/ONAL PURPOSES ONLY Cat~O!Y Descrietion Authorized Other Local Total 

Preliminary Engineering $14 3, 772 10 COORD BDRD I NFRASTR $2,750,000 so so S2 ,750,000 
ROW & Utilities SO 3 LOCAL so so S35,000 S35,000 
Construction S2, 934,131 Tot al $2,750,000 so S35,000 $2 ,785,000 
Construction Engineering $14 3, 772 
Contingencies S36, 6 77 
Indirect Costs $160,790 
Potential Change Orders $160, 204 
TotaiProjectCost $3,579,347 

csJ Distnct vAL vERDE MPO City Varl·ous LcttinqFY 
0922-11-032 LAREDO COUNTY 2015 
Limits From DEL RIO INTERNATIONAL PORT OF ENTRY 

Limits To INDUSTRIAL PARK Ranking Tier 1 

Project Description FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW LOCATION 2 LANE ROADWAY WITH A 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONL Y 

Preliminary Engineering $172,350 
Catego!Y Descrietion Authorized Other Local Total 
10 COORD BDRD INFRASTR S3, 306,000 so so $3,306,000 

ROW & Utilities $100, 000 3 LOCAL so so S30,000 S30,000 
Construction $3,517,350 Total $3,306,000 so $30,000 $3 , 336,000 
Construction Engineering $172,350 
Contingencies S43, 967 
Indirect Costs $192, 751 
Potential Change Orders $192,04 7 
Total Project Cost S4, 390,815 

CSJ Oistnct VAL VERDE MPO City c·.ty St Letlmg FY 
0922-11-033 LAREDO COUNTY 2015 
Limits From AT CITY OF DEL RIO INTERNATIONAL 

Limits To BRIDGE AT THE PORT OF ENTRY Ranking Tier 1 

Project Descript ion REPLACE TOLL BOOTHS GATES & ITS SYSTEM 

Total Project Cost Information 
INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY 

Preliminary Engineering $192,041 
ROW & Utilities SO 
Construction S3, 919,199 
Construction Engineering S250, 045 
Contingencies $50,558 
Indirect Costs $214, 772 
Potentia l Change Orders S226, 530 
Total Project Cost S4, 85 3, 144 

VorsionB/2612013 749.15AM 

Programmed Funding 

Cat~Q!Y--~~~D~e~s7c~rie~t~io~n~==~--~A7ut~ho~n~·z~ed~~---O~th~e~r ~~--~L~oc~a~I~~--~~T~ot~al~~ 
10 COORD BDRD INFRASTR S3 ,720, 000 SO SO $3 , 720,000 
3 LOCAL SO SO S30,000 S30,000 

Total S3,720 ,000 so $30,000 S3,750,000 
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CSJ Dostnct VAL VERDE MPO Coty C"lty St LettingFY 
0922·11·036 LAREDO COUNTY 2015 

Limits From FRONTERA ROAD 

Limits To NICHOLSON STREET Ranking Tier 1 

Project Description REHABILITATION OF AN EXISTING ROADWAY 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMA T/ONAL PURPOSES ONLY ~ory Description Authorized Other Local Total 

Preliminary Engineering S79, 498 10 COORD BORD INFRASTR Sl, 500 , 000 SO SO $1, 500,000 
ROW & Utilities SO ------------------·-------- -----Remaining Funding to be Determined------------------------------------
Construction Sl, 62 2 , 400 Total Sl, 500 , 000 SO SO $1, 500,000 
Construction Engineering S79, 498 
Contingencies $811 
Indirect Costs S88, 908 
Potential Change Orders S73, 332 
Total Project Cost Sl , 944,446 

CSJ Dostnct VAL VERDE MPO Coty Cnty Rd LettongFY 
0922·11·038 LAREDO COUNTY 2015 
Limits From BOX CANYON ROAD 

Limits To AMISTAD ACRES Ranking Tier 1 

Project Description FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW LOCATION ROADWAY 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMA T/ONAL PURPOSES ONLY ~ory Descril)tion Authorized Other Local Total 

Preliminary Engineering $17 ,421 10 LANDSCAPE INCENTIVE AWDS $327,680 SO SO $327 , 680 
ROW & Utilities SO --·---------------·------------------Remaining Funding to be Determined-------------------------------------------
Construction S35 5, 5 34 Total S32 7, 680 SO SO S 32 7, 680 
Construction Engineering $17,421 
Contingencies S4 , 444 
Indirect Costs $19 ,483 
Potential Change Orders $19 , 412 
Total Project Cost S433, 715 

Webb County 
CSJ Dostnct WEBB MPO Coty Sl 20 Lettong FY 
0086·14-046 LAREDO COUNTY LAREDO 2014 
Limits From US 59 

Limits To SH 359 Ranking Tier 1 

Project Description WIDEN TO 6 LANES AND UPGRADE INTERSECTION AT SPUR 400 & 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMA T/ONAL PURPOSES ONLY Category Description Authorized Other Local Total 

Preliminary Engineering $1,457,016 10 MISC TRANSPORTATION $379,369 so so $379 , 369 
ROW& Utilities $14 , 784 ,448 10 COORD BORD INFRASTR $10,432 .416 so so $10.432.416 
Construction S29,735, 018 10 COORD BORD INFRASTR $2.688.215 so so $2 , 688,215 
Construction Engineering $1,394.572 2M METRO CORRIOOR S2,990,000 so so $2,990,000 
Contingencies $889,077 3 PROP 14 S7 ,000. 000 so so $7,000,000 
Indirect Costs Sl, 629,479 7 STP-MM RECONCILIATION $1,510,000 so so $1,510,000 
Potential Change Orders $1,335,102 ----·--·----------·------·---------····------------Remaining Funding to be Determined-·-----·-------------------------·-·····--········ 
Total Project Cost $51,224. 713 Total $25,000.000 so so $25,000,000 

Vors1on 812612013 7 49·16 AM 
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csJ D1stnct WEBB MPO C1ty VarJ·ous Lett1ngFY 
0922-00·057 LAREDO COUNTY 2014 
Limits From DISTRICTWIDE 

Limits To Ranking Tier 1 

Project Description UPGRADE BRIDGE RAIL AND MBGF 

Total Project Cost lnfonnation Programmed Funding 
INFORMA T/ONAL PURPOSES ONLY 

Preliminary Engineering S72 , 273 
ROW & Utilities SO 

Category Description Authorized Other Total Local 
so S1,400,000 SO S1,400,000 11 DISTRICT DI SCRETIONARY 

Total S1,400,000 so so $1,400,000 
Construction S1, 474,967 
Construction Engineering S94 ,103 
Contingencies $19,02 7 
Indirect Costs S80, 828 
Potential Change Orders S85, 253 
Total Project Cost Sl, 82 6, 4 52 

CSJ D1stnct WEBB MPO C1ty Cnty Rd Lett1nqFY 
0922·33-044 LAREDO COUNTY 2014 
Limits From ON MINES ROAD AT CHUPADERA CREEK 

Limits To AMBROSIA CREEK Ranking Tier 1 

Project Description FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE REPLACEMENT OF AN EXISTING 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
/NFORMA TIONAL PURPOSES ONLY 

Preliminary Engineering SSl, 624 
ROW & Utilities SO 

Category Authorized Other Total Local Description 
S1, 000,000 so so Sl,OOO,OOO 6 BRIDGE PROGRAM 

Total S1,000 , 000 so so Sl,OOO,OOO 
Construction Sl, 053, 548 
Construction Engineering $52,677 
Contingencies S68 , 481 
Indirect Costs S 57 , 734 
Potential Change Orders so 
Total Project Cost Sl, 284,064 

CSJ D1stnct WEBB MPO C1ty C"t St Lettmg FY 
0922-33-142 LAREDO COUNTY LAREDO I Y 2014 
Limits From AT CHACON CREEK FROM HAYNES CTR 

Limits To SH 359 Ranking Tier 1 

Project Description FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A PEDESTRIAN TRAIL AT CHACON CREEK 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMA T/ONAL PURPOSES ONLY 

Preliminary Engineering SS 8 , 018 
ROW & Utilities SO 

Cat!!90[Y Description Authorized Other Local Total 
10 FEDERAL EARMARK $309,375 so so $309 , 375 
10 FEDERAL EARMARK S2,468,880 so so $2 ,468,880 

Construction Sl , 184 , 04 3 Total S2' 778,255 so so S2,778,255 
Construction Engineering S75 , 542 
Contingencies SlS , 274 
Indirect Costs S64 , 886 
Potential Change Orders S68 , 4 38 
Total Project Cost Sl, 466,200 

Version 812612013 7 49 16 AM 
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CSJ D1stnct WEBB MPO C1ty I H 35 Lelt1ngFY 
0018·06·168 LAREDO COUNTY 2015 
Limits From @ US 59 INTERSECTION 

Limits To Ranking Tier 1 

Project Description IMPROVE TRAFFIC SIGNAL ON FRONTAGE ROAD 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 

INFORMA T/ONAL PURPOSES ONLY ~oryL-----'D~e;s~c;:.:ri!::pt~io'!..n,__ ____ _,A="ut"'h"'o~n~·z"e~d~ __ _,O<-'t'-'he, r_...-;;----"L"'oc"'-a"'I'--...-;;----T-'-o'ft;C!ai;-..-.,=,-
Preliminary Engineering S4 , 386 __:8:__ ______ ....::s:..:A:..:FET::..:..;Y __ =----,------;S~8;.:;1C''-::7~0~2 _____ ~s.;;.o _____ ~si<o ___ _,s~81~, 7:,.:0~2:--
ROW & Utilities SO Total S81, 702 SO SO $81 ,702 
Construction S89, 520 
Construction Engineering S4, 002 
Contingencies SO 
Indirect Costs S4, 906 
Potential Change Orders S2, 784 
Total Project Cost HO 5 , 5 98 

CSJ D1stnct WEBB MPO C1ty Sl 20 Lethng_FY 
0086·14·950 LAREDO COUNTY LAREDO 2015 
Limits From E OF INTERNATIONAL BLVD 

Limits To US 59/LOOP 20 INTERCHANGE Ranking Tier 1 

Project Description UPGRADE NON FREEWAY TO FREEWAY 

Total Project Cost Information 
INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY 

Preliminary Engineering $6, 700, 363 
ROW & Utilities S2 50,000, 000 
Construction S2 38 ,000, 000 
Construction Engineering $6, 495, 2 SO 
Contingencies S3, 774 ,082 
Indirect Costs S7, 493,467 
Potential Chanoe OrnP.rs S9 , 024,979 
Total Project Cost SS21 , 488,141 

Category 
10 

Programmed Funding 
Description Authorized Other Local Total 

COORD BORD 7I "'-N F::-,R'"'A"'s-=r =-R ----,Si-:4;:;<8"', 7;:.,2<:;9<","=7""1"8 ---'="""'-----,S"O,..---=='--.-so,_---.$4"'"'8.-','-"::7~2-;..9-, 7=1"8.-

Total $48,729,718 SO SO $48, 729 ,718 

CSJ D1stnct WEBB MPO C1ty Var"IOUS Lethng FY 
0922·00·060 LAREDO COUNTY 2015 
Limits From DISTRICTWIDE 

Limits To Ranking Tier 1 

Project Description UPGRADE BRIDGE RAIL AND MBGF 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 

INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY Categorv,__::-::-:=='=D"'es:::c::,ri~p:-:tio:::n=-::-:-:--:-::-:-:-----'A'i-ut~ho~n;;·z,e;;;d= __ ....:O::ct"'h"'er'--...,----'L:.:oc= a'-1 --.-;::---=:-'-To"'t"'a~l -==-
:~~~:~~~g $132,9~ _ 1_1 ____ D_IS~T_R_I....:C~T_D_IS~C~R_E_T_I~~,-:-~-:----.:-~~:~~~~~~:~~~~~~-----~:~~~----,:~~~~:~~~:~~~~~:g~~~~--
Construction S2 , 712,498 
Construction Engineering S173,057 
Contingencies S34, 991 
Indirect Costs S148, 645 
Potential Change Orders SlS 6, 7 82 
Total Project Cost $3 , 358,886 

Vors1on 812612013 7 49 16 AM 
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CSJ Distnct WEBB MPO C1ty Var"IOUS Letting_FY 
0922·00·061 LAREDO COUNTY 2015 
Limits From FM 1472,14.6 Ml N OF SH 255 

Limits To WEBB/ MAVERICK COUNTY LINE 

Project Description NEW ROADWAY 

Total Project Cost I nfonmation 
INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY 

Preliminary Engineering 
ROW & Utilities 
Construction 
Construction Engineering 
Contingencies 
Indirect Costs 
Potential Change Orders 
Total Project Cost 

so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 

Category 
10 

Ranking Tier 1 

Programmed Funding 
Description Authorized Other Local Total 

COORD BORD INFRASTR S1,360,000 so so $1,360,000 
Total Sl,360,000 so so $1,360,000 

CSJ District WEBB MPO C1ty Var"IOUS Lethng_FY 
0922·00·062 LAREDO COUNTY 2015 
Limits From AT VARIOUS LOCATIONS IN KINNEY 

Limits To MAVERICK AND VAL VERDE COUNTIES Ranking Tier 1 

Project Description CONSTRUCT RAMPS AT VARIOUS LOCATION IN BRACKETVILLE, 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMA T/ONAL PURPOSES ONLY 

Preliminary Engineering $51,969 
Categ~o~ryL_ __ ~~~D~e~s~c~ri~pt~io~n~~~----~Ai~~ho~n~·z~e~d~----~O~t~he~r~~----~L~oc~ai~~--~~To~t~a~l ~~ 
10 CURB RAMP PROGRAM $1, 000, 000 SO SO $1, 000,000 

ROW & Utilities SO Total Sl, 000,000 SO SO S1, 000,000 
Construction S1 , 060, 596 
Construction Engineering S67, 666 
Contingencies S13 , 682 
Indirect Costs S58, 121 
Potential Change Orders $61, 302 
Total Project Cost S1, 313, 336 

CSJ District WEBB MPO City C •t St Letting FY 
0922·33·076 LAREDO COUNTY LAREDO I Y 2015 
Limits From 0.25 Ml EAST OF CAL TON RD/ST MARIA 

Limits To 0.25 Ml E OF LAS CRUCESIFLECHA LANE Ranking Tier 1 

Project Description REALIGNMENT OF FLECHA LNILAS CRUCES ALONG FM1472 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY ~ory Description A~horized Other Local Total 

Preliminary Engineering S93, 75 5 10 FEDERAL EARMARK $250 ,000 so so $250,000 
ROW & Utilities S1 , 2 50 , 000 10 FEDERAL EARMARK Sl, 550,514 so so Sl, 550,514 
Construction S1 , 913 , 3 7 3 3 LOCAL so so S9 , 920 $9 , 920 
Construction Engineering S93, 755 Total $1,800 ' 514 so $9 , 920 S1' 810 ,434 
Contingencies S23 , 917 
Indi rect Costs $104,853 
Potential Change Orders Sl04, 4 70 
Total Project Cost S3, 584 , 124 

Version 812612013 7:49.16 AM 
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CSJ District WEBB MPO City c·.ty St LettingFY 
0922-33-149 LAREDO COUNTY 2015 
Limits From AT CHACON CREEK FROM EASTWOOD PARK 

Limits To US 59 Ranking Tier 1 

Project Description FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A PEDESTRIAN TRAIL AT CHACON CREEK 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY Category Description Authorized Other Local Total 

PreliminaryEngineering S75,164 10 FEDERAL EARMARK Sl , 400,000 SO SO Sl,400 ,000 
ROW & Utilities SO Total Sl , 400 , 000 SO SO Sl,400 , 000 
Construction S1, 533 , 966 
Construction Engineering S97, 86 7 
Contingencies S19, 788 
Indirect Costs S84, 061 
Potential Change Orders S88, 663 
Total Project Cost S1 , 899, 510 

CSJ District WEBB MPO City FM 1472 Lotting_FY 
2150-04-057 LAREDO COUNTY 2015 
Limits From @ SL 20 

Limits To Ranking Tier 1 

Project Description IMPROVE TRAFFIC SIGNAL. INTERCONNECT SIGNALS, INSTALL OVER 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY Category Description Authorized Other Local Total 

PreliminaryEngineering S4,138 8 SAFETY S77,074 SO SO S77 ,074 
ROW & Utilities SO Total S77 ,074 SO SO S77 ,074 
Construction S84, 449 
Construction Engineering S3, 775 
Contingencies SO 
Indirect Costs S4, 628 
Potential Change Orders S2, 626 
Total Project Cost S99 , 616 

CSJ District WEBB MPO City I H 35 Letting FY 
0018-03-049 LAREDO COUNTY 2016 
Limits From 1000 FT SOUTH OF MARTINENA 

Limits To WEBB/LASALLE COUNTY LINE 

Project Description NEW EAST FRONTAGE ROADWAY 

Total Project Cost Information 
INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY Category Description 

Preliminary Engineering S30, 919 1 PREVENTIVE MAINT & REHAB 
ROW & Utilities SO 3 LOCAL 
Construction S630, 990 Total 
Construction Engineering S30, 919 
Contingencies $7 ,887 
Indirect Costs S 34, 5 78 
Potential Change Orders S34 ,4 52 
Total Project Cost $769, 745 

Version 812612013 7o49:16AM 

Programmed Funding 
Authorized Other 

S630 , 990 SO 
so so 

S630 , 990 SO 

Ranking Tier Unranked 

Local 
so 

S546,080 
$546 , 080 

Total 
S630 , 990 
S546,080 

Sl,l77 ,070 
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CSJ District WEBB MPO City Sl 20 Letting_FY 
0086-14·051 LAREDO COUNTY LAREDO 2016 
Limits From 0.50 Ml WEST OF MILO INTERCHANGE 

Limits To 3000 FEET EAST OF HAVANA 

Project Descript ion SCHEMATIC, ENVIRONMENTAL, ROW-SURVEY/MAPPING & PSE 

Total Project Cost Information 
INFORMA T/ONAL PURPOSES ONLY 

Preliminary Engineering S196, 041 
ROW & Utilities SO 
Construction $4 , 000, 84 5 
Construction Engineering S200,042 
Contingencies S260,055 
Indirect Costs S219 , 246 
Potential Change Orders SO 
Total Project Cost S4, 876,2 30 

Catefl.QIY 
10 
10 

DescriQtion 
COORD BORD INFRASTR 
COORD BORD INFRASTR 

Total 

Programmed Funding 
Authorized Other 
S2 ,44 5 ,843 so 
S1,555,002 SO 
S4,000,845 so 

Ranking Tier Unranked 

Local 
so 
so 
so 

Total 
S2,445 , 843 
$1,555,002 
S4 ,000 , 845 

CSJ District WEBB MPO City Sl 20 LettingFY 
0086-14·058 LAREDO COUNTY 2016 
Limits From E OF INTERNATIONAL BLVD 

Limits To US 59/LOOP 20 INTERCHANGE Ranking Tier Unranked 

Project Description SCHEMATIC, ENVIRONMENTAL, ROW-SURVEY/MAPPING & PSE 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY Category Description Authorized Other Local Total 

Preliminary Engineering S171, 500 10 COORD BORD I NFRASTR S3, 500 ,000 SO SO S3, 500,000 
ROW & Utilities $0 Total $3, 500,000 SO SO S3, 500 ,000 
Construction $3 , 500, 000 
Construction Engineering $171,150 
Contingencies $39,550 
Indirect Costs $191, 800 
Potential Change Orders $14 5, 600 
Total Project Cost S4, 219, 600 

CSJ District WEBB MPO City v • Letting FY 
0922·00-056 LAREDO COUNTY arJOUS 2016 
Limits From DISTRICTWIDE 

Limits To Ranking Tier Unranked 

Project Description UPGRADE RAIL 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMA T/ONAL PURPOSES ONLY 

Preliminary Engineering Sl39, 591 
Category Description Authorized Other Local Total 
11 DISTRICT DISCRETIONARY $2,500,000 so $0 S2 ' 500,000 

ROW & Utilities SO Total $2,500,000 so $0 S2 ' 500,000 
Construction S2, 848 , 794 
Construction Engineering $181,753 
Contingencies $36, 749 
Indirect Costs $156,114 
Potential Change Orders $164, 660 
Total Project Cost $3 , 527,661 
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CSJ District WEBB MPO City c·t St Letting_FY 
0922·33·093 LAREDO COUNTY LAREDO I Y 2016 
Limits From 0.25 M EAST OF CALTON/SAN MARIA_INT 

Limits To 0.25 M WEST OF CALTON/SAN MARIA INT Ranking Tier Unranked 

Project Description FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A GRADE SEPARATION AT 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY Category Description Authorized Other Local Total 

Preliminary Engineering $906 , 894 10 FEOERAL EARMARK $4,460, 54g $0 $0 $4 ,460,549 
ROW & Utilities $3,450 , 000 10 FEDERAL EARMARK $4,007 , 375 SO SO $4,007, 375 
Construction $18, 508 , 04 5 10 MI SC TRANSPORTATION $2 , 951, 785 $0 $0 $2,951, 785 
Construction Engineering $868 , 02 7 10 FEDERAL EARMARK $1,000,000 $0 SO $1,000,000 
Contingencies $553 , 391 3 LOCAL $0 $0 $73,920 S73,920 
Indirect Costs $1, 014, 241 ------------------------------------Remaining Funding to be Determined-------------------------------------· 
Potential Change Orders $831,011 Total $12, 419,709 SO $73,920 $12,493,629 
Total Project Cost $26,131 , 609 

CSJ District WEBB MPO City v • Letting_ FY 
0922·00·950 LAREDO COUNTY 3r10US 2017 
Limits From DISTRICTWIDE 

Limits To Ranking Tier Unranked 

Project Description UPGRADE BRIDGE RAIL AND MBGF 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMA T/ONAL PURPOSES ONLY ~ory Description Authorized Other Local Total 

Preliminary Engineer ing $145 , 175 11 DISTRICT DISCRETIONARY $2,500,000 $0 $0 $2,500,000 
ROW & Utilities SO Total $2, 500 , 000 $0 SO S2 , 500,000 
Construction S 2 , 962 , 7 4 6 
Construction Engineering $75,254 
Contingencies $16,591 
Indirect Costs $162,358 
Potential Change Orders $50,959 
Total Project Cost $3,413 ,083 

CSJ District WEBB MPO City Cnty Rd Letting FY 
0922·33·080 LAREDO COUNTY 2017 

Limits From AT BECERRA CK ON BECERRA ROAD 

Limits To 20.20 Ml EAST OF IH 35 Ranking Tier 2 

Project Description FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE REPLACEMENT OF AN EXISTING 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMA T/ONAL PURPOSES ONLY Cat~ DescriQtion Authorized Other Local Total 

Preliminary Engineering S39, 720 6 BRIDGE PROGRAM $1,086,718 $0 $0 $1,086 .718 
ROW & Utilities SO Total $1,086,718 $0 $0 $1,086 .718 
Construction $810, 607 
Construction Engineering S60, 390 
Contingencies SO 
Indirect Costs S44, 421 
Potential Change Orders $19 , 374 
Total Project Cost $974, 512 
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CSJ District WEBB MPO City Cnty Rd LottinqFY 
0922-33-113 LAREDO COUNTY 2'017 
Limits From ON LINCOLN RD AT BECERRA CREEK 

Limits To 17.60 Ml N OF US 59 

Project Description FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE REPLACEMENT OF AN EXISTING 

Total Project Cost lnfonnation 
INFORMA T/ONA L PURPOSES ONLY 

Preliminary Engineering S54 , 586 
ROW & Utilities SO 
Construction S1, 113,992 
Construction Engineering S82, 992 
Contingencies SO 
Indirect Costs S61, 04 7 
Potential Change Orders S26, 624 
Total Project Cost S1, 339, 242 

~ 
6 

Description 
BRIDGE PROGRAM 

Total 

Ranking Tier 2 

Programmed Funding 
Authorized Other Local Total 
S1,618 , 988 SO so Sl, 618 ' 988 
$1 , 618 , 988 so so $1,618 '988 

CSJ District WEBB MPO City Cnty Rd LottinqFY 
0922-33-913 LAREDO COUNTY 2017 
Limits From AT MINES ROAD AT ESPADA CREEK BRNHS 

Limits To Ranking Tier 2 

Project Description FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE REPLACEMENT OF AN EXISTING 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMA T/ONAL PURPOSES ONLY Category Description Authorized Other Local Total 

Prel iminary Engineering S67 , 709 6 BRIDGE PROGRAM S4 , 007 , 532 SO SO S4 ,007 , 532 
ROW & Utilities SO Total S4 , 007, 532 SO SO S4 ,007, 532 
Construction S1 , 381 , 8 2 5 
Construction Engineering $102, 946 
Contingencies SO 
Indirect Costs S 75, 724 
Potential Change Orders S33, 02 6 
Total Project Cost Sl, 661 ,229 

CSJ District WEBB MPO City Var'IOUS Letting FY 
0922-00-976 LAREDO COUNTY 2018 
Limits From DISTRICTWIDE 

Limits To Ranking Tier Unranked 

Project Description UPGRADE RAIL AND MBGF 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMA T/ONAL PURPOSES ONLY Category Description Authorized Other Local Total 

Preliminary Engineering S150, 982 
ROW & Utilities SO 

11 DISTRICT DISCRETIONARY S2 , 500,000 SO so S2, 500 ,000 
Total f2 ~500 ' 000 so so S2, 500,000 

Construction S3,081, 255 
Construction Engineering Sl96, 584 
Contingencies S39, 748 
Indirect Costs S168,853 
Potential Change Orders Sl78, 097 
Total Project Cost S3, 815,5 19 
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CSJ District WEBB MPO City v • Letting_ FY 
0922·33·066 LAREDO COUNTY LAREDO 3r10US 2018 
Limits From MANGANA-HEIN ROAD 

Limits To US 83 AT RIO BRAVO Ranking Tier Unranked 

Project Description LOOP 20,EXTENSION OF CUATRO VIE NT OS- CONSTRUCT 2 LANE RURAL 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMA T/ONAL PURPOSES ONLY Category Descrigtion Authorized Other Local Total 

Preliminary Engineering $792 , 16 7 2M METRO CORRIDOR $6 , 830,000 $0 SO S6, 830,000 
ROW & Util ities $0 --- -- ----------------------------Remaining Funding to be Determined------------------------------------------
Construction $16 , 166 , 682 Total S6, 830, ooo SO so S6, 830,000 
Construction Engineering $792 , 167 
Contingencies $202, 084 
Indirect Costs $885,934 
Potential Change Orders $882, 701 
Total Project Cost $19,721,735 

CSJ District WEBB MPO City v • Letting_ FY 
0922-00·951 LAREDO COUNTY 3ri0US 2019 
Limits From DISTRICTWIDE 

Limits To Ranking Tier Unranked 

Project Description UPGRADE BRIDGE RAIL AND MBGF 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMA T/ONAL PURPOSES ONLY Category Description Authorized Other Local Total 

Preliminary Engineering Sl5 7, 021 11 DISTRICT DISCRETIONARY $2, 500,000 SO SO S2, 500,000 
ROW & Util ities SO Total S2 , 500,000 SO SO S2, 500,000 
Construction S3, 204 , 5 06 
Construction Engineering S204, 44 7 
Contingencies S41, 338 
Indirect Costs $17 5, 607 
Potential Change Orders Sl85, 220 
Total Project Cost S3, 968, 139 

CSJ District WEBB MPO City v • Letting FY 
0922·00·953 LAREDO COUNTY 3r10US 2020 
Limits From DISTRICTWIDE 

Limits To Ranking Tier Unranked 

Project Description UPGRADE BRIDGE RAIL AND MBGF 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMA TIONAL PURPOSES ONLY Category Description Authorized Other Local Total 

Prelim inary Engineering $163, 302 
ROW & Utilities $0 

11 DISTRICT DISCRETIONARY $2,500,000 $0 $0 $2 , 500 , 000 
Total $2. 500. 000 - $0 $0 S2 . 500,000 

Construction S3 , 332, 686 
Construction Engineering $212,625 
Contingencies $4 2 , 992 
Indirect Costs $182, 631 
Potential Change Orders $192,629 
Total Project Cost $4,126,865 
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CSJ District WEBB MPO City Var·IOUS LettingFY 
0922·00-955 LAREDO COUNTY 2021 
Limits From DISTRICTWIDE 

Limits To Ranking Tier Unranked 

Project Description UPGRADE RAIL AND MBGF 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY Category Description Authorized Other Local Total 

Preliminary Engineering $169 , 834 11 DISTRICT DISCRETIONARY $2' 500' 000 $0 $0 $2,500,000 
ROW & Utilities SO Total $2' 500' 000 so $0 $2,500' 000 
Construction $3 , 4 6 5 , 99 3 
Construction Engineering S221, 130 
Contingencies S44 , 711 
Indirect Costs $189, 936 
Potential Change Orders $200, 334 
Total Project Cost $4, 291,940 

CSJ District WEBB MPO City v • Lettinq FY 
0922·00-960 LAREDO COUNTY ar!OUS 2022 
Limits From DISTRICTWIDE 

Limits To Ranking Tier Unranked 

Project Description UPGRADE BRIDGE RAIL AND MBGF 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY Category Description Authorized Other Local Total 

Preliminary Engineering $176,627 11 DISTRICT DISCRETIONARY $2, 500,000 $0 SO $2, 500,000 
ROW & Utilities $0 Total $2, 500,000 SO $0 $2,500,000 
Construction $3 , 604 , 6 3 3 
Construction Engineering $229,976 
Contingencies $46, 500 
Indirect Costs $197,534 
Potential Change Orders $208, 348 
Total Project Cost $4,463,617 

CSJ District WEBB MPO City v • Letting FY 
0922-00-970 LAREDO COUNTY ar!OUS 2023 
Limits From DISTRICTWIDE 

Limits To Ranking Tier Unranked 

Project Description UPGRADE BRIDGE RAIL AND MBGF 

Total Project Cost Information Programmed Funding 
INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY Category Description Authorized Other Local Total 

Preliminary Engineering $18 3, 692 11 DISTRICT DISCRETIONARY $2,500,000 $0 $0 $2,500,000 
ROW & Utilities SO Total $2 , 500, ooo so SO $2,500,000 
Construction $3 , 748, 818 
Construction Engineering $239,175 
Contingencies $48, 360 
Indirect Costs $205,435 
Potential Change Orders $216, 682 
Total Project Cost $4, 642, 162 
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Metropolitan Planning Organization 

• Laredo Urban Transportation Study 
(LUTS) is the Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) for the Laredo 

. 
reg ton 

• Entity responsible for the 
continuing, cooperative, and 
comprehensive transportation 
planning process in the Laredo 
Metropolitan Region 

• Charged with identifying projects 
for federal funding 

• LUTS works cooperatively with 
federal, state, and local 
governments and local 
transportation service providers 

~ ,, 
~ ,. 
a; 



• Adopted by MPO Policy Committee 
and approved by Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) 

• Required to keep federal 
transportation funds flowing into the 
regton 

• Metropolitan Transportation Plan 
(MTP) updated every five years 

• Comprehensive blueprint for 

transportation systems in 
metropolitan areas 

• Financially constrained list of 

transportation investments 

• Subject to formal public review 
period 

'-



~'~Develop a transportation system that offers safe~ efficient~ Affordable travel 
choices for people and goods~ while supporting economic development and long

term quality of life" 

• Be proactive in addressing future transportation needs 

.. 

• Increase viable, affordable travel choices for people and goods 
• Enhance the economic vitality by efficiently and effectively 

connecting people to jobs, goods, and services, and by moving 
goods within the region and beyond with an integrated 

multimodal transportation system 
• Promote the unique identities and qualities of 

neighborhoods, communities, and the region as a whole 
• Minimize overall environmental impacts and improve 

environmental quality 
• Meet future needs without generating emissions that threaten 

public health, air quality, global climate, and biological diversity 
• Adapt to changing lifestyles, patterns of travel, new 

technologies, new methods of communication, and other 
trends 

• Foster sustainable development that accommodates the diverse 
needs of all residents, including those of future generations 

• Promote competitive freight options by improving the existing \ 
transportation system. 

• Comply with state and federa l requirements 



'· Absolute 
Percent Growth Roadway 

.. 
location 2002 2012 : 

Growth 
.. 

'" 
loop20(Bob Between 1-35 and 

15,500 37,000 21,500 139% Bullock. loop) McPherson Ave ..,; 

Loop20(Bob Between Del Mar Bllid and "' 86% . . - 19,900 37,000 17,100 
Bullock loop) US 59 

' ' 

~ "'i"4., 

~ 
~ 

:O.!CC-

-~-BetWeen FM 14n and Loop ,_ 
35% 48,000 65,000 . 17;000 1-35 

20 
~ '. --- .• -BetWeen Ca-lton Rd and 

-·" ;; 
104,000 116,000 ·.3:2,000 

;: 12% ~ l-35 - . 
~!. Ma11n Rd 

~ ' ~ -
~ ' - M 

" Loop 20-(Bob 8etWeE!n McPherson fl.v'e · 
8,700 20,000· 11,300 13o% -Bullock Loop) aQd Del Mar Blvd 

!"'::~ ~ 

l Between loop 20 and SH 
9,000 " 28% 32,000 41,000 ~{:._ US83 .\ 

359-~illow St) J. ' - ~ L . ~ .. ~ 

Between Maste~on ·S~ a·nd 
·•29,<Jq9- -37,000 8;000 28% " 

" US83 _..,. .... '. 
l. 

~ 

MalihcheAve .. ._ -- - ·~ 
~ 

SH359 0.54-miles eastofloop20 15,600 23,000 47% ·j· 7.400 
T 

- ~ --~ . .,- ·~.:~_.;...;~ SH 400 (Clark Between N Arkans!JScAve 
9,600 16,300 6,700 ]0% • a'nd-lo.op 20 . r,_ Blvd) 

·' ~· 
.. ~~~ ·-

~ - ~ ~ ':"' ' Loop20(Bob Between Spur 400an~ SH 
27,000 33,000 6,000 ~.: 22% 

Bullock Loop) 359 

.. 



High Crash locations 

• 19,132 crashes occurred i!l ~- ~~- \'\ IC 

with in the Laredo area tl. ffW' 
~ • 

between 2010 and 2012 
• 60 of these crashes were 

fata l 
location # of Crashes 

1. McPherson Rd. and Del Mar Blvd. 268 

2. Loop 20 (Bob Bullock Loop) and SH 359 222 

3. IH 35 and US 83 (Matamoros St.) 212 

4. IH 35 and Calton Rd. 165 

5. IH 35 and Loop 20 (Bob Bullock loop) 159 

6. FM 1472 and Loop 20 (Bob Bullock Loop) 129 
__J 

7. US 83 (Zapata) and Loop 20 (Bob Bullock Loop) UG 
8. IH 35 and Mann Rd. 114 

9. loop 20 (Bob Bullock loop) and Spur 400 (Clark Blvd.) 109 

10. IH 35 and Victoria St. 108 

ll.IH 35 and US 59 (Lafayette St.) 105 

12. McPherson Rd. and Calton Rd. 103 ' 
13.1H 35 and US 83 (Houston St.) 102 

14. McPherson Rd. and Jacaman Rd. 97 

15. McPherson Rd. and loop 20 (Bob Bullock loop) 95 

16. McPherson Rd. and Shiloh Dr. 93 

17. Loop 20 (Bob Bullock loop) and US 59 (Saunders St.) 90 

18. US 59 and N Bartlett Ave. 75 

19. McPherson Rd. and Hillside Rd. 70 ,., 
20. FM 1472 and Bristol Rd. 68 ''--

~· -

• 



Bicycle and Pedestrian Crash 

• From 2010 to 2012, there 
were 229 crashes involving 
pedestrians 

~~ • From 2010 to 2012, there :r 
j~~ 

were 96 crashes involving ''·~ 
/', 

', ~~~ 'I, 

bicyclists ~ I M :E~~i c I!J 

• There were a total of H \• ~~~, · f .: •. ! l~l~-.~·•r:-;J~ t~--.. ~ 
l 

seven fatalities in the 
bicycle and pedestrian 
related crashes 

• Laredo downtown area 
had the highest ~ X F,._er.ll 

• • CRsll LoaGon 

concentration of bicycle 
and pedestrian crashes 

• 2 ·3 

• 1 

l.areclo Crty llallta 







·.- ·· City of Laredo Planned ProjeCts 

... ~ fi) •• 

} 
ID Roadwav Umlts Description 

06·PAAKS- RloGnndo Rl1101 to toke 
Construct various 

la>•con Creek lmprovtn•tntsf 
001 Casolllonca 

indudlnt trail 

06-PAAKS. N.North ConstNct vorlous . improvement•, 
036 Central Pork 

lndudlnt tflll 

07·PARKS. 
N. llara De San 

Construct 
006 

Isidro 
nelchborhood park 

subdhfsl0f1 

OS.STR·OOl ~artlott Ave 
Ieaman Rd to Del Mar E•t•nd .. lstlna 4·1one 
Blvd roadway 

06-STII· Guatemolln St to Chacon ConstN<I va<lous 
"""lett A"" rueot lmprovon.enu, 

OOSA St 
nd. drain• ... brldoo 

06-STII· 
ConstN<I vatlous 

artlettAvo Market St to US 13 street lmprovMlentJ, 
OOSB 

Ind. dralnaae, brldoe 
Construct railroad 

OS.STR·OOB all road N. ChlcaaoSt O'osstnafor 
Jpedostrtons 

06-STR-017 r,cPherson Rd Saunders St to loop 20 Construct medl1n 

Jefferson St to Sonta 

OS.ST11.022 !Afonr Rio lsabi!l Ave ond Santa ConJtruct 2·1ane 
Grande Rl""r jursula Ave to Zacatl! .Ktnlc ro1d 

Creek 
Chihuahua St to Tilden 

Elttend I!JIIstlna Hone 
OS.STR·OZ9 Sprln&fll!ld Ave A VI! aaoss Te•·Mea 

railroad yard rood way 

Construct various 
06-STR·Oll VIdaurri Ave Scott St to Jefferson St strett Improvements, 

Ind. strlolnt, sldewJtk 

06-STR-032 Zacatecas St 
Ejldo AW! to La. blend f!J<Istlna 2·1ano 
Amerlu s Subdivision roodwov 

l4· STR·003 ~Jido Ave 
Ia I me Zapata Hwy to )Niden I rom Zlones to 
Potomoc l oop ~lanes 

e City of laredo Planned Projects 

- City of laredo Plan nod Projects 

laredo City limits 

Rio Bravo City Limits 

MPO Plallnlng Area 

[it] OL...J.......L1_._2J.....L-I....J:...J~ Mi 

Lar,;do Urban l r an:.por tatrun " t udy 

_1359L 
lili1 

I 



. . . .- . ~:. .. ~~·- .·-,:-~ ~-~··::-----'"; .. -. - - . ·--

Federally Funded Projects 

ID Roadway Limits 

09 22·33-076 
Fletcha l ll/ l a3 At the fntenoGcticn offM 1 .. 172 
Cruces- and Flecha Ln/ Las Cruces Or 

0 086-14·0&1 loop ZO Clork Boulovord to SH 359 

0 922·33·093 Callon Road 
At U1e intersection of Cnllon Rd 
and S! nta Maria Ave 

0 922· 33-0135 
oop 20 (Cu•lro Mangana+loin lld to US 83 &t Rio 

!-nent<>s) Bravo 
0.45 miles north of u:; 59 and 

0036-14-046 locp 20 0.46 miles south of Clarlt 
Souleuard 

0922·33-1-ll Alone Chacon Creol< Haynes Center to SH 359 

0036-14·950 Loop 20 
Ea~t o·ltnternational Blvd to US 
59 

0912· 33-149 Chacon Creel< East woo do Pari< to US 59 

Federally Funded Projects 

- Federally Funded Projects 

Laredo City limits 

Rio Bravo City Limits 

MPO Planning Area 

W 012 4Mi 
LJ [J ._I ..L....I..-'-L..-1--'-'--JJ 

Description 

Re·alicn i•ltersection 

Widen overpass r,·om 4 1anec 
to 6 1unlls 

OJnstruci: ov.;rpa~~ 

Construct lle\."1 roadway IJ'Jilh 
21ane> 

Construct 0\'erpass at Clarl: 
(loulevJrd 

Conslluci: pede~trian trOlil 
Uparade lo 4 or 6 1ane 
frc:.awav 

Constn1d pedeztrian trl!ll 

l, 

* . ,ilAIEOO UIBAH llftHSPOITAliiH 11111¥ 
· meuooolltal Pllllill oranillliol 

La r ~do Urban Trilnspor1<~lt on S tutly 

~ -

r 



) .... ,--. --- ·- - -· -

Submitted Projects 

10 Roadway limits 

Loop 20 At Itt 35 

Loop 20 ~International Blvd 

Loop 20 <\!Itt 35 

Loop 20 East of Havana Rd to US 59 

1 us 59 
lJ~redo city limit to Duval county 
line 

Green Ronch Pkwy rM 1412 to IH 35 

9 Laredo Outer Loop Itt 35 IQ US 83 

lO Ale,.ander Hike and Zucate Oam to Del Mar Blvd 
Bike Trail 

11 oM 1472 (Mines Rd) SH 255 to Killam Industrial Blvd 

Submitted Projects 

- Submitted Projects 

I Laredo City Limits 

Rio Bravo City Limits 

MPO Planning Area 

Construct ne w roadway 
Nlth 2 1anes 
Construct new roadway 
•.vith 4 1anes 

Construct hike and bike trail 

Widen from 4 1anes to 6 
Janes 

Proposed Outer Loop 
Alternative Route 

59 

~ 

Porposed Outer Loop 
Alternative Route ~ 

S tud y 



Downtown 

W 0 4.5MI 

LJ [J I I I I I I I I I 
Legend 

Other Projects 

• -
t...do Cily Umits 

Rio Bl8VO Cl!y Unl1s 

MPO Planning Area ~-11r:~. 
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Laredo Urban Transportation Study 

Metropolitan Planning Organization Policy Committee 
City of Laredo Council Chambers 
1110 Houston St. -Laredo, Texas 

MINUTES OF THE JUNE 16, 2014, MEETING 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

Cm. Narvaez called the meeting to order at 12:21 p.m. 

II. CHAIRPERSON TO CALL ROLL 

Nathan Bratton, MPO Director, called roll and verified that a quorum did exist. 

Cm. Narvaez made a motion to excuse members absent. 

Second: 
For: 
Against: 
Abstained: 

Cm. Vera 
5 
0 
0 

Motion carried unanimously 

Regular members present: 

Honorable Juan Narvaez, City Councilmember, District IV 
Honorable Roque Vela, Jr. City Councilmember, District V 
Honorable Jorge A. Vera, City Councilmember, District VII 
Melisa Montemayor, TxDOT 
Albert Ramirez, TxDOT 

Regular members not present: 

Honorable Raul G. Salinas, Mayor and LUTS Chairperson 
Honorable Jaime Canales, Webb County Commissioner, Pet. 4 
Honorable John Galo, Webb County Commissioner, Pet. 3 
Danny Valdez, Webb County Judge 

Ex-Officio Members Not Present: 

Honorable Richard Raymond, State Representative, District 42 
Honorable Judith Zaffirini, State Senator, District 21 
Honorable Tracy 0. King, State Representative, District 80 
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Staff (Of Participating LUTS Agencies) Present: 

City: 

State: 

Others: 

Nathan R. Bratton, City Planning/LUTS Staff 
Vanessa Guerra, City Planning/LUTS Staff 
Angie Quijano, City Planning/LUTS Staff 

Ana Duncan, TxDOT 
Carlos Rodriguez, TxDOT 

Eduardo Bernal, Transit, El Metro 
Claudia San Miguel, Transit, El Metro 
Carlos Villaneal, City Manager 
Sara Garza, TxDOT 

III. COMMITTEE AND DIRECTOR'S REPORTS (No action required) 

Cm. Vela requested a listing and status report on ongoing projects, as well as information on 
category seven funds, specifically totals and eligible activities. He also emphasized the need for 
increased coordination between the TxDOT, the City, and Webb County. He stated that the 
Loop 20 projects are among the most important in our area. 

Melisa Montemayor, TxDOT, stated the State Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP) is the 
document which programs funds and projects for the next four years. The document is 
financially constrained. The projects that are on the STIP have construction and project 
development funding which have already been allocated. 

Ms. Montemayor stated the creation of the Regional Mobility Authority (RMA) has already 
prioritized several projects. Once the RMA is fotmed, the By-Laws will be drafted, and then 
those priority projects will be looked by the RMA in terms of detennining the funding avenue to 
commit to development and construction ofthose projects. 

Cm. Vela stated City Council has yet to decide on the appointment of members to the RMA. 

Carlos Villaneal, City Manager, suggested Cm. Vela bring up the appointment of the members 
of the RMA during the next meeting of the City Council. He also stated that the City is working 
very hard on the development ofMines Rd. and IH35. He emphasized the need for cooperation 
among the participating local agencies in order to foster a successful RMA. 

Ms. Montemayor stated that category seven monies can be used for any type of mobility projects 
within the MPO boundaries for construction purposes only. 

IV. ITEMS REQUIRING POLICY COMMITTEE ACTION 
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1. Approval ofthe minutes for the meeting held on May 19, 2014. 

Cm. Vela made a motion to approve the minutes of May 19, 2014. 

Second: 
For: 
Against: 
Abstained: 

Cm. Vera 
5 
0 
0 

Motion carried unanimously 

2. Receive public testimony and approve Resolution No. MPO 2014-04 adopting the proposed 
amendment ofthe 2013-2016 Transpotiation Improvement Program (TIP). 

Cm. Vela made a motion to open a public hearing. 

Second: 
For: 
Against: 
Abstained: 

Cm. Vera 
5 
0 
0 

Motion carried unanimously 

Cm. Vela made a motion to close the public hearing and approve Resolution No. MPO 2014-04 
adopting the proposed amendment of the 2013-2016 Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP). 

Second: 
For: 
Against: 
Abstained: 

Cm. Vera 
5 
0 
0 

Motion carried unanimously 

3. Receive public testimony and initiate a 20 day public review and comment period for the 
proposed FY 2015 Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP). 

Cm. Vela made a motion to open a public hearing. 

Second: 
For: 
Against: 
Abstained: 

Cm. Vera 
5 
0 
0 

Motion carried unanimously 
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Cm. Vela made a motion to close the public hearing and approve and initiate a 20 day public 
review and comment period for the proposed FY 2015 Unified Planning Work Program 
(UPWP). 

Cm. Vela made a motion to open a public hearing. 

Second: 
For: 
Against: 
Abstained: 

Cm. Vera 
5 
0 
0 

Motion carried unanimously 

V. TECHNICAL COMMITTEE REPORT(S) (No action required) 

There was nothing to report. 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 

Cm. Vela made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 12:40 p.m. 

Second: 
For: 
Against: 
Abstained: 

Cm. Vera 
5 
0 
0 

Motion carried unanimously 

Prepared byD~QA'\b 
Angie Qui ' o 
MPO Staff 

Reviewed by: _________ _ 
Nathan R. Bratton, 
MPO Director 

Raul G. Salinas, 
Mayor and LUTS Chairperson 

Reviewed by: __________ _ 
Vanessa Guerra, 
MPO Coordinator 

Melisa Montemayor, 
District Administrator 
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LAREDO URBAN TRANSPORTATION STUDY 
ACTION ITEM 

DATE: SUBJECT: A RESOLUTION 
Receive public testimony and approve Resolution No. MPO 2014-05 adopting the proposed 

7-21-14 FY 2015 Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP). 
INITIATED BY: STAFF SOURCE: 
Staff Nathan Bratton, MPO Director 

PREVIOUS ACTION: 
On June 16111

, 2014, the Policy Committee approved the initiation of a 20 day public review and comment 
period. 

BACKGROUND: 
The Unified Planning Work Program describes and schedules work to be undertaken by the Metropolitan 
Planning Organization during the 2015 fiscal period. This year's program has been designed to 
emphasize the following planning issues: 

*Growth and Development Projections 
* Long range planning 
* Public transportation needs. 
* Congestion Management 
* Impact of railroads on the community 
* Transportation Management Area Certification 

The final approved Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) is due August 4, 2014. Listed below is the 
proposed budget: 

Subtask 

1.1 Program support administration 

1.2 Travel, training, equipment 

2. 1 Growth development and monitoring 

2.2 Website 

2.3 Travel Demand Update 

3.1 TIP/UPWP/PPP/LEP/By-Laws 

3.2 Limited English Proficiency (LEP) 

3.3 TMA Certification Project 

4.1 20 I 0-2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan 
4.2 2015-2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan 

5.1 Congestion Management Plan 

5.2 Railroad Quiet Zone Update 

5.3 Transit Plan Update 

5.4 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 

5.5 Mines Road Study 

TOTAL 

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: 
The LUTS Technical Committee recommends approval. 

Amount 

$105,000.00 

$10,000.00 

$20,000.00 

$30,000.00 

$5,000.00 

$20,000.00 

$30,000.00 

$5,000.00 

$5,000.00 

$75,000.00 

$45,000.00 

$30,000.00 
$100,000.00 

$75,000.00 

$200,000.00 

$755,000.00 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval. 



RESOLUTION NO. MPO 2014-05 

BY THE LAREDO URBAN TRANSPORTATION STUDY 
METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION POLICY COMMITTEE 

ADOPTING THE 2015 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM (UPWP) 

WHEREAS, the Laredo Urban Transportation Study (LUTS), the designated Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO), for the Laredo Urbanized Area wishes to adopt the 2015 Unified 
Planning Work Program (UPWP); and, 

WHEREAS, the Laredo Urban Transpotiation Study finds that the 2015 Unified Planning Work 
Program (UPWP) meets federal and state requirements, and meets the transportation planning 
needs ofthe Laredo Metropolitan Area; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Laredo Urban Transpotiation Study, as the 
designated Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Laredo Urban Area, adopts the 2015 
Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP), which is attached hereto and made a part hereof for 

ST all purpose on this the _ll_day of July , 2014 

Honorable Raul G. Salinas 
Mayor of Laredo and Chairperson ofthe 
LUTS Transporiation Planning Committee 

We certifY that the above resolution was adopted at a public meeting of the Policy Committee of 
the Laredo Urban Transpotiation Study. 

Nathan Bratton 
MPO Director 

Melisa Montemayor 
TxDOT District Administrator 



FY 2015 

UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM 

ADOPTED BY THE POLICY COMMITTEE ON: JULY 21 ,2014 



I. INTRODUCTION 

FY 2015 UPWP 

LAREDO URBAN TRANSPORTATION STUDY 
2015 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM 

The Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) originated from the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 
and incorporates into one document all federally assisted state, regional, and local transportation 
planning activities proposed to be undertaken by the Metropolitan Planning Organization in the study 
area for the year. The United States Department of Transportation, through its modal administrations, 
requires development of an annual Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) to describe intermodal 
comprehensive transportation planning in areas with populations greater than 50,000. This program was 
designed to incorporate federal Section 112 ("PL" funds) and Section 5303 (transit) planning funds and 
intended to provide a mechanism for the coordination of all planning activities required by the joint 
planning regulations of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit 
Administration (FT A). Federal regulations allow for a one or two year work program. 

The Laredo Urban Transportation Study, in its capacity as the Laredo Metropolitan Planning 
Organization, provides continuous, cooperative and comprehensive transportation planning for the 
Laredo Metropolitan Area as required by The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 
(IS TEA), The Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century, The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and 
Efficient Transportation Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), and Moving Ahead for Progress in 
the 21st Century Act (MAP-21 ). 

The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) reemphasized the necessity of 
the program and much greater emphasis was placed on the planning process. Transportation Equity Act 
for the 21st Century of 1998 prioritized: local officials, in cooperation with the State and transit 
operators, remain responsible for determining the best mix of transportation investments to meet 
metropolitan transportation needs. The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Act: A 
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) as authorized in 2005 defmed the structure of the metropolitan 
planning process and continued the program's emphasis on promoting a strong cooperative process 
between all stakeholders within MPO involvement. 

Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) was signed into law by the President on 
July 6, 2012, and calls for a streamlined and performance-based surface transportation program. It 
builds on many of the highway, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian programs and policies established in by 
ISTEA 1991. 

The Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 also influences the metropolitan planning process. In 
general the Act requires that transportation actions and projects proposed and/or implemented in the 
metropolitan planning area must support the attainment of federal standards for ozone by meeting 
specific requirements set out by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), regarding air quality 
conformity. Since the Laredo Urbanized Area has been designated an "attainment" area for air quality 
conformity, the law exempts the urbanized area (UZA) from conformity requirements therefore, it is 
not addressed in this document. 



FY 2015 UPWP 

The Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) is developed to comply with the mandatory metropolitan 
planning requirements and was adopted by the Laredo Metropolitan Planning Organization Policy 
Committee at a public meeting, following a twenty-day comment period as required by the adopted 
Public Participation Plan. 

A. PURPOSE 
The UPWP describes and schedules work to be undertaken by the Laredo Urban Transportation Study 
during the upcoming fiscal period. The UPWP also includes a financial participation summary. In order 
to ensure public involvement and participation, all MPO work is conducted in accordance with the 
adopted Public Participation Plan (PPP). The PPP requires that initial adoption of the Unified Planning 
Work Program (UPWP) follow at a minimum: a 20 day public comment and review period, 72 hour 
advanced posting of the Policy Committee meeting wherein fmal action will occur, and publication of a 
document summary in the newspaper at least 5 days in advance of adoption. The PPP further requires 
revisions of the UPWP may only be ratified thru action ofthe Policy Committee following 72 hour 
posted advance notice to the public. All elements described are consistent with and in support of 
transportation planning objectives. 

MAP-21 calls for metropolitan planning organizations, public transportation providers and state 
departments of transportation to establish and use a performance-based approach to transportation 
decision making to support seven national goals. The USDOT must establish performance measures 
related to seven goal areas for the federal-aid highway system by April 1, 2014. The goal areas include: 

1. Safety 
2. Infrastructure Condition 
3. Congestion Reduction 
4. System Reliability 
5. Freight Movement and Economic Vitality 
6. Environmental Sustainability 
7. Reduced Project Delivery Delays 

The goal areas for public transportation address: 

1. Transit Safety 
2. Transit Asset Management 

Each state department of transportation (DOT) will then have one year (to April1 , 2015) to establish 
performance targets in support ofthose measures; and the MPO's will subsequently have 180 days (to 
October 1, 2015) to establish performance targets coordinated with those ofthe state DOT's and public 
transportation providers. After these targets are set, the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and 
the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) are required to include a description of the 
performance measures and targets used in assessing the performance of the transportation system. The 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan will also have to include a system performance report evaluating the 
condition and performance of the transportation system with respect to the established targets. The TIP 
is also required to include a description of the anticipated effect of the TIP toward achieving the 
performance targets set in the plan. 
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MAP-21 requires that the Laredo Metropolitan Transportation Plan address the following eight factors 
in considering the transportation needs of the Laredo metropolitan planning area. The current UPWP 
includes tasks that will allow ongoing evaluation of community transportation needs in relation to these 
eight factors, which include: 
1. Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users. 
2. Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global competitiveness, 

productivity, and efficiency. 
3. Increase the security ofthe transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users. 
4. Increase the accessibility and mobility of people and for freight. 
5. Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, and improve the quality of life, 

and promote consistency between transportation improvements and state and local planned growth 
and economic development patterns. 

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. 
8. Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system. 

The process used to develop and implement this UPWP is designed to ensure that a continuing 
comprehensive transportation planning program is carried out cooperatively by the MPO, Tx.DOT, the 
City ofLaredo, Webb County, the local transit provider, and the citizens of Laredo and Rio Bravo, as 
represented by the Policy Committee. This effort is carried out through the activities of the Technical 
Committee and their support of the Public Participation Plan (PPP) and all Title VI and Environmental 
Justice (Title VIIEJ) requirements. The MPO intends to use this same strategy to implement a 
performance based planning program that supports the seven adopted national goals and subsequent 
planning targets. 

Public involvement policy and process will be critical to the preparation and implementation of 
performance measures in the planning process as required by MAP-21. The Laredo MPO' s Public 
Participation Plan (PPP) gives citizens the opportunity to comment during all phases of the 
transportation planning process. The MPO welcomes public comment throughout the planning process 
and utilizes its website http://www .ci.laredo. tx. us/city-planning/Departments/MPO/index.html, as well 
as the local periodical to receive comments and notify the public of opportunities to comment. 

B. DEFINITION OF AREA 
The Laredo Metropolitan Area Boundary (MAB) includes the City of Laredo and portions ofWebb 
County. (See Map, Appendix B.) The MAB was approved by the Governor in 2004. The Laredo 
urbanized area (as determined by the 2010 Census) surpassed 200,000 in population and was designated 
a Transportation Management Area (TMA) effective July 18th, 2012. 

C. ORGANIZATION 
The Laredo Metropolitan Planning Organization is governed by the Policy Committee established in 
accordance with adopted MPO Bylaws. The Committee is chaired by the Mayor ofthe City of Laredo 
and includes as voting members: three members from the City of Laredo City Council, the Laredo 
TxDOT District Administrator, TxDOT's District Transportation Planning and Development Director, 
the Webb County Judge, and two Webb County Commissioners. The State Senator for District 21, the 
State Representative for District 80 and the State Representative for District 42 serve as non-voting, ex-
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officio members. The Policy Committee is the body of the MPO that holds review and decision-making 
authority over transportation planning efforts undertaken by the Laredo Urban Transportation Study, 
acting as the Metropolitan Planning Organization, and by the Texas Department of Transportation in the 
Laredo Metropolitan Area (See Appendix A). Technical Committee responsibilities include 
professional and technical review of work programs, policy recommendations and transportation 
planning activities. The Technical Committee includes: 

City Representatives: State Representatives: 

• Laredo City Planner (Chairperson) • TxDOT Planning Representative (Vice-Chairperson) 

• The General Manager of the City Transit • TxDOT Special Projects Coordinator 
System • TxDOT Area Engineer 

• Laredo Manager ofTraffic Safety • TxDOT South Region Field Representative 

• Laredo Airport Manager 

• Laredo City Engineer 

• Laredo Bridge Manager 
Federal representatives: School system representatives 

• FHW A Planning Representative (Austin) • A representative of the Laredo Independent School 
District 

• A representative of the United Independent School 
District 

• A representative of Texas A&M International 
University 

• A representative of Laredo Community College 
County and Regional Representatives: Private Sector Representatives: 

• Webb County Planning Director • A representative of the Kansas City Southern 

• South Texas Development Council Regional Railway Company 
Planning Director • A representative of the Union Pacific Railroad 

• The General Manager of the Rural Transit Company 
System • A representative of the Laredo Transportation 

• Webb County Engineer Association 

• A Transportation Provider Representative who shall 
also serve on the Laredo Transportation Advisory 
Committee 

City of Laredo staffprov1dmg service and support to the MPO mclude: the Plannmg Drrector, a 
transportation planner, a GIS technician, a clerk, an accountant and others as may be required. 

D. PRIVATE SECTOR INVOLVEMENT 
The private sector is encouraged to participate in the development of all transportation programs and 
plans. Private transportation providers are invited to participate in TIP development as members of the 
Technical Committee and as project evaluation committee members. Private consultants will be used 
for the completion ofthe TMA Certification Project, the Congestion Management Plan, the 2015-2040 
Metropolitan Plan Update, the Railroad Quiet Zone Study Update, the Transit Plan Update, the Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Plan, and the Mines Road Study. Outside consulting services are also being considered 
for the completion of the MPO's website redesign, and the Limited English Proficiency Plan. 

E. PLANNING ISSUES AND EMPHASIS 
The current UPWP addresses the following transportation areas of concern in the MPO area: 
* Growth and Development Projections 
* Long range planning 
* Public Transportation Needs 
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* Congestion Management 
* Impacts of railroads on the community 
*Transportation Management Area Certification 

II. TASK 1.0- ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 

A. OBJECTIVE 
To ensure that the Laredo Metropolitan Area transportation planning process is a fully cooperative, 
comprehensive and continuing activity; to monitor ongoing planning activities; to ensure that all modes 
of transportation are given consideration as elements of a single urban transportation system and are 
considered in the overall planning process; to ensure public involvement in the transportation planning 
process. 

B. EXPECTED PRODUCTS 
The smooth and efficient operation of the Metropolitan Planning Organization includes the following: 
fulfillment of planning objectives; compliance with state and federal requirements; continuation of a 
proactive public involvement process, reports, certifications, and administration. 

C. PREVIOUS WORK 
Both the Technical and Policy Committee meetings held on an ongoing basis, make appropriate 
revisions to documents and approved programs. Staff conducted public meetings as required by FHW A, 
FT A, the State and local government in the development of transportation planning documents, and 
reports. Staff attended various meetings, and workshops, and made presentations at public meetings. 

D. SUBTASKS 
1.1 Program support administration. This includes program administration, record keeping, and 

monitoring completion ofUPWP projects, audit, preparation of reports, interagency 
coordination, facilitating citizen participation, and preparation of meeting minutes. 

1.2 Travel, training, equipment, and supplies. All computer hardware, software and equipment 
expenditures of Federal planning funds over $5,000 will require prior approval. 

E. FUNDING & PARTICIPATION SUMMARY 

Task 1- FY 15 

Sub task Responsible Transportation FTA Sect. Local Total 
Agency Planning Funds 

{TPF)1 
5307 

1.1 LUTS 105,000 0 0 105,000 

1.2 LUTS 10,000 0 0 10,000 

T OTAL 115,000 0 0 115,000 
.. 

TPF - Thts mcludes both FHWA PL- 11 2 and FTA Sectton 5303 Funds. TxDOTwtll apply transportation development credtts sufficient to 
provide the match for FHW A PL-112 and FT A Section 5303 programs. As the credits reflect neither cash nor man-hours, they are not reflected 
in the funding tables. 
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III. TASK 2.0- DATA DEVELOPMENT AND MAINTENANCE 

A. OBJECTIVE 
Maintain a database on population, housing, land use and transportation characteristics. Monitor growth 
patterns in the study area for their impact on community transportation systems. Staff will assist with 
the continual integration of data into GIS format in order to facilitate organization, retrieval and 
analysis, and to continue and further the goals and objectives of comprehensive transportation planning. 

B. EXPECTEDPRODUCTS 
Updated demographics including population, land use, housing employment and roadway databases and 
maps. A fully integrated mapping/data base system to be used in data retrieval, analysis, projection, 
mapping, and graphic publication elements of future transportation planning tasks. Demographic data 
will be done in-house using resources available in the community. The MPO website will be redesigned 
to increase functionality, ease ofuse, visualization capacity, public outreach, and transparency. 

C. PREVIOUS WORK 
For the previous fiscal year, staff reviewed and updated the functional classification of the entire 
network. Staff also smoothed the boundaries as necessary. All data was input and submitted. After 
review by TxDOT, the MPO attended a series ofwebex meeting with TxDOT and FHWA to further 
review the network's functional classification and clarify or revise selected segment classifications if 
required. MPO staff received and reviewed the files and reports for the Congestion Management 
Project. Projects in Progress: finalization ofthe preliminary files of the Traffic Demand Model, and the 
MTP. Projects map are developed, retrieved and or printed as new projects are approved by the MPO 
Committee, or requested. 

D. SUBTASKS 

2.1 Growth and development monitoring projections. The GIS Analyst will assist in the ongoing 
collection, review, analysis and mapping of demographic data related to population, land use, 
housing, and employment. The subtask will also provide for GIS related stafftraining, and the 
purchase of equipment, software, materials and supplies for printing of maps. 

2.2 Website- Professional services will be procured to redesign the MPO website in order to 
increase the site's functionality, ease of use, visualization capacity, public outreach ability and 
transparency. (Staff is considering whether to perform the task in house or procure professional) 

2.3 Travel Demand Model Update- Objective: The GIS Analyst will review all socioeconomic data, 
necessary for the updating of the 2003 Travel Demand Model, produced by selected consultant. 
Expected Outcome: Update of the current travel demand model from a 2003 to a 2008 base year 
and from a 2035 forecast year to a 2040 forecast year (To be conducted by consultant. This is a 
carryover project.) 
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E. FUNDING & PARTICIPATION SUMMARY 

Task 2- FY 15 

Responsible 
Transportation FTA Sect. 

Local Sub task Planning 5307 Total Agency 
Funds (TPF) 1 

2.1 LUTS 20,000 0 0 20,000 

2.2 LUTS 30,000 0 0 30,000 

2.3 LUTS 5,000 0 0 5,000 

TOTAL 55,000 0 0 55,000 
.. 

TPF - Th1s mcludes both FHWA PL-11 2 and FTA Sect1on 5303 Funds. TxDOT w1ll apply transportation development cred1ts sufficient to 
provide the match for FHW A PL-112 and FTA Section 5303 programs. As the cred its renect neither cash nor man-hours, they are not reflected 
in the funding tables. 

IV. TASK 3.0- SHORT RANGE PLANNING 

A. OBJECTIVE 
To complete those activities associated with near-term planning and implementation of projects that will 
be undertaken within the next five years. 

B. EXPECTED PRODUCTS 
Shmt range planning activities will result in strategies that will support those planning policies needed to 
preserve the continuing flow oftraffic. The MPO will develop and/or revise as necessary the UPWP, 
the TIP, By-Laws, and the Public Participation Plan. A Limited English Proficiency Plan will be 
developed and adopted in accordance with federal and state guidelines. The MPO also anticipates 
continued participation in the regional service planning process, as well as, any activity associated with 
FT A's 5310 Senior's with Disabilities Program or 5339- Bus and Bus Facilities Program. The MPO 
will also participate in both a mock and formal certification review to be conducted by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHW A). 

C. PREVIOUS WORK 
Staff assisted in the development of the 2015- 2018 TIP, the 2014 UPWP, as well as the continuous 
revisions of the 2013-2016 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). Staff worked closely with the 
selected consultant on the TMA Certification Project which is intended to prepare the MPO, its planning 
partners and organizational documents for both the mock and formal certification review process. A 
draft of the Certification Notebook has been prepared and submitted for preliminary review by FHW A. 
Staff continued to research the development of a Limited English Proficiency Plan while deliberating 
whether to develop the project in-house or to procure outside consultant assistance. 
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D. SUBTASKS 

3.1 TIPIUPWP/By-Laws/PPP/LEP/TMA Certification - assisting in the development and/or revision 
of the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), UPWP, By-Laws, the Public Participation 
Plan, the Limited English Proficiency Plan and the TMA Certification project. 

3.2 Limited English Proficiency Plan - In accordance with Title VI non-discrimination laws the 
MPO seeks to develop and adopt a Limited English Proficiency Plan, in compliance with all 
Federal and State laws, which will defme the manner in which the Laredo MPO will 
accommodate persons with limited ability to read, write, speak or understand English. (Under 
consideration for development by Staff or consultant- This is a carry-over project.) 

3.3 Transportation Management Area (TMA) Certification Project -Objective: All current MPO 
Policies, Plans, Programs, Procedures, and Agreements will be reviewed and amended if 
necessary, in order to comply with all requirements pertaining to a TMA under Moving Ahead 
for Progress in the 21 st Century (Map21). The Certification Notebook addressing the TIP, MTP, 
UPWP, and other planning issues will be produced in preparation of the Desk Audit. The project 
will provide recommendations for short and long term improvements necessary to achieve TMA 
certification. Expected Outcome- All MPO Policies, Plans, Programs, Procedures, and 
Agreements in full compliance with Map 21's requirements for TMAs, including the production 
of the Certification Notebook in preparation ofprecertification and_certification. (Mock 
certification is currently scheduled for December of2014) (To be conducted by consultant. 
This is a carry-over project) 

E. FUNDING & PARTICIPATION SUMMARY 

Task 3- FY 15 

Sub task Responsible Transportation FTA Sect. Local Total 
Agency Planning 

Funds (TPF) 1 
5307 

3.1 LUTS 20,000 0 0 20,000 

3.2 LUTS 30,000 0 0 30,000 

3.3 LUTS 5,000 0 0 5,000 

TOTAL 55,000 0 0 55,000 
.. 

TPF - Th1s mcludes both FHW A PL-112 and FT A Section 5303 Funds. TxDOT w1ll apply transportation development cred1ts suffic ient to 
provide the match for FHW A PL-112 and FT A Section 5303 programs. As the credits reflect ne ither cash nor man-hours, they are not re flected 
in the funding tables. 
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V. TASK 4.0- METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN I LONG RANGE PLANNING 

A. OBJECTIVE 
To continue study and analysis of projects and data for long-range planning elements and long-range 
project studies. Includes activities associated with publishing or updating the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan, formerly called the Long Range Plan. 

B. EXPECTEDPRODUCTS 
Staff expects to assist in the continual revision of the existing Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 
to conform to state and federal requirements. Staffwill also assist in the development ofthe 2015-
2040 MTP!. 

C. PREVIOUS WORK 
Staff assisted in the continuous revision ofthe 2010-2035 Laredo Metropolitan Transportation Plan. 
Staffworked closely with the selected consultant on the development ofthe 2015-2040 MTP. Existing 
conditions data collection has been conducted and 4 draft chapters of the MTP document have been 
developed and distributed to the Technical Committee for review. The first public meeting was held 
wherein crash location data and maps of forecast population distribution were presented. A survey was 
conducted on the attendees regarding their perception of local congested locations and a summary report 
of the results was developed and also distributed to the Technical Committee. Environmental Justice 
areas were identified based on the 201 0 US census, and documents identifying both environmentally 
sensitive and cultural resources were developed. 

D. SUBTASKS 

4.1 2010-2035 Laredo Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) - assist in the ongoing revision of 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan. 

4.2 2015-2040 Laredo Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) -Update existing MTP to conform 
to state and federal requirements. This includes and evaluation of the existing transportation 
system, public transportation, environmental conditions and transportation needs and developing 
a financially constrained implementation plan. The project will include a land use and 
socioeconomic conditions and forecast element. (To be conducted by consultant. This is a carry
over project) 
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E. FUNDING & PARTICIPATION SUMMARY 

Task 4- FY 15 

Sub task Responsible Transportation FTA Sect. Local Total 
Agency Planning Funds 5307 

{TPF)1 

4.1 LUTS 5,000 0 0 5,000 

4.2 LUTS 75,000 0 0 75,000 

TOTAL 80,000 0 0 80,000 
.. 

TPF - Th1s mcludes both FHWA PL-11 2 and FT A Sect1on 5303 Funds. TxDOT w 1ll apply transportation development cred1ts sufficient to 
provide the match fo r FHW A PL-11 2 and FT A Sec tion 5303 programs. As the credits reflect neither cash nor man-hours, they are not reflected 
in the funding tables. 

VI. TASK 5.0 - SPECIAL STUDIES 

A. OBJECTIVE 
To further the goals and objectives of the transportation planning process through special studies 
undertaken by MPO staff or consultants in support of existing or projected local needs. To maintain the 
transportation management systems required by federal and state regulations, to assist decision-makers 
in selecting cost-effective strategies to improve the efficiency and safety of and protect the investment 
systems. 

B. EXPECTEDPRODUCTS 
These are specific studies and projects that address special problem areas or help promote and support 
transportation related topics. 

C. PREVIOUS WORK 
The Downtown Signalization Study was completed in FY 2008, the Transit Development Plan was 
completed in FY 09, the McPherson Corridor Capacity and Mobility Analysis Project was completed in 
FY 10. In FY 11 both the Bus Rapid Transit Plan and the Del Mar Corridor Study were completed. In 
FY 2013, The Para-Transit Plan Update was completed and the Congestion Management Study, the 
TMA Certification Project, the 2015-2040 MTP, and the Rail Road Quiet Zone Update studies were 
initiated. In 2014 staff continued to worked closely with the selected consultants on the Congestion 
Management Study, the TMA Certification Project, the 2015-2040 MTP, and the Rail Road Quiet Zone 
Update studies. Contract amendments were developed and executed for both the Congestion and 
Railroad Quiet Zone studies. 
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D. SUBTASKS 

5.1 Congestion Management Plan -Objective: To identify and evaluate the likely performance and 
expected benefits of a variety of congestion management strategies. The CMP is required to be 
developed and implemented as an integral part ofthe metropolitan planning process in 
Transportation Management Areas (TMAs). Expected Outcome: The plan will provide 
congestion management recommendations, intended to facilitate the safe and effective 
management and operation of new and existing transportation facilities, in accordance with all 
Federal guidelines. (To be conducted by consultant. This is a carryover project.) 

5.2 Railroad Quiet Zone Study Update- Objective: Develop a strategy to implement a train whistle 
ban in Laredo following adopted federal guidelines. The study will evaluate railroad lines by 
segments and provide detailed recommendations for implementation. Data will be collected at 
each railroad crossing and analysis and recommendations will be developed for each crossing. 
The study will also provide recommendations regarding capital improvements necessary, cost 
estimates, alternative recommendations, and order of implementation for infrastructure 
improvements. Expected Outcome: To update the study that was performed for the MPO in 
2006. (To be conducted by consultant. This is a carry-over project.) 

5.3 Transit Plan Update-Objective: The study will include: the review and analysis of current 
operation data, including trend analysis and peer analysis; the evaluation of existing transit 
services and programs, the assessment ofunmet transit needs and service gaps; analysis of 
individual and system route performance; assessment of current/future operating, capital, and 
matching needs with available resources; recommendations for service 
modifications/improvements, and guidance in the preparation of annual budgets. Expected 
Outcome: To update the study that was performed for the MPO in 2009. (To be conducted by 
consultant) 

5.4 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan- Objective: To develop a plan for creating an environment 
conducive for walking or cycling as a mode choice, as well as, providing recreational 
opportunities for walking and cycling in order to encourage a healthy lifestyle . Expected 
Outcome: To adopt a plan that will provide guidance for the development and implementation of 
an interconnected network of designated on-street bicycle facilities as well as off-roadway trails 
and sidewalks. 

5.5 Mines Road Study- Objective: To evaluate Mines Road, from its intersection with IH 35 north to 
its intersection with 255, for mobility improvements with a concentration on increasing roadway 
capacity and level of service. Analysis should include at a minimum: an origin and destination 
study, evaluation of commercial, transit, and passenger vehicle traffic patterns, access 
management, alternative access routes, both existing and proposed and signal timing 
improvements. Expected Outcome: A comprehensive traffic study also including short and long 
term, prioritized improvement recommendations, cost estimates and possible revenue sources. 
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E. FUNDING & PARTICIPATION SUMMARY 
Task 5- FY 15 

Sub task Responsible Transportation FTA Sect. Local Total 
Agency Planning Funds 

(TPF)1 
5307 

5.1 LUTS 45,000 0 0 45,000 

5.2 LUTS 30,000 0 0 30,000 

5.3 LUTS 100,000 0 0 100,000 

5.4 LUTS 75,000 0 0 75,000 

5.5 LUTS 200,000 0 0 200,000 

TOTAL 450,000 0 0 450,000 
.. 

TPF - Th ts mc ludes both FHW A PL- 11 2 and FT A Sectwn 5303 Funds. TxDOT wtll apply transportatton development credtts sufficient to 
provide the match for FHW A PL- 112 and FT A Section 5303 programs. As the credits reflect neither cash nor man-hours, they are not reflected 
in the funding tables. 
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TABLE 1 -BUDGET SUMMARY- FY 15 

UPWP FTA 
Description TPF1 Funds 

FfA 
Local 

Total 
Task Task Sect. 5307 Funds 

1.0 44.21.00 
Administration-

115,000 0 0 115,000 
Management 

Data 

2.0 44.22.00 
Development 

55,000 0 0 55,000 and 
Maintenance 

3.0 44.24.00 
Short Range 

55,000 0 0 55,000 Planning 

Metropolitan 
4.0 44.23.00 Transportation 80,000 0 0 80,000 

Plan 

5.0 44.27.00 Special Studies 450,00 0 0 450,00 

TOTAL I 755,000 I 0 I I 755,000 

1 TPF - This includes both FHW A PL-112 and FT A Section 5303 Funds. TxDOT will 
apply transportation development credits sufficient to provide the match for FHW A PL-
112 and FTA Section 5303 programs. As the credits reflect neither cash nor man-hours, 
they are not reflected in the funding tables. 

FHWA (PL-112i 
Estimated Unexpended Carryover 

TOTAL TPF 

2 Estimate based on prior years authorizations 
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$ 458,621.00 
$ 296,379.00 
$ 755,000.00 
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APPENDIX A 

LAREDO URBAN TRANSPORTATION STUDY 
POLICY COMMITTEE 

Honorable Raul G. Salinas Mayor 

Honorable Roque Vela, Jr. City Councilmember 

Honorable Juan Narvaez City Councilmember 

Honorable Jorge A. Vera City Councilmember 

Honorable Danny Valdez Webb County Judge 

Honorable John Galo Webb County Commissioner 

Honorable Jaime Canales Webb County Commissioner 

Ms. Melisa Montemayor District Administrator 

Mr. Albert Ramirez, P .E. Transportation Planning and 
Development Director 

**Ex-Officio** 

Honorable Judith Zaffirini Senator - District 21 

Honorable Richard Raymond Representative- District 42 

Honorable Tracy 0. King Representative- District 80 
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APPENDIXB 
METROPOLITAN AREA BOUNDARY MAP 

Map will be inserted separately 
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APPENDIXC 

DEBARMENT CERTIFICATION 
NEGOTIATED CONTRACTS 

1) The Laredo Urban Transportation Study (LUTS), as Contractor, certifies to the best of its 
knowledge and belief, that it and its principals: 

a. Are not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible or 
voluntarily excluded from covered transactions by any federal department or agency; 

b. Have not within a three-year period preceding this proposal been convicted of or had a 
civil judgment rendered against them for commission of fraud or a criminal offense in 
connection with obtaining, attempting to obtain, or performing a public* transaction or 
contract under a public transaction; violation of federal or state antitrust statutes or 
commission of embezzlement, theft, forgery, bribery, falsification or destruction of 
records, making false statements, or receiving stolen property; 

c. Are not presently indicted for or otherwise criminally or civilly charged by a 
governmental entity * with commission of any of the offenses enumerated in paragraph 
(l) (b) ofthis certification; and 

d. Have not within a three-year period preceding this application/proposal had one or more 
public transactions* terminated for cause or default. 

2) Where the Contractor is unable to certify to any of the statements in this certification, such 
Contractor shall attach an explanation to this certification. 

* Federal, State, or Local 

MPO Policy Committee Chairperson 

Date 
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APPENDIXD 

LOBBYING CERTIFICATION 

CERTIFICATION FOR CONTRACTS, GRANTS, 
LOANS AND COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS 

The undersigned certifies to the best ofhis or her knowledge and belief, that: 

1) No federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid by or on behalf of the undersigned, 
to any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any federal 
agency, a Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a 
Member of Congress in connection with the awarding of any federal contract, the making of any 
federal grant, the making of any federal loan, the entering into of any cooperative agreement, and 
the extension, continuation, renewal, amendment, or modification of any federal contract, grant, 
loan, or cooperative agreement. 

2) If any funds other than federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to any person 
for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a Member of 
Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in 
connection with this federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement, the undersigned 
shall complete and submit Standard Form - LLL, "Disclosure Form to Report Lobbying," in 
accordance with its instructions. 

3) The undersigned shall require that the language of this certification be included in the award 
documents for all subawards at all tiers (including subcontracts, subgrants, and contracts under 
grants, loans, and cooperative agreements) and that all subrecipients shall certify and disclosure 
accordingly. 

4) This certification is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was placed when this 
transaction was made or entered into. Submission of this certification is a prerequisite for 
making or entering into this transaction imposed by Section 13 52, Title 31, U.S. Code. Any 
person who fails to file the required certification shall be subject to a civil penalty of not less 
than $1 0, 000 and not more than $1 00,000 for each such failure. 

MPO Policy Committee Chairperson 

Date 
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APPENDIXE 

CERTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE 

I, Raul G Salinas, Chairperson of the Laredo Urban Transportation Study, a duly authorized 
representative ofthe Laredo Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), do hereby certify that the 
contract and procurement procedures that are in effect and used by the forenamed MPO are in 
compliance with 49 CRR 18, "Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants and Cooperative 
Agreements with State and Local Governments," as it may be revised or superseded. 

MPO Policy Committee Chairperson 

Date 

Attest: 

Name 

Title 

18 



APPENDIXF 

I, Raul G. Salinas, a duly authorized officer/representative of the Laredo Urban Transportation Study 
(MPO) do hereby certify that the forenamed MPO has adopted and does enforce an internal ethics and 
compliance program that is designed to detect and prevent violations oflaw, including regulations and 
ethical standards applicable to this entity or its officers or employees and that the internal ethics and 
compliance programs satisfies the requirements ofby 43 T AC subsection 31.39 "Required Internal 
Ethics and Compliance Program" and 43 T AC subsection 10.51 "Internal Ethics an Compliance 
Program" as may be revised and superseded. 

Date Chairman, MPO Policy Committee 

Attest: 

Name 

Title 
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION TO APPENDIX G 

METRO PO LIT AN AND STATEWIDE PLANNING 
The Laredo MPO certifies that it provides continuous, cooperative and comprehensive transportation 
planning, addressing major issues facing the Laredo urban area and its planning process is conducted in 
accordance with all applicable transportation planning requirements, including the eight planning factors 
outlined in SAFETEA-LU. All requested reports and necessary documentation is submitted as required 
and on a timely basis. The Laredo MPO extends full cooperation and consultation as needed with the 
State on planning activities and programs. 

CLEAN AIR ACT 
The Laredo MPO is in attainment status in regards to air quality (Ozone, CO and PM-10). However, air 
quality issues are incorporated into the transportation planning process and environmental impacts are 
addressed in most studies funded through the MPO. 

TITLE VI, CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964 
The Laredo MPO implements a Public Involvement Process that facilitates the participation of minority 
and low-income populations in transportation decision-making and strives for increased public 
involvement as part of the metropolitan planning process. By constantly evaluating its public 
involvement efforts, as well as developing new techniques, the MPO attempts to increase community 
awareness to address the needs of low-income populations within the urban area. As part of the MPOs 
efforts to increase public awareness, attempts are being made to establish working relationships with the 
local media. The resulting publicity may increase the exposure ofMPO activities and increase the 
involvement of the community. MPO Policy Committee meetings are also televised in order to allow 
the community to keep abreast ofMPO planning activities. 

Every decision by the MPO is made with the challenge of ensuring that projects do not 
disproportionately have adverse impacts on minority or low-income populations. In addition, special 
efforts are made to identify minority and low-income sectors within the urban area. Because 94% of 
the population within the urban area is ofHispanic origin, data and mapping efforts focus primarily 
around low-income populations, as determined by US Health and Human Services guidelines and 
utilizing US Census information as it becomes available. The products developed as part of this effort 
will allow for better planning by all agencies involved and will assist in identifying needs in areas 
inhabited by traditionally underserved populations. 

MPO and City staffs are active in addressing environmental justice issues in Laredo. This is evidenced 
by the implementation of the Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG), which is 
managed by the Department of Community Development. The CDBG is a Federal entitlement program 
that provides assistance to income-qualified families in designated target areas. Historically, the City 
has provided affordable housing, public facilities and public infrastructure improvements (streets, 
sidewalks, sewer and waterlines, etc.) to low-income areas ofthe community. 

DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS ENTERPRISES (DBE) 
The Laredo MPO is committed to maximizing the opportunity of minority and women owned 
enterprises to participate in the performance of contracts financed in whole or in part with Federal funds. 
The Laredo MPO maintains a list of consultants that is used for mailing requests for proposals and these 
are also noticed in the newspaper. The MPO honors all written requests by consulting firms for 
inclusion to the list. Furthermore, all consulting contracts address DBEs through Article XXIII 
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(Minority Business Enterprises) and any work subcontracted by a hired consultant must adhere to these 
provisions (Article XIII). 

AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT OF 1990 
The Laredo MPO exercises good judgment in ensuring that discrimination based on disability does not 
enter into the transportation planning process. This includes taking into account the special needs of 
disabled persons in all aspects of the planning and implementation of new transportation projects. In 
regards to public transportation, paratransit service is provided to persons with disabilities with efforts to 
accommodate special needs. Since 1994, the Laredo transit system (El Metro) has complied with the 
ADA Paratransit Plan for Laredo, TX. The Laredo MPO also coordinates with the City ofLaredo 
Planning Department and the Sidewalk Access Committee, which was developed for the sole purpose of 
identifYing and addressing ADA access issues along major thoroughfares. 

RESTRICTIONS ON INFLUENCING CERTAIN FEDERAL ACTIVITIES 
The Laredo MPO (both Policy Committee members and staff) commit and certifY that no Federal 
appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to any person for influencing or attempting to 
influence an officer or employee of any federal agency, a Member ofCongress, an officer or employee 
of Congress, or an employee of a Member ofCongress in connection with the awarding of any federal 
contract, the making of any federal grant, the making of any federal loan, the entering into of any 
cooperative agreement, and the extension, continuation, renewal, amendment, or modification of any 
federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement. This component of self-certification is also 
upheld through the "Lobbying Certification" (Appendix D) included in the UPWP. 
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Vanessa Guerra 

Subject: FW: UPWP 2015- Comments 

From: Sara Garza [mailto:Sara.Garza@txdot.gov] 
Sent: Monday, July 14, 2014 11:30 AM 
To: Vanessa Guerra; Nathan R. Bratton 
Subject: UPWP 2015- Comments 

As previously d iscussed, the on ly comment I had was to change the subtask headings to FY 2015 instead of FY 2014. In 
reviewing t he required changes, you incorporated the language on performance based transportation and the seven 
federal goals. I forwarded the draft to Kelly Kirkland for his review and comments. As per our conversation today, I did 
notice that you included the MPO self-certification in the UPWP document. That needs to be removed and included in 
your TIP. Everything else looks good. Thanks. 

Don't mess with Texas® means don't litter. 

Don't 
mess With rex as· 
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Vanessa Guerra 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sara Garza [Sara.Garza@txdot.gov] 
Friday, July 11, 2014 8:46AM 
Nathan R. Bratton; Vanessa Guerra 
Fwd: UPWP 2015 Draft for Laredo 

FYI 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Kelly Kirkland <Kelly.Kirkland@txdot.gov> 
Date: July 9, 2014 at 3:59:58 PM CDT 
To: Sara Garza <Sara.Garza@txdot.gov> 
Subject: RE: UPWP 2015 Draft for Laredo 

Sara: 

Thanks for sharing t he Laredo UPWP. I did note two t hings. 

One, t he transit manager is shown as a member of the policy co mmittee, which 

would sati sfy the new req uirement from MAP- 21 (fo r TMA po licy board s). T hat 

documents t he compliance with t he statute. 

Two, as requested by TEMPO, TxDOT now request s FTA to transfer the 53 0 3 

fund s to FHWA each year. FHWA then includes those fund s in t he PL- 11 2 f unds 

that are administered by TPP. There is no 5303 allocat ion t o MPOs anymo re; 

tho se fund s are included in the PL- 1 1 2 amounts. Since there are no FTA 5 303 

fund s used , t he FTA budget worksheet and accounting code descriptions a re 

not needed . 

Thi s does not change t he requirement t o include transit in the metropolitan 

planning process, but it does mean there are no 5303 fund s in the method of 

finance (unless it 's o ld funds left over from prior years that st arted as 5303). 

I do not think this requires a change in this UPWP, it could wait until the next 

update (unless you want to make it more clear now). 

Please let me know if you have any questio ns. 
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Vanessa Guerra 

From: 
Sent: 

Rafael Vidaurri [rvidaurri@webbcountytx.gov] 
Wednesday, July 02, 2014 4:57PM 

To: Vanessa Guerra 
Subject: RE: LUTS Mtg. Packet 06/10/14 
Attachments: Review copy - LUTS mtg packet 06-10-14.pdf 

Dear Vanessa: 

Attached is a copy ofthe Draft 2015 UPWP in which I have highlighted some items which may need correcting. 

Should you have any questions, please let me know. 

Have a great day. 

Best, 

Rafael Vidaurri 

Rafael Vidaurri, MPA 
Planner Ill 
Webb County Planning Department 
1110 Washington, Suite 302 
Laredo, TX 78041 
v 956.523.4100 
F 956.523.5008 
http://www. webbocountytx.gov 

From: Angelica Quijano [mai lto:aquijano@ci.laredo.tx.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 11, 2014 4:38PM 
To: Ana Duncan; Andres Castaneda; Arturo Dominguez; Carlos Rodriguez; Claudia Perez; Danny Magee; Eduardo 
Alvarez; Eduardo Bernal; Eloy Sanchez; Esteban Rangel; Jose L. Flores; Juan E. Rodriguez; Kirk Fauver; Luis Perez Garcia 
Ill; Marissa Montoya; Martha H. Palacios; Melisa Montemayor (Melisa.Montemayor@txdot.gov); Michael Barron; Rafael 
Flores; Rafael Vidaurri; Randy Aguilar; Raymond Sanchez; Rhonda Tiffin; Robert F. Pena; Robert Martinez; Roberto 
Rodriguez; Rosie C. Si lva; Sara Garza; Thomas C. Blevins 
Cc: Vanessa Guerra; Nathan R. Bratton 
Subject: LUTS Mtg. Packet 06/10/14 

Good afternoon Technical Committee Members, 

For those who were not able to attend yesterday's LUTS Technical Meeting; attached please find 
packet that was distributed during the meeting. 

The committee voted to: 
• recommend approval of the initiation of a 20 day comment for the proposed draft 2015 UPWP 
• recommend approval of the proposed amendment of 2013-2016 TIP. 
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If you have any questions or need any additional information, please contact our offices. Thank you. 

Vanessa Guerra 
Planner Ill : City of La redo Planning Department : Laredo Metropolitan Planning Organization : 1120 San Bernardo Ave. : 
P.O. Box 579: Laredo Texas 78042-579: Main: 956-794-1613: Dir.: 956-794-1604: Fax: 956-794-1624: 
vguerra@ci.laredo.t x.us 
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FY 2015 

UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM 

ADOPTED BY THE POLICY COMMITTEE ON: JULY 21,2014 



I. INTRODUCTION 

DRAfT 
FY 2015 UPWP 

LAREDO URBAN TRANSPORT AT/ON STUDY 
2015 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM 

The Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) originated from the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 
and incorporates into one document all federally assisted state, regional, and local transportation 
planning activities proposed to be unde1taken by the Metropolitan Planning Organization in tbe study 
area for the year. The United States Depattment of Transportation, through its modal administrations, 
requires development of an annual Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) to describe intermodal 
comprehensive transportation platming in areas with populations greatet' than 50,000. This program was 
designed to incorporate federal Section 112 ("PL" funds) and Section 5303 {transit) planning funds and 
intended to provide a mechanism for the coordination of all planning activities .required by the joint 
planning regulations of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit 
Administration (FT A). Federal regulations allow for a one or two y~ar work program. 

The Laredo Urban Transportation Study, in its capacity as the LaredQ Metropolitan Planning 
Organization, provides continuous, cooperative and comprehensive transpottation planning for the 
Laredo Metropolitan Area as required by The Intennodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 
(ISTEA), The Transpmtation Equity Act for the~ 1st Centmy, The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and 
Efficient Transportation Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), and Moving Ahead for Progress in 
the 21st Century Act (MAP-21). 

The Jntermoda.l Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) reemphasized the necessity of 
the program and much greater emphasis was placed on the planning process. Transportation Equity Act 
for the 21st Century of 1998 prioritized: local officials, in cooperation with the State and transit 
operators, remain responsible for detennin ing the best mix of transportation investments to meet 
metropolitan transportation needs. The S.afe, AccountabJe, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Act: A 
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) as autho~iz~ in 2005 defmed the structure of the metropolitan 
planning process and contin:ued the program's emphasis on promoting a strong cooperative process 
between all stakeholders within MPO involvement. 

Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) was signed into law by the President on 
July 6, 2012, calls for a streamlined and performance-based surface transportation program. It builds 
on many of the highway, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian programs and policies established in 1991. 

The CJean Air Act AmeQdments (CAAA) of 1990 also influences the metropolitan planning process. ln 
general the Act requires that transpmtation actions and projects proposed and/or implemented in the 
metropolitan planning area must support the attainment of federal standards for ozone by meeting 
specific requirements set out by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), regarding air quality 
conformity. Since the Laredo Urbanized Area has been designated an "attainment" area for air quality 
conformity, the law exempts the urbanized area (UZA) fi"om conformity requirements and is therefore 
not addressed in this document. 

The Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) is developed to comply with the mandatory metropolitan 
planning requirements and was adopted by the Laredo Metropolitan Planning Organization Policy 
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Committee at n public meeting, following a twenty-day comment period as required by the adopted 
Public Pmticipation Plan. 

A. PURJ>OSE 
The UPWP describes and schedules work to be undertaken by the Laredo Urban Trausportntion Study 
during the upcoming 11scal period. The UPWP also includes a financial participation summary. ln order 
to ensure public involvement and participation, all MPO work is conducted in accordance with the 
adopted Public Participation Plan (PPP). The PPP requires that initial adoption oft he Uni lied Planning 
Work Program (UPWP) fo11ow at a minimum: a 20 day public comment and review period, 72 hour 
advanced posting n fthe Policy Committee meeting wherein tina! action will occur, and publication of a 
document summary in the newspaper at least 5 days in advance ofudoption. The PPP further requires 
revisions oft he document may only be ratified thru action ofthe Policy Committee lbllowing 72 hour 
posted advance notice to the public. All clements described are consistent anrl in support of 
transportation planning objectives. 

MAP-21 calls lor metropolitan planning organizations, public transportation providers and state 
departments of transportation to establish and use a performance-based approach to tnmsporlation 
decision making to support seven national goals. The USDOT must establish performance measures 
related to seven goal areas for the terleral-aid highway system by April I, 2014. The goal areas include: 

l . Safety 
2. Infrastructure Condition 
3. Congestion Reduction 
4. System Reliability 
5. Freight Movement <md Economic Vitality 
6. Environmental Sustainability 
7. Reduced Project Delivery Delays 

T he goal areas for public h:ansportatkm addl'ess: 

1. Transit Safety 
2. Transit Asset Management 

The states then have one year ( till Apri l I, 201 5) lo establish performance targets in support oft hose 
measures; and the MPO subsequeutly has 180 days (October l, 20 15) to establish performance targets 
coordinntcd with those ofthe states and public transportation provid er~. Alter these targets arc set, the 
Metropolitan Trunsp01tation Plan (MTP) and the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) are 
required to include a description of the performance measures and targets used in assessing the 
performance oft he transportation system. The Metropolitan Transportation Plan will also have to 
include a system performance report evaluating the condition and performance of the transportation 
system with respect to the established targets. The TIP is also required to include a description of the 
anticipated effect of the TIP toward achieving the performance targets set in the plan. 

MAP-21 requires that the Laredo Metropolihm Transportation Plan address the following eight factors 
in considering the transportation needs of the Laredo metropolitan planning area. The current UPWP 
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includes tasks that will allow ongoing evaluation of community transportation needs in relation to these 
eight factors, which include: 
I. 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 ami mobility of people and for fi·eight. 
5. Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, and improve the quality of life, 

and promote consistency between transportation improvements and state and local planned growth 
and economic development pattems. 

6. Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transpmtation system, across and between modes, for 
people and freight. 

7. Promote efficient system management and operation. 
8. Empha~ize the preservation of the existing transpo11ation system. 

The process used to develop and implement this UPWP is designed to ensure that a continuing 
comprehensive transportation planning program is canied out cooperatively by the MPO, TxDOT, the 
City of Laredo, Webb County, the local transit provider, and the citizens of Laredo and Rio Bravo, as 
represented by the Policy Conunittee. This effort is carried out through the act ivities ofthc Technical 
Commiltec and their support of the Public Participation Plan (PPP) and all Title Vl and Environmental 
Justice (Title Vl/EJ) requirements. The MPO intends to use this same strategy to implement a 
performance based planning program that supports the seven adopted national goals and subsequent 
planning targets. 

As mentioned previously, the USDOT must establish specific performance measures related to the 
seven national goals by April 1, 2014. State DOTs then have one year (April I, 20 15) to establish 
statewide performance targets to support the national measures. MPOs then have 180 days (October 1, 
20 15) to establish local performance targets in cooperation with local and regional transit providers and 
other stakeholders to support the statewide measures. After these targets are adopted, the local 
long-range plan, the Metropolitan Transportation Plan, and the short range plan, the Transportation 
Improvement Program, will have to be amended to include the newly adopted perfonnance measures 
and targets to be used in assessing the performance of the transportation network. Accountability and 
reporting wilt be foundational to the performance measure strategy. 

Public involvement policy and process will be critical to the preparat ion and implementation of 
performance measures in the planning process as required by MAP-21. The Laredo MPO's Public 
Participation Plan (PPP) gives citizens the opp01tunity to comment during all phases of the 
transportation planning process. The MPO welcomes public comment tlu·oughout the planning process 
and utilizes its website http://www.ci.laredo.tx.us/city-planning/Departments/MPO/index.html, as well 
as, the local periodical to receive comments and notify the public of opportunities to comment. 

8 . DEFINITION OF AREA 
The Laredo Metropolitan Area includes the City of Laredo and portions of Webb County. (See Map, 
Appendix B.) The MAB was approved by the Governor in 2004. The Laredo urbanized area, as 
detennined by the 2010 Census, has surpassed 200,000 in populalion, and designated a Transportation 
Management Area effective July 18th, 2012. 
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C. ORGANIZATION 
The Laredo Metropolitan Planning Organization is govemed by the Policy Committee established in 
accordance with adopted MPO Bylaws. The Committee is chaired by the Mayor of the City of Laredo 
and includes as voting members: three members from the City of Laredo City Council, the Laredo 
TxDOT District Administrator, TxDOT's District Transpottation Planning anct Development Director, 
the Webb County Judge,, and two Webb County Commissioners. The State Senator for District 21, the 
State Representative tor Di):)trict 31 and the State Representative for District 42 serve as non-voting, ex
officio members. The Policy Committee is the body of the MPO that holds review and decision-making 
authority over transp01tation planning eftbrts undertaken by the Laredo Urban Transportation Study, 
acting as the Metropolitan Planning Organization, and by the Texas Department ofTransportation in the 
Laredo Metropolitan Area (See Appendix A). Technical Committee responsibilities include 
professional and technical review ofwork programs, policy reconunendations and transportation 
planning activities. The Technical Committee includes: 

City Repre..,entativcs: State Rer.rcscntativcs: 

• Laredo City Pla~mer (Chairperson) • TxDOT Planning Representative (Vice-Chairperson) 

• ll1c. General Manager of the City Transi t • Tx DOT Special Projects Coordinator 
System • TxDOT Area Engineer 

• Laredo Mnnager ofTraffic Safety • TxDOT South Region Field Representative 
• Laredo Airport Manager 

• Laredo City Engineer 

• Laredo Bridge Manager 
Federal representatives: School system representatives 

• PHWA Planning Representative (Austin) • A representative of the Laredo Independent School 
District 

• A representative of the United Independent School 
District 

• A representative ofTe"as A&M International 
University 

• A representative ofLmedo Community College 
County and Regional Representatives: l>rivate Sector Rcrucscntativcs: 

• Webb County Planning Director • A representative of the Kansas City Southcm 

• South Texas Development Council Regional Railway Company 
Planning Director • A representative of the Union Pacific Railrond 

• 1110 General Manager of the Rural Transit Company 
System • A representative of the Laredo Transporlntion 

• Webb County Engineer Association 

• A Transportation Provider Representative who lihall 
also serve on the Laredo Transportation Advisory 
Committee 

City of Laredo staff providing scrvtce and support to the MPO include: the Plannmg Dtrector, a 
transportation planner, a GlS technician, a clerk, an accountant and others as may be required. 

D. PRIVATESECTORJNVOLVEMENT 
The private sector is encouraged to participate in the development of all transportation programs and 
plans. Private transportation providers are invited to participate in TIP development as members ofthe 
Technical Committee and as project evaluation committee members. Private consultants wiJJ be used 
for the completion of, the TMA Certification Project, the Congestion Management Plan, the 2015-2040 
Metropolitan Plan Update, the Railroad Quiet Zone Study Update, the Transit Plan Update, the Bicycle 
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and Pedestrian Plan, and the Mines Road Study. Outside consulting services are also being considered 
for the completion of the MPO's website redesign, and the Limited English Proficiency Plan. 

E. PLANNING ISSUES AND EMPHASIS 
The current UPWP addresses the following transpottation areas of concern in the MPO area: 
* Growth and Development Projections 
* Long range planning 
* Public Transportation Needs 
* Congestion Management 
* Impacts of railroads on the community 
*Transportation Management Area Cettification 

II. TASK 1.0- ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 

A. OBJECTIVE 
To ensure that the Laredo Metropolitan Area transportatl9n planning process is fully a cooperative, 
comprehensive and continuing activity; to monitor ongoing planning activities; to ensure that all modes 
of transportation are given consideration as elements of a single urban transportation system and are 
considered in the overall planning process; to ensure public involvement in the transpot1ation planning 
process. 

B. EXPECTED PRODUCTS 
The smooth and efficient operation of the Metropolitan Planning Organization to include the following: 
fulfillment of planning objectives; compliance with state and federal requirements; continuation of a 
proactive public involvement proces.s, reports, cettifications, and administration. 

C. PREVIOUS WORK 
Both the Technical and Policy Committee·meetings were held on an ongoing basis to make appropriate 
revisions to documents and approved program; Sta.ff conducted public meetings as required by FHWA, 
FTA, the State. and local g.overnment in the development oftranspo1tation planning documents, and 
reports. Staff attended various meetings, and workshops, and made presentations at public meetings. 

D. SUBTASKS 
1.1 Program support administration. This includes program administration, record keeping, and 

monitoring completion ofUPWP projects, audit, preparation of reports, interagency 
coordination, facilitating citizen participation, and preparation of meeting minutes. 

1.2 Travel, training, equipment, and supplies. All computer hardware, software and equipment 
expenditures of Federal planning funds over $5~000 will require prior approval. 
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E.. [i'tJNDJNG & PARTICIPATION SlJMMARY 

Task J - FY 14 

Sub task Responsible Tl'ansportation FTA Sect. Local Total 
Agency PJanning Funds 

(TJ>F)1 
5307 

1.1 LUTS 105,000 0 0 105,000 

1.2 LUTS 10,000 () 0 10,000 

TOTAL 115,000 0 0 115,000 

TxDOT will tlpply lranspmlaliou dcvclopulcnl cn:dits sufticil'flt In pmvitlc the match fnr FHW A l'l.-112 nnd I· rA Section .SJO.l pro~ntms. As the 
credits rcncctncithcr c:11sh nor mnn-hours, 1hcy me nol rc llcct('() in I he funding leblcs. 

( 1) TPF - This includes both PH WA PL-11 2 and FTA Section 5303 funds. 

III. TASK 2.0- DATA DEVELOPMENT AND MAINTENANCE 

A. OD.JECTIVR 
Maintain a database on populat ion, hotlsing, land use and transportation characteristics. Monitor growth 
patterns in th~ study area fbr th~ir impact on community tnmspottation systems. Staff will assist with 
the continual int~gralion of data into GIS tormut in order to facilitate organization, retrieval nnd 
analysis, and to continue and further the goals and objectives of comprehensive transportation planning. 

B. EXPECTED PRODUCTS 
Updated demographics including population, land use, housing employment and roadway databases ami 
maps. A fully integrated mapping/data base system to be used in data retrieval, analysis, projection, 
mapping, and graphic publication elements of future transportation planning tasks. Demographic data 
will be done in-house using resources available in the community. The MPO website will be redesigned 
to increase functionality, ease of use, visualization capacity, public outreach, and transparency. 

C. PREVIOUS WORK 
For the previous tiscul year, staff reviewed and updated the functional classit1cation of the entire 
network. Staff also smoothed the boundaries as necessary. All data was inptll and submitted. After 
review by TxDOT, the MPO attended a series ofwebex meeting with TxDOT and FHWA to lut1hcr 
review the network's functional classification and clarify or revise selected segment elassiticotions if 
required. MPO statT received and reviewed the files and reports for the Congestion Management 
Project. Projects in Progress: finalization of the preliminary files of the Traffic Demond Model, and the 
MTP. Projects map arc developed, retrieved and or printed as new projects arc approved by the MPO 
Committee, or requested. 
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D. SUBTASKS 

2.1 Growth and development monitoring projections. The GIS Analyst wilt assist in the ongoing 
collection, review, analys is and mapping of demographic data related to population, land use, 
housing, and employment. . The subtask will also provide for GIS related staff training, and the 
purchase of equipment, software, materials and supplies for printing ofmaps. 

2.2 Website- Professional services will be procured to redesign the MPO website in order to 
increase the site's functionality, ease of use, visualization capacity, public outreach ability and 
transparency. (Staff is considering whether to perform the task in house or procure professional) 

2.3 Travel Demand Model Update - Object ive: The GIS Analyst will review all socioeconomic data, 
necessary for the updating of the 2003 Travel Demand Model, produced by selected consultant. 
Expected Outcome: Update of the current travel demand mo del from a 2003 to a 2008 base year 
and from a 2035 forecast year to a 2040 forecast year (To be conducted by consultant. This is a 
carryover project.) 

E. FUNDING & PARTICIPATION SUMMARY 

Task 2 - FY 14 

Responsible 
Transportation FTA Sect. 

Local 
Sub task Plan ning 5307 Total 

Agency 
Funds (TPF) 1 

2. 1 LUTS 20,000 0 0 20,000 

2.2 LUTS 30,000 0 0 30,000 

2.3 LUTS 5,000 0 0 5,000 

TOTAL 55,000 0 0 55,000 
TxDOT w11l apply transport11!10n development cre<hts sufficient to prov1de the match for FHW A PL-112 and FTA Section 5303 programs. As the 
ere« its rcncct neither cash nor mnn-hours, they are not reflected in the funding tables. 

(1) TPF - This includes both FHWA PL-112 and IT A Section 5303 funds. 

IV. TASK 3.0 - SHORT RANGE PLANNING 

A. OBJECTIVE 
To complete those activities associated with near-term planning and implementation of projects that will 
be undertaken within the next five years. 
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B. EXPECTEDPRODUCTS 
Short range planning activities will result in strategies that will support those planning policies needed to 
preserve the cont inuing flow oftraffic. The MPO will develop and/or revise as necessary the UPWP, 
the TIP, By-Laws, and the Public Participation Plan. A Limited English Proficiency Plan wilt be 
developed and adopted in accordance with federal and state guidelines. The MPO also anticipates 
continued participation in the regional service planning process, as well as, any activity associated with 
FTA's 5310 Senior's with Disabilities Program or 5339- Bus and Bus Facilities Program. The MPO 
wiii also participate in both a mock and formal certification review to be conducted by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA). 

C. PREVIOUS WORK 
Staff assisted in the development ofthe 2015- 2018 TIP, the 2014 UPWP, as well as the continuous 
revisions of the 2013-2016 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). Staff worked closely with the 
selected consultant on the TMA Certification Project which is intended to prepare the MPO, its planning 
partners and organizat ional documents for both the mock and formal certification review process. A 
draft of the Cettification Notebook has been prepared and submitted for preJiminary review by FHW A. 
Staff continued to research the development of a Limited English Proficiency Plan while deliberating 
whether to develop the project in-house or to procure outside consultant assistance. 

D. SUBTASKS 

3.1 TJP/UPWP/By-Laws/PPP/LEP/TMA Certification- assisting in the development and/or revision 
ofthe Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), UPWP, By-Laws, the Public Participation 
Plan, the Limited English Proficiency Plan and the TMA Certification project. 

3.2 Limited English Proficiency Plan- In accordance with Title VI non~discrimination laws the 
MPO seeks to develop and adopt a Limited English Proficiency Plan, in compliance with al1 
Federal and State laws, which will define the manner in which the Laredo MPO will 
accommodate persons with limited ability to read, write, speak or understand English. (Under 
consideration for development by Staff or consultant- This is a carry-over project.) 

3. 3 Transportation Management Area (TMA) Certification Project -Objective: All current MPO 
Policies, Plans, Programs, Procedures, and Agreements will be reviewed and amended if 
necessary, in order to comply with all requirements pe1taining to a TMA under Moving Ahead 
for Progress in the 21 51 Century (Map21). The Ce1tification Notebook addressing the TIP, MTP, 
UPWP, and other planning issues will be produced in preparation of the Desk Audit. The project 
will provide recommendations for short and long term improvements necessary to achieve TMA 
certification. Expected Outcome- All MPO Policies, Plans, Programs, Procedures, and 
Agreements in full compliance with Map 21's requirements for TMAs, including the production 
of the Certification Notebook in preparation of precertification and_certification. (Mock 
certification is currently scheduled for December of2014 ) (To be conducted by consultant. 
This is a catTy-over project) 
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E. FUNDING & PARTICIPATION SUMMARY 

Task 3- FY 14 

Sub task Responsible Transportation li"f A Sect. Local Total 
Agency Planning 5307 

Funds (TPF) 1 

3.1 LUTS 20,000 0 0 20,000 

3.2 LUTS 30,000 0 0 30,000 

3.3 LUTS 5,000 0 0 5,000 

TOTAL 55,000 0 0 55,000 
. . - . TxOO"I Will apply transpnrlollon develop men! crcdlls sllfltctcnt to prow lc the mntch lor r!IWA PL-112 nnd I'T 1\ SC'ctton 5303 11rngrums. As the 

crcd its reflect neither cosh nor man-hours, they arc not reflected in the limding tables. 

(I) TPF - This includes both FH W A PL- 112 and FT A Section 5303 funds. 

V. TASK 4.0- METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN I LONG RANGE PLANNING 

A. OBJECTIVE 
To continue study and analysis of projects and datn for long-range planning elements and long-range 
project studies. Includes activities associated with publishing or updating the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan, formerly called the Long Range Plan. 

B. EXPECTED PRODUCTS 
Staff expects to ass ist in the continual revision of the existing Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 
to conform to state and federal requirements. Staff will also assist in the development of the 2015-
2040 MTP!. 

C. PREVIOUS WORK 
Staff assisted in the continuous revision of the 2010-2035 Laredo Metropolitan Transportation Plan. 
Staff worked closely with lhc selected consultant on the developme nt ofthe 2015-2040 MTP. Exist ing 
conditions data collection has been conducted and 4 draft chapters ofthc MTP document have been 
developed and distributed to the Technical Committee for review. The first public meeting was held 
wherein crash location data and maps of forecast population distribution were presented. A survey was 
conducted on the attendees regarding their perception of local congested locations and a summary report 
of the results was developed and also distributed to the Technical Committee. Environmental Justice 
areas were identified based on the 20 I 0 US census, and documents identifying both environmentally 
sensitive and cultural resources were developed. 

D. SlJBTASKS 

4.1 2010-2035 Laredo Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) - assist i11 the ongoing revision of 
Metropo litan Transportation Plan. 
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4. 2 2015-2040 Laredo Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) - Update existing MTP to confonn 
to state and federal requirements . This includes and evaluation ofthe existing transportation 
system, public transportation, environmental conditions and transportation needs and developing 
a financially constrained implementation plan. The project will include a land use and 
socioeconomic conditions and fo recast element. (To be conducted by consultant. This is a carry
over project) 

E. FUNDING & PARTICIPATION SUMMARY 

Task 4- FV 14 

Sub task Responsible Transportation FTA Sect. Local Total 
Agency Planning F'unds 5307 

(TPF) 1 

4.1 LUTS 5,000 0 0 5,000 

4.2 LUTS 75,000 0 0 75,000 

TOTAL 80,000 0 0 80,000 
TxDOT will apply transportatiOn development credits sufl1ciCI\t to provide the match for FHWA PL-1 12 and FTA Sechon 5303 programs. As the 
credits reflect neither cash nor man-hours, they arc not rcnccted in the funding tables. 

( 1) TPF- This includes both FHWA PL-11 2 and FT A Section 5303 funds. 

VI. TASK 5.0 - SPECIAL STUDIES 

A. OBJECTIVE 
To furt her the goals and objectives of the transportation planning process tlU'ough special studies 
undertaken by MPO staff or consultants in support of existing or projected local needs. To maintain the 
transportation management systems required by federal and state regulations, to assist decision-makers 
in selecting cost-effective strategies to improve the efficiency and safety of and protect the investment 
systems. 

B. EXPECTED PRODUCTS 
These are specific studies and projects that address special problem areas or help promote and support 
transportation related topics. 

C. PREVIOUS WORK 
The Downtown Signalization Study was completed in FY 2008, the Transit Development Plan was 
completed in FY 09, the McPherson Corridor Capacity and Mobility Analysis Project was completed in 
FY 10. In FY 1 1 both the Bus Rapid Transit Plan and the Del Mar Corridor Study were completed. In 
FY 2013, The Para-Transit Plan Update was completed and the Congestion Management Study, the 
TMA Ce11ification Project, the 2015-2040 MTP, and the Rail Road Quiet Zone Update studies were 
initiated. In 2014 staff continued to worked closely with the selected consultants on the Congestion 
Management Study, the TMA Certification Project, the 2015-2040 MTP, and the Rail Road Quiet Zone 
Update studies. Contract amendments were developed and executed for both the Congestion and 
Railroad Quiet Zone studies. 
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D. SUBTASKS 

5.1 Congestion Management Plan -Objective: To identify and evaluate the likely performance and 
expected benefits of a variety of congestion management strategies. The CMP is required to be 
developed and implemented as an integral part of the metropolitan planning process in 
Transportation Management Areas {TMAs). Expected Outcome: The plan will provide 
congestion management recommendations, intended to facilitate the safe and effective 
management and operation of new and existing transportation facilities, in accordance with all 
Federal guidelines. (To be conducted by consultant. This is a carryover project.) 

5.2 Railroad Quiet Zone Study Update- Objective: Develop a strategy to implement a train whistle 
ban in Laredo following adopted federal guidelines. The study will evaluate railroad Jines by 
segments and provide detailed recommendations for implementation. Data will be collected at 
each railroad cmssing and analysis and recommendations will be developed for each crossing. 
The study will also provide recommendations regarding capital improvements necessary, cost 
estimates, alternative recommendations, and order of implementation for infi·astructure 
improvements. Expected Outcome: To update the study.th.at was perfonned for the MPO in 
2006. {To be conducted by consultant. This is a carry-over project.) 

5.3 Transit Plan Update-Objective: The study will include: the review and analysis of current 
operation data, including trend analysis t:tnd peer analysis; the evaluation of existing transit 
services and programs, the assessment ofunmet transit· needs and service gaps; analysis of 
individual and system route.perfonnance; assessment ofctJn-ent/future operating, capital, and 
matching needs with available resources; reconunendations for service 
modifications/improvements, and guidance in the preparation of annual budgets. Expected 
Outcome: To update the study that was performed for the MPO in 2009. {To be conducted by 
consultant) 

5.4 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan- Objective: To develop a plan for creating an environment 
conducive for walking or cyc-ling as a mode choice, as well as, providing recreational 
opportunities for walking and cycling in order to encourage a healthy lifestyle . Expected 
Outcome: To adopt a plan that will provide guidance for the development and implementation of 
an interCQrmected network of designated on-street bicycle facilities as well as off-roadway trails 
and sidewalks. 

5.5 Mines Road Study- Objective: To evaluate Mines Road, fi:om its intersection with IH 35 north to 
its intersection with 255, tor mobility improvements with a concentration on increasing roadway 
capacity and levelofservice. Analysis should include at a minimum: an origin and destination 
study, evaluation of commercial, transit, and passenger vehicle traffic pattems, access 
management, alternative access routes, both existing and proposed and signal timing 
improvements. Expected Outcome: A comprehensive traffic study also including shmt and long 
tenn, prioritized improvement recommendations, cost estimates and possible revenue sources. 

II 



DRAfT 
FY 2015 UPWJl 

E. FUNDING & PARTICIPATION SUMMARY 
Task 5- FY 14 

Subtnsl< Responsible Tnmsportation FTA Sect. Local Total 
Agency Planning Funds 

(I'PF)1 
5307 

5. 1 LUTS 45,000 0 0 45,000 

5.2 LUTS 30,000 0 0 30,000 

5.3 LUTS 100,000 0 0 I 00,000 

5.4 LUTS 75,000 0 0 75,000 

5.5 LUTS 200,000 0 0 200,000 

TOTAL 450,000 0 0 450,000 

1 xlJOT wtll <~pply tnmsrortatton dcvclo1Jmcnt crcdtts suffictcnt to provtdc the match for FHWA PL-112 ami FfA Sct".llon 5303 progrrtm!>. As the 
credits n.:lh:cl tll~ithcr cnsh uor mun-hours,lhcy nrc not rc nt-clcd in the li.mding tahlcs. 

(1) TPF - This includes both H-IWA PL-1 12 and FTA Section 5303 funds. 
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TABLE 1 -BUDGET SUMMARY- FY 14 

UPWP li'TA 
Description TN<l l'unds 

FTA 
Local Task Task Sect. 5307 

1.0 44.21 .00 
Administration-

I 15,000 0 0 Management 

Data 

2.0 44.22.00 Development 
55,000 0 0 and 

Maintenance 

3.0 44.24.00 
Short Runge 

55,000 0 0 Planning 

Metropo litan 
4.0 44.23.00 Transportation 80,000 0 0 

Plan 

5.0 44.27.00 Special Studies 450,00 0 0 

TOTAL 755,000 () 

lndentificd 
1 TRANSPORTATION PLANNING FUNDS 

FHWA (PL-1 12i 
FT A Section 53032 

Estimated Unexpended Carryover 
TOTALTPF 

$ }48,834.00 
$ 109,787.00 
:i 296,379.00 
$ 755,000.00 

2 Estimute hased on prior years authorizations 

Total 
Funds 

115,000 

55,000 

55,000 

80,000 

450,00 

755,000 

By minute order, the Texas Transportation Commission authotizes the usc oftran.spotiation 
development credits as TxDOT's non-Federal share tbr FHWA (PL-112) and FTA 5303 funds. 
As the credits reflect neither cash nor man-hours, they are not reflected in the fund ing tables. 
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LAREDO URBAN TRANSPORTATION STUDY 

DATE: SUBJECT: 

7-21-14 
Discussion with possible action on the proposed amendment ofthe MPO By-Laws tore
designate a City of Laredo Po !icy Committee member as the Transit Representative. 

INITIATED BY: STAFF SOURCE: 
Staff Nathan Bratton, Director of Planning 

PREVIOUS ACTION: 
On June 9'1\ 1994, the MPO Policy Committee adopted the LUTS Bylaws which were subsequently 
amended on July 23, 1997, July 21, 2007, June 14, 2012 and on August 13, 2013. 

Background: 

The Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) was signed into law on July 6'1\ 
2012 and is the bill that governs and authorizes funding for national federal surface transportation 
spending. The $1 05 billion, two-year bill roughly maintains total funding fi-om the previous 
authorization, and includes a number of reforms. 

Sections 120 I and 20005 of MAP -21 (see attached Exhibit A) require that no later than October I, 
2014 there be representation by providers of public transporiation in each metropolitan planning 
organization (MPO) that serves a transportation management area (TMA). [23 U.S.C. 134 (d)(2)(B) 
and 49 U.S.C. (d) (2)(B)] 

MPO Bylaws Section 2.1 (a), currently states that the Policy Committee shall include the following 
members (see attached Exhibit B): 

City of Laredo: 

County ofWebb: 

State ofTexas: 

*** EX-OFFICIO*** 
State of Texas: 

Mayor (Chairperson) 
Three City Council members 

County Judge (Vice-Chairperson) 
Two County Commissioners 

Laredo District Administrator 
Director of Transportation Planning and Development 

State Senator(s) 
State Representative(s) 

Effective June 2, 20 I 4, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and FT A (Federal Transit 
Administration have issued joint guidance on the new requirement. (see attached Exhibit C) 



126 STAT. 628 PUBLIC LAW 112-141-JULY 6, 2012 

"(21) TRANSIT.-The term 'transit' means public transpor
tation. 

"(22) URBAN AREA.-The term 'urban area' means an area 
that includes a municipality or other built-up place that the 
Secretary, after considering local patterns and trends of urban 
growth, decides is appropriate for a local public transportation 
system to serve individuals in the locality . 

"(23) URBANIZED AREA.-The term 'urbanized area' means 
an area encompassing a population of not less than 50,000 
people that has been defined and designated in the most recent 
decennial census as an 'urbanized area' by the Secretary of 
Commerce.". 

SEC. 20005. METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLANNING. 
(a) AMENDMENT.- Section 5303 of title 49, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: 

"§ 5303. Metropolitan transpot•tation planning 
"(a) POLICY.-It is in the national interest-

"(1) to encourage and promote the safe and efficient 
management, operation, and development of surface transpor
tation systems that will serve the mobility needs of people 
and freight and foster economic growth and development within 
and between States and urbanized areas, while minimizing 
transportation-related fuel consumption and air pollution 
through metropolitan and statewide transportation planning 
processes identified in this chapter; and 

"(2) to encourage the continued improvement and evolution 
of the metropolitan and statewide transportation planning proc
esses by metropolitan planning organizations, State depart
ments of transportation, and public transit operators as guided 
by the planning factors identified in subsection (h) and section 
5304(d). 
"(b) DEFINITIONS.- In this section and section 5304, the fol

lowing definitions apply: 
"(1) METROPOLITAN PLANNING AREA.- The term 'metropoli

tan planning area' means the geographic area determined by 
agreement between the metropolitan planning organization for 
the area and the Governor under subsection (e). 

"(2) METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION.-The term 
'metropolitan planning organization' means the policy board 
of an organization established as a result of the designation 
process under subsection (d). 

"(3) NONMETROPOLITAN AREA.-The term 'nonmetropolitan 
area' means a geographic area outside designated metropolitan 
planning areas. 

"(4) NONMETROPOLITAN LOCAL OFFICIAL.-The term 'non
metropolitan local official' means elected and appointed officials 
of general purpose local government in a nonmetropolitan area 
with responsibility for transportation. 

"(5) REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ORGANIZATION.
The term 'regional transportation planning organization' means 
a policy board of an organization established as the result 
of a designation under section 5304(1). 

"(6) TIP.-The term 'TIP' means a transportation improve
ment program developed by a metropolitan planning organiza
tion under subsection (j). 
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"(7) URBANIZED AREA.-The term 'urbanized area' means 
a geographic area with a population of 50,000 or more, as 
determined by the Bureau of the Census. 
"(c) GENERAL REQUIREMENTS.-

"(1) DEVELOPMENT OF LONG-RANGE PLANS AND TIPS.- To 
accomplish the objectives in subsection (a), metropolitan plan
ning organizations designated under subsection (d), in coopera
tion with the State and public transportation operators, shall 
develop long-range transportation plans and transportation 
improvement programs through a performance-driven, outcome
based approach to planning for metropolitan areas of the State. 

"(2) CONTENTS.-The plans and TIPs for each metropolitan 
area shall provide for the development and integrated manage
ment and operation of transportation systems and facilities 
(including accessible pedestrian walkways and bicycle transpor
tation facilities) that will function as an intermodal transpor
tation system for the metropolitan planning area and as an 
integral part of an intermodal transportation system for the 
State and the United States. 

"(3) PROCESS OF DEVELOPMENT.-The process for developing 
the plans and TIPs shall provide for consideration of all modes 
of transportation and shall be continuing, cooperative, and com
prehensive to the degree appropriate, based on the complexity 
of the transportation problems to be addressed. 
"(d) DESIGNATION OF METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZA

TIONS.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.- To carry out the transportation planning 

process required by this section, a metropolitan planning 
organization shall be designated for each urbanized area with 
a population of more than 50,000 individuals-

"(A) by agreement between the Governor and units 
of general purpose local government that together represent 
at least 75 percent of the affected population (including 
the largest incorporated city (based on population) as deter
mined by the Bureau of the Census); or 

"(B) in accordance with procedures established by 
applicable State or local law. 
"(2) STRUCTURE.-Not later than 2 years after the date Deadline. 

of enactment of the Federal Public Transportation Act of 2012, 
each metropolitan planning organization that serves an area 
designated as a transportation management area shall consist 
of-

"(A) local elected officials; 
"(B) officials of public ~ncies that administer or 

operate major modes of tranSJ?.Ortation in tfie metropolitan 
"">-. area, mciUoing repres~ntat!Q!L_I?..Y._ p_rg_yider.§.......QC .... R.ublic 
--;;;.-r transportation; and 

"(C) appropriate State officials. 
"(3) LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.- Nothing 

in this subsection shall be construed to interfere with the 
authority, under any State law in effect on December 18, 1991, 
of a public agency with multimodal transportation responsibil
ities-

"(A) to develop the plans and TIPs for adoption by 
a metropolitan planning organization; and 
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BYLAWS AND OPERATING PROCEDURES 
LAREDO URBAN TRANSPORTATION STUDY 

ARTICLE I 
DEFINITIONS, PURPOSE AND AUTHORITY 

Section 1.1 Defmitions 

• Laredo Urban Transportation Study (LUTS) - The Transportation Planning 
Committee designated by the Governor of the State ofTexas as the Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO) for the Laredo Urbanized Area. 

• Metropolitan Planning Area- The geographic area for which the MPO is responsible 
and in which the metropolitan transportation planning process must be carried out 
pursuant to Title 23 USC Section 134 and Title 49 USC Section 5303. 

• Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) -The forum for cooperative 
transportation decision-making, as designated by the Governor, and units of general
purpose local government representing 75 percent of the affected metropolitan 
population. The MPO is responsible for identifying local transportation needs, in 
cooperation with the Texas Department ofTransportation (TxDOT), following a 
"Continuing, Comprehensive, and Cooperative" transportation planning process pursuant 
to 23 USC 134. The MPO is also responsible for proposing and recommending projects 
for all modes of urban transportation to those governmental units that are responsible for 
program development and project implementation. 

• Metropolitan Planning Organization Policy Committee (Policy Committee) - The 
policy body, established pursuant to 23 USC 134, with the responsibility for establishing 
overall transportation for, and taking the required approval actions as the Metropolitan 
Planning Organization. The Policy Committee is comprised of those governmental 
agencies identified in the original designation agreement and those agencies or 
organizations subsequently added to the membership of the board. The Policy 
Committee shall have decision-making authority over issues such as the Unified Planning 
Work Program (UPWP), the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and the 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). 

• Metropolitan Planning Organization Technical Review Committee (Technical 
Committee)- The body of the MPO responsible for professional and technical review of 
work programs, policy recommendations and transportation planning activities. The 
Technical Committee shall review issues for accuracy and advise the Policy Committee 
on recommended actions. The Technical Committee is composed of representatives of 
the City of Laredo, the County ofWebb, the Texas Department ofTransportation and 
private sector representatives. 

• Fiscal Agent for the Metropolitan Planning Organization (Fiscal Agent) - The 
governmental entity or agency designated by written agreement between the MPO Policy 
Committee and the governmental entity or agency providing fiscal administrative 
services and other services (which may include personnel and staff support) to the MPO 
Policy Committee and the Staffofthe MPO. 

Exhibit B Page 1 
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• Laredo Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP)- The MTP is an official, 
comprehensive, intermodal transportation plan developed and adopted for the Laredo 
Metropolitan Area through the transportation planning process. The MTP identifies the 
existing and future transportation needs and develops coordinated strategies to provide 
the necessary transportation facilities essential for the continued mobility and economic 
vitality of Laredo. These coordinated transportation strategies include roadway 
development and operations, truck and rail freight movement, transit operations, 
bikeways and pedestrian facilities. The development of the MTP is required under the 
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU) to assure the continuation of federal transportation funds. The plan 
shall address a continuous twenty-year planning horizon. 

• Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) - A staged, multiyear, intermodal 
program, oftransportation projects which is consistent with the metropolitan 
transportation plan and which is also financially constrained. 

• Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP)- Shall mean the program ofwork that 
includes goals, objectives and/or tasks required by each of the several agencies involved 
in the metropolitan transportation planning process. The UPWP shall describe 
metropolitan transportation and transportation-related planning activities anticipated in 
the area during the next one-year period and reflect transportation planning work to be 
funded by federal, state or local transportation or transportation-related planning funds. 

Section 1.2 Purpose 

The Laredo Urban Transportation Study (LUTS) is the designated Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) responsible for identifying local transportation needs in cooperation 
with the Texas Department ofTransportation (TxDOT). The LUTS is also the entity 
responsible for proposing and recommending projects for all modes ofurban transportation 
to those governmental units that are responsible for program development and project 
implementation. 

Section 1.3 Authority 

The MPO shall have the following authority pursuant to 23 CFR Part 450: 

(a) To develop and establish policies, procedures, plans and programs for the metropolitan 
area. 

(b) To certify such actions as may be necessary to comply with state and federal 
regulations. 

(c) To establish such rules of procedure and approve such actions as it deems necessary to 
fulfill its purposes. 
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(d) To ensure those requirements of23 USC 134 and 135 and 49 USC, Chapter 53, 5301, 
et seq. are carried out. 

(e) To use federal transportation planning funds, as well as in-kind matching funds as 
authorized by the Texas Transportation Commission, to develop and maintain a 
comprehensive regional transportation planning program in conformity with 
requirements of23 USC 135 and 49 USC 5303. 

(f) To adopt a Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP)_for the metropolitan planning area 
that will complement the Statewide Transportation Plan required by state and federal 
laws, a Transportation Improvement Program and a Unified Planning Work Program 
and such other planning documents and reports that may be required by state or federal 
laws or regulations. 

(g) To establish one or more advisory committees to assist in the transportation planning 
process and/or assist in promoting the implementation of approved plans. The Policy 
Committee may create ad-hoc committees or other technical subcommittees. 

ARTICLE II 
MEMBERSHIP, TERMS AND ADMINISTRATION 

Section 2.1 Membership and Qualifications 

(a) The Laredo Urban Transportation Study shall be comprised of a Policy Committee and 
a Technical Committee. The Policy Committee shall include the following members: 

City of Laredo: 

County of Webb: 

State ofTexas: 

Mayor (Chairperson) 
Three City Councilmembers as appointed by the Mayor in 
his/her sole discretion. 

County Judge (Vice-Chairperson) 
Two County Commissioners as appointed by the Webb County 
Judge in his/her sole discretion. 

The person designated as the Director of the Laredo District by 
the Executive Director of the Texas Department of 
Transportation i.e. the District Engineer or the District 
Administrator 
TxDOT Laredo District_Director of Transportation Planning 
and Development 

*** EX-OFFICIO *** 

State of Texas: State Senator(s) 
State Representative(s) 
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(b) Members shall serve until a replacement is qualified pursuant to section 2. 1 
Subsection (e). 

(c) The Mayor ofthe City of Laredo shall appoint the three City Councilmembers that 
represent the City ofLaredo. 

(d) The County Judge of the County of Webb shall appoint the two County Commissioners 
that represent the County of Webb. 

(e) Appointments to the Policy Committee shall be for a period oftwo years. A member 
may be reappointed with no limitation to number of terms, except that such term will 
not continue in the event an officer becomes ineligible for membership on the Policy 
Committee. 

Section 2.2 Meetings, Quorum and Voting 

(a) The Policy Committee shall meet at least twice per year or as often as necessary to 
fulfill its purposes. 

(b) Fifty percent of the voting membership plus one member shall constitute a quorum. 

(c) The use ofproxies by the voting members ofthe Policy Committee is prohibited. 

d) The official actions of the Policy Committee shall be by affirmative action of the 
majority of the voting membership present and voting at public meetings. All meetings are to 
be held as open meetings as defined in Chapter 551 , Texas Government Code (Texas Open 
Meetings Act), and the Transportation Planning Director of the MPO shall insure that the 
written notice of the meeting is posted at City of Laredo City Hall and Webb County 
Commissioners Court Building at least 72 hours prior to the meeting. Additionally, the 
notice may be posted at TxDOT Laredo District Office, and on the City of Laredo and Webb 
County website. The Transportation Planning Director shall insure that at least two copies of 
the agenda and such supporting documentation as is available to the Policy Committee are 
made available for public inspection in the MPO offices at the same time they are made 
available to the Policy Committee members. 

(e) All official actions of the Policy Committee shall be duly recorded in the minutes of the 
meeting. 

(f) The Mayor of the City of Laredo shall serve as Chairperson of the Policy Committee. 
The responsibilities of the Chairperson shall include, but are not limited to the 
following: 

1. Preside at all meeting of the Policy Committee. 
2. Authenticate, by signature, all resolutions adopted by the Policy 

Committee. 
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3. Serve as chief policy advocate for the Policy Committee. 
4. Represent the committee at hearings, conferences, and other events as 

required or designate another member of the Committee or the 
Chairperson of the Technical Committee to represent the Chairperson. 

(g) The County Judge of the County ofWebb shall serve as Vice Chairperson of the Policy 
Committee. During the absence of the Chairperson, the Vice Chairperson shall preside 
over meetings and shall exercise all the duties of the Chairperson. 

(h) In the absence ofthe Chairperson and Vice Chairperson from a Policy Committee 
meeting at which a quorum is present, the remaining members present shall elect a 
presiding officer who shall serve until the conclusion of that meeting or until the arrival 
of the Chairperson or Vice Chairperson. 

Section 2.3 Administration 

(a) The City of Laredo Planning Director shall act as the Transportation Planning Director 
for the MPO. The responsibilities of the Director shall include, but are not limited to 
the following: 

1. All staff support for the Policy Committee, oversight and coordination 
ofMPO administration and transportation planning activities, grant 
administration, maintaining records and providing notice of meetings 
as required by the Public Involvement Process. 

2. Shall act as Chairperson of the Technical Committee with 
responsibility for drafting findings and recommendations of the 
Technical Committee for review by the Policy Committee. 

3. Shall be responsible for all plans and reports prepared by and for the 
review and consideration of the Policy Committee and for submitting 
the recommended policies, procedures and programs ofthe Technical 
Committee to the Policy Committee. 

4. Supervise the MPO staff. 

5. Serve as a liaison to the Texas Department ofTransportation's 
planning program through the department's district office and the 
department's Transportation Planning and Programming Division's 
representative. 

6. In cooperation with the Texas Department of Transportation, collect, 
maintain, forecast, and report to the department appropriate 
socioeconomic, roadway, and travel data. 

7. Prepare and submit all required plans, reports, programs, data, and 
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certifications. 

8. Develop and present to the MPO Policy Committee a Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan for the metropolitan planning area, a 
Transportation Improvement Program and a Unified Planning Work 
Program and such other planning documents and reports that may be 
required by state or federal laws or regulations. 

(b) The Texas Department ofTransportation (TxDOT) will appoint the District Advanced 
Transportation Planning and Development Director who shall act as Vice-Chairperson 
of the Technical Committee and will coordinate the administration and transportation 
planning activities of the MPO with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and TxDOT. 

(c) The Technical Committee shall include the following: 

1. City Representatives: 
Laredo City Planner 
The General Manager of the City Transit System 
Laredo Director of Traffic Safety 
Laredo Airport Manager 
Laredo City Engineer 
Laredo Bridge Director 

2. County and Regional Representatives: 
Webb County Planning Director 
South Texas Development Council Regional Planning Director 
The General Manager of the Rural Transit System 
Webb County Engineer 

3. State Representatives: 
TxDOT Planning Representative (Vice-Chairperson) 
TxDOT Special Projects Coordinator 
TxDOT Area Engineer 
TxDOT South Region Field Representative 

4. Federal representatives: 
FHW A Planning Representative (Austin) 

5. Private Sector Representatives: 
A representative of the Kansas City Southern Railroad Company 
A representative of the Union Pacific Railroad Company 
A representative of the Laredo Transportation Association 
A Transportation Provider Representative who shall also serve on the 
Laredo Transportation Advisory Committee 
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6. School system representatives 
A representative of the Laredo Independent School District 
A representative of the United Independent School District 
A representative ofTexas A&M International University 
A representative ofLaredo Community College 

(d) Each voting member of the Technical Committee may have a designated alternate 
member to serve on the committee in the member's absence. Appointed alternate 
members will have the voting rights and privileges of members when serving in the 
absence of the Technical Committee member. 

The responsibilities of the Technical Committee shall include technical review ofwork 
programs, policy recommendations and the transportation planning activities. 

Section 2.4 Ethic Policy for MPO Policy Members and Employees 

(a) A policy board member or employee of a metropolitan planning organization may not: 

(1) accept or solicit any gift, favor, or service that might reasonably tend to influence 
the member or employee in the discharge of official duties or that the member or 
employee knows or should know is being offered with the intent to influence the 
member's or employee's official conduct; or, 

(2) accept other employment or engage in a business or professional activity that the 
member or employee might reasonably expect would require or induce the member or 
employee to disclose confidential information acquired by reason of the official 
position; or, 

(3) accept other employment or compensation that could reasonably be expected to 
impair the member's or employee's independence of judgment in the performance of 
the member's or employee's official duties; or, 

(4) make personal investments that could reasonably be expected to create a 
substantial conflict between the member's or employee's private interest and the 
public interest; or, 

(5) intentionally or knowingly solicit, accept, or agree to accept any benefit for 
having exercised the member's or employee's official powers or performed the 
member's or employee's official duties in favor of another. 
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Section 3.1 Bylaw Revisions 

ARTICLE III 
AMENDMENTS 

The Bylaws may be revised or amended by approval of the Policy Committee at a meeting at 
which a quorum, as defined herein, is present. 

PASSED AND APPROVED, on this the 15th day of July, 2013 

Honorable Raul G. Salinas 
Mayor ofLaredo and Chairperson of the 
LUTS Transportation Planning Committee 

We certify that the LUTS By-laws were revised on July 151
h, 2013, at a public meeting of the 

Policy Committee of the Laredo Urban Transportation Study. 

Nathan Bratton 
MPO Director 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Federal Transit Administration 

4 9 CFR Part 613 

Federal Highway Administration 

23 CFR Part 450 

[Docket No. FTA- 2013-0029) 

Policy Guidance on Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 
Representation 

AGENCIES : Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) , DOT. 

ACTION: Policy guidance. 

SUMMARY : The FTA and FHWA are jointly issuing this g u idance on 
implementation of provisions of the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 
21st Century Act (MAP-21), that require representation by providers of 
public t ransportation in each metropolitan planning organization (MPO) 
that serves a transportation management area (TMA) no later than 
October 1, 2014. The purpose of this guidance is to assist MPOs and 
providers of public transportation in complying with this new 
requirement. 

DATES : Effective June 2, 2014. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT : Dwayne Weeks , FTA Office of Planning 
and Environment , telephone (202) 366- 4033 or Dwayne . Weeks@dot . gov ; or 
Harlan Miller , FHWA Office of Planning, telephone (202) 366-0847 or 
Har l a n. Miller@dot . gov . 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Introduction 

The FTA and FHWA are jointly issuing this policy guidance on the 
implementation of 23 U.S . C. 134(d) (2) (B) and 49 U.S.C. 5303(d) (2) (B), 
as amended by sections 1201 and 20005 of MAP-21, Public Law 112-141, 
which require representation by providers of publ i c transportation in 
each MPO that serves an area designated as a TMA by October 1, 20 14 . \1\ 
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A TMA is defined as an urbani zed area with a population of over 200 ,000 
individuals as determined by the 2010 census, or an area with a 
population of fewer than 200,000 individuals that is designated as a 
TMA by the request of the Governor and the MPO designated for the 
area.\2\ As of the date of this guidance, of the approximately 420 MPOs 
throughout the Nation, approximately 210 MPOs serve an area designated 
as a TMA . The FTA and FHWA will issue a joint not ice of proposed 
rulemaking to amend 23 CFR part 450 and 49 CFR part 613 to make these 
planning regulations consistent with these and other current statutory 
requirements. Once FTA and FHWA issue a final rul e amending the 
planning regulations , MPOs must comply with the requirements in those 
regulations . 

\1\ '' Not later than 2 years after the date of enactment of the 
Federal Public Transportation Act of 2012, each metropolitan 
planning organization that serves an area designated as a 
transportation management area shall consist of . . . officials of 
public agencies that administer or operate major modes of 
transportation in the metropolitan area , including representation by 
providers of public transporta tion . 11 49 U. S.C . 5303 (d) (2 ) (B). See 
also 23 U.S.C. 134 (d) (2) (B) . 

\2\ 23 u.s .c. 134(k) (1) ; 49 u. s .c . 5303(k) (1) . 

To increase the accountability and transparenc y of the Federal-aid 
highway and Federal transit programs and to improve project 
decisionmaking through performance- based planning and programming , MAP -
21 establishes a performance management framework . The MAP-21 requires 
FHWA to establish , through a separate rulemaking , performance measures 
and standards to be used by States to assess the condition of the 
pavements and bridges, serious injuries and fatalities , performance of 
the Interstate System and National Highway System, traffic congestion, 
on-road mobi l e source emissions, and freight movement on the Interstate 
System . \3\ The MAP- 21 also requires FTA to establish , through separate 
rulemakings , state of good repair and safety performance measures, and 
requires each provider of public transportation to establish 
performance targets in relation to these performance measures.\4\ 

\3\ 23 u . s .c . 150(c) . 
\4\49 U. S . C . 5326(b) , (c), 5329(b) , (d). 

To establish performance targets that address these performance 
measures , States and MPOs must coordinate their targets with each other 
to ensure consistency, to the maximum extent practicable . \5\ For 
transit-related performance targets, States and MPOs must coordinate 
their targets relating to safety and state of good repair with 
providers of public transportation to ensure consistency with other 
performance-based provisions applicable to providers of public 
transportation , to the maximum extent practicable . \6\ An MPO must 
describe in its metropolitan transportation plans the performance 
measures and targets used to assess the performance of its 
transportation system . \7\ Statewide and metropolitan transportation 

[ [ Page 3 1215]] 
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improvement programs (STIPs and TIPs) must include , to the maximum 
extent practicable , a description of the anticipated effect of the 
program toward achievi ng the performance targets established in the 
statewide or metropolitan transportation plan , linking investment 
priorities and the highway and transit performance targets . \8\ These 
changes to the planning process will be addressed in FHWA and FTA ' s 
anticipated joint rulemaking amending 23 CFR part 450 and 49 CFR part 
613 . \9\ 

\5\ 23 u.s.c . 134(h) (2) ; 49 u.s .c . 5303( h )(2) . 
\6\ 23 u. s.c . 134 (h) (2) ; 49 u.s .c . 5303 (h) (2) . 
\7\ 23 u. s.c. 134 (i) (2) (B) ; 49 u. s .c. 5303(i) (2) (B) . 
\8\ 23 u. s.c . 134 (j) (2) (D) ; 49 u. s .c . 5303( i ) (2) (D) (TIPs) and 

23 u.s .c . 135(g) (4) ; 49 u.s.c. 5304(g)(4) (STIPs) . 
\9\ FHWA RIN 2125-AF52; FTA RIN 2132-ABl O. 

As part of its performance management framework , MAP-21 assigns 
MPOs the new transit-related responsibilities described above , i . e. , to 
establish performance targets with respect to transit state of good 
repair and transit safety and to address these targets in their 
transportation plans and TIPs . Representation by providers of public 
transportation in each MPO that serves a TMA will better enable each 
MPO to define performance targets and to develop plans and TIPs that 
support an i ntermodal transportation system for the metropolitan area . 
Including representation by providers of public transportation in each 
MPO that serves an area designated as a TMA is an essential element of 
MAP-21 ' s performance managemen t framework and will support the 
successful implementation of a performance-based approach to 
transportation decisionmaking . 

The FTA conducted an On-Line Dialogue on the MAP-21 requirement to 
include representation by providers of public transportation in each 
MPO that serves an area designated as a TMA from March 5 through March 
29 , 2013. Through this forum , FTA received input from MPOs , local 
e l ected officials , transit agencies , and the general public , with over 
3,000 v i s i ts to the Web site . Over 100 ideas were submitted from 340 
registered users who also provided hundreds of comments and votes on 
these ideas. Participants discussed the complex nature of MPOs and the 
advantages of providing flexibility for MPOs and providers of public 
transportation to decide locally how to include representation by 
providers of publ i c transportation in the MPO . 

To assist MPOs and providers of public transportation in 
understanding and satisfying the new requirement by the statutory 
deadline , FTA and FHWA issued proposed policy guidance for review and 
comment on September 30, 2013 , with a 30-day comment period , under 
Docket Number FTA- 2013-0029.\10\ Th e FTA and FHWA received 53 
individual responses that contained approximate l y 160 comments . Thi s 
guidance incorporates FTA and FHWA ' s responses to those comments. 

\10\ 78 FR 60015 (Sept . 30 , 2013). 

Summary Discussion of Comments Received in Response to the Proposed 
Guidance 

The proposed guidance sought comments on several specific issues: 
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(1) The specifically designa t ed representative ; (2) the eligib ility of 
representat ives of providers of public transporta tion to serve as 
specifically designated representatives ; (3) t he cooperative process to 
select a specifically designated representative i n MPOs with multiple 
p roviders of public transportation ; (4) t h e ro l e of the specifically 
d esignated r e presentative ; a nd (5) res tructuring the MPOs to include 
representation by providers o f publ ic transportation. 

The FTA and FHWA received 53 individual responses that contained 
approximately 160 comments : 25 MPOs , 10 providers of public 
transportation, 9 i ndividuals, 4 trade associat ions, 4 others 
(including municipalities a nd advocacy organizations) , and a State 
departme n t of transportation . Several comments were outside t h e scope 
of this guidance and are therefore not addressed in this gu idance . For 
example , some comments were specific to a situation in a particular 
metropolitan area . Where appropriate , FTA has reached out to the 
comme nters to address their concerns . Comments pertaining to the 
guida nce and FTA and FHWA ' s resp onses are discussed below. 

Th e Need for Guidance in General 

Th e FTA and FHWA received 1 9 comments supporting the need for 
polic y guidance to implemen t MA P-21 ' s c hanges to 23 U. S . C. 134(d) (2) (B) 
a n d 49 U. S . C . 5303(d) (2) (B) . Thes e commenters agreed that policy 
guidance woul d provide n eeded direction on how MPOs and providers of 
p ubl ic t ransportation may meet the MAP-21 requiremen ts for 
representation of providers of public transportation on MPOs . 

The FTA and FHWA received three comment s t hat stated the change i n 
l angu age to 23 U. S . C . 134 (d) (2) (B) a nd 49 U. S . C . 5303(d) (2) (B) does not 
warrant policy guidan ce because of t h e long history of granting MPOs 
l a titude in deciding the compos ition o f their policy boards . Moreover , 
t hese comments s t a t e d that the responsibilities added by the new 
language can b e addressed through the e xi sting certification review 
process and do not warrant add i t i onal guidance . 

The FTA and FHWA have determined t hat policy guidance i s necessary 
to provide direction to MPOs and provider s of public transportation o n 
how to meet t h is new statutory p rovision with in the 2- year time frame . 

A Specifical ly Des ignate d Public Transporta t ion Representative 

Twenty-three commenters expressed concurrence wi t h t he proposed 
guidance that the i n ten t of t he MAP-21 provision to i nclude 
·'represen tation by providers of public transportation ' ' is that 
representatives of providers of public trans portation , o nce designated, 
should have equal decisio nmaking rights and authorities as the other 
members t hat are o n t h e policy board of a n MPO that serves a TMA . 
Thirteen comme nters indicated t hat t h e y did not support that 
i n terpretation of t he provision and urged FTA and FHWA to provide 
f l exibility to allow MPOs to include transit representation in ways 
that would fit the unique c i rcumstances of each metropolitan area . Two 
of t hese comme n ters asserted t hat MAP-21 did not c hange a local 
juri sdic tio n ' s authority to assign voting rights to p olic y board 
members . One comme nter s t ated there is no basis i n law for requiring 
MPOs to alter their board compositions . Many asserted that including 
public transit agenc i es as non-voting members or o n MPO technical or 
pol i cy commit tees i s adequate t o satisfy 23 U. S . C . 134(d) (2) (B) a nd 49 
U. S . C . 5303(d) (2) (B). A fe w commenters stated t ha t a policy or 
techn ical committee wo u ld be more appropriate for transit 
dec i sionma k ing , as MPO policy boards deal with ma ny issues o u tside of 
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transportation. 
The clear i n tent of this legislative provision is to ensure that 

providers of public transportation are represented on the MPO board and 
s h ould have equal decisionmaking rights and authorities as the other 
members that are on the policy board of an MPO that serves a TMA. 
Contrary to the conclusions of some of the commenters, 23 U. S . C. 
134 (d) (2) and 49 U.S . C. 5303 (d) (2) expressly provide that MPOs serving 
TMAs must alter their board compositions , if necessary, in order to 
attain t h e statutorily required structure . Congress amended 23 U. S . C . 
134(d) (2) (B) and 49 U. S . C . 5303(d) (2) (B) to provi de that, amon g other 
mandatory MPO members , MPOs serving a n area designated as a TMA 
specifical ly ''shall consist of . . representation by providers of 
public tran sportation .'' Congress also amend ed 23 U. S . C . 

[ [Page 312 1 6 ) ) 

134(d) (5) (B) and 49 U. S . C . 5303(d) (5) (B) to provide that a n MPO ' 'may 
be restructured to meet the requireme n ts of paragraph (2) without 
underta king a redesignation . ' ' Additionally, the Conference Report 
accompanying MAP- 21 states , · ' The conference committee requires the 
structure of al l Metropolitan Planning Organi zations include officials 
of public agencies t hat administer or operate pub l ic transportation 
systems within two years of enactment. '' \1 1 \ Congress also made clear 
t hat the term metropolitan planning organization refers to ' ' the policy 
board ' ' of the organiza tion, not its advisory or non-decisionmaking 
elements . \12\ 

\11\ H. R. Conf. Rep . 112-557 (2012) . 
\ 12\ 23 u . s . c . 134(b ) (2); 49 u.s.c. 5303(b) (2) . 

Multiple MPOs that serve areas designated as TMAs commented that 23 
U. S . C . 134(d) (3) and 49 U.S . C . 5303(d) (3) exemp t them from having to 
comply with 23 U. S . C . 1 34 (d) (2) and 49 U.S . C. 5303(d) (2) because the 
MPOs are acting pursuan t to authority created under State l aw that was 
in effect o n December 1 8 , 1991. The exempt ion has existed i n statute in 
some form since 1991 . The FTA and FHWA ' s long-s t anding interpretation 
of this provision is tha t an exemption from t he MPO structure 
requirements is only appropriate for a n MPO where (1) the MPO operates 
pursuant to a State law t hat was in effect on o r before December 18, 
1991 ; (2) such State l a w has not been a mended after December 18 , 1991 , 
as regards to the structure or organizat i o n of the MPO; and (3) the MPO 
has not b een designated or re-designated after December 18 , 1991. An 
MPO that c l aims an exemption s h o u ld self-certify its e x e mpt status with 
FTA and FHWA as part of the MPO certification process described at 23 
CFR 450 . 334 or through some other documentation . 

With respect to who should be eligible to represent providers of 
public transportation on t h e MPO, two commenters , including a transit 
industry trade association, requested tha t FTA and FHWA establish that 
the representative '' must ' ' be a n elected official o n the policy board 
of a provider being represen ted or a direct representative e mployed by 
a provider being represented. Another commen ter expressed concern that 
t h e proposed qualifications of the represen tative were too specific . A 
few commenters requested t ha t , in addition to the representative being 
an officer of a p r ovider of pub l ic transportation or a n elected 
officia l t ha t serves on the board of directors of the provi der of 
public transpor tat ion , the representative may a l so be a non-elected 
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member appointed to the board of directors of the provider of publ i c 
transportation . The FTA and FHWA concur that an appointed member of a 
public transportation provider ' s board of directors also can serve as a 
represen tative of providers of public transportation on the MPO . I n 
keeping with FTA and FHWA ' s goal of providing flexibilit y to MPOs , the 
representative should be either a board me mber (elected or appointed) 
or officer of a provider of p ub l ic transportation being represented on 
the MPO. The guidance remains suggestive rather than mandatory in this 
respect. 

Fourteen entities requested that the g u idance state defin i tively 
that a representative of providers o f public transportation cannot 
fulf ill multiple roles on an MPO board, for example , due to that 
person's position as a local elected off i cial or an appropriate State 
offici al. These commente r s asserted that an ''MPO board me mber cannot 
simultaneous l y represent multiple organizations ' ' and that an elected 
official who is appointed to the MPO as a representative of that 
official ' s local government does not necessarily represent the 
interests of transit , even if he or s he happens to be on the public 
transportation provider ' s board. Eight commenters asserted that the 
presence on the MPO of local e l ected offic i a l s should fully satisfy the 
n ew requirement. Seven commenters sought clarity generally on this 
provision . The FTA a nd FHWA agree t hat this proposed provision needed 
clarification. The policy guidance states that a public transportation 
representative on an MPO shoul d not serve as one of t h e other ma ndatory 
MPO members set forth in 23 U.S . C . 134 (d) (2) and 49 U.S.C . 5303(d) (2). 
For e x ample , a member of an MPO board whose assignment comes by virtue 
of his or her position as an e l ected official should not also attemp t 
to serve as a representative of providers of public transportation on 
the MPO board . 

A fe w commen t ers highligh ted the potential conflict that could 
arise when a representative of providers of p ubli c transportation is 
the subordinate of another MPO board member and the superior board 
member ' s and the public transportation providers ' interests do not 
align. Two commenters noted that when a local government is t h e 
provider of public transportation, that local government effectively 
would be g iven an additional vote , upsetting a carefully constructed 
balance on the MPO. Another commenter noted t hat a conflict could 
result when a public transportation provider other than t he designated 
recipient \13\ serves as the representative of t he providers of public 
t r ansportation on t h e MPO board. The FTA and FHWA appreciate that 
recommending a separate and d i stinct representative of providers of 
p ubli c transportation coul d introduce a conflict or upse t a carefully 
constructed balance on the MPO. However , 23 U.S .C. 134(a) (2) and 4 9 
U.S.C. 5303(a ) (2) state that '' it is in the national interest . .. to 
e n cour age the continued improvement and evolution of the metropolitan 
a n d statewide planning processes by metropolitan planning 
organiza tions , State departments of transportation, and public transit 
operators. '' The MAP-2 1' s establishment o f a performance- based approach 
to transportation decisionmaking evolves and improves the metropolitan 
and statewide planning processes, increasing the accountabil it y and 
transparency of the Federal s u rface transportation program a nd 
i mproving project decisionmaking. The i nclusion of a representative of 
providers of public transportat i o n in each MPO that serves a TMA is a 
critica l e l ement of MAP-2 1' s pe r formance management f ramewor k as it 
wi l l e nable the MPO to establi s h balanced performance ta r gets and 
improve its abili ty to develop plans and programs t hat support an 
intermodal transportat i o n system for t h e metropolitan area. As such , it 
contributes to the continued i mprovement and evolution of the 
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cooperat ive and col l a borative metropolitan planning process . 

\1 3 \ The term '' d esignated recipient '' means ,, (A) an entit y 
d es ignated, in accordance wi t h the plann ing process under sections 
5303 and 530 4, by the Governor of a State , responsible l ocal 
officials , and publ i cly owned opera t ors of public trans porta t ion, t o 
receive and a ppo rtion amoun ts under section 5336 t o urba n ized area s 
o f 2 00,0 00 or more in p opul ation ; or (B) a S tate o r regional 
authority , if the author ity is resp o nsible unde r the laws of a State 
for a c apital pro j ect and for financing a nd d i rectly providing 
public t ran s portation.' ' 4 9 U. S . C. 5302(4) . 

Three commenters suggested that the t e rm FTA and FHWA used to refer 
to a pub l i c transportation rep resentative o n an MPO board , 
''specificall y designated representative, ' ' i mplied a role a nd 
resp onsib i l ities t hat differed from other members of t he MPO board o r 
''create[d) a s ubclass of b oard member. '' Th is was no t t h e i nte ntio n of 
t he proposed guidance . The gu i dance affi r ms that a representati ve of 
providers o f public transportation on an MPO that serves a TMA, o nce 
designated , s h ould have equal decisionmaking rights a nd a u t horities as 
t h e other members that are o n t he pol i c y board of an MPO t hat serves a 
TMA. The FTA and FHWA 

[[Page 31217]) 

recogn i ze that t he term ''specifically designated represen tat ive '' 
generated c onsider able confusion . Consequently, t h e terms 
''represen tative of providers of public tran sporta t ion' ' and ''public 
transportation representative '' rep lace it in t he guidance . 

Providers of Pub lic Tr a n sportation 

Eig h t commenters stat ed that to require the r e presen tati ve of 
providers of public transportation to b e a direct rec ipie n t o f t h e 
Urba nized Area Formula f unding program is too restr ictive , argu i ng that 
ma ny l a rge urban ized areas al l oca t e tra nsit funding through sub
recipients that would b e precluded from participa ting in the MPO 
process . Four a dditiona l commenters interpreted t hi s l anguage to mea n 
that a c i t y or county that i s not a d i rec t recipie n t would be precluded 
from being able to represent transit interests o n t h e MPO board . On e 
commente r asserted that ''all public transportation agencies within the 
MPO s hould be e l igible to serve in this impor tant role . ' ' 

The FTA and FHWA ag r ee t h a t the use of the te rm ''direct 
recipient ' ' was overly restrictive . The policy guidance clarif i es that 
the r e presen tative of providers of public tran s po r tation o n a n MPO that 
serves an area designated as a TMA should be a provider of public 
transportation i n the metropolitan planning area and a designa t e d 
r ecipi e n t , a direct recipien t , or a sub-recipien t of Urbanized Area 
Formula funding, or another pub l i c t ran s portat ion e n t ity t hat is 
eligible to recei ve Urban ized Area Formula funding . The FTA a nd FHWA 
recommend selecting a r epresent ati ve from a mo ng those publ ic 
trans portation provide r s that a r e e ligib l e to rece i ve Urbanized Area 
Formula fund i ng because most Federal transit funding planned by MPOs 
serving TMAs is a warded under this prog r a m, a nd an eligible recipient 
o f Urban i zed Area Formula fundi ng wi ll be in the best pos i tion t o 
represent transit interests o n t h e MPO. 
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Process for the Selection of Public Transportation Representatives 

Th ree providers of public transportation expressed support for the 
proposed policy that MPOs that serve an area designated as a TMA should 
cooperate with provi ders of public transportation a nd the State to 
amend their metropolitan planning agreements to include the cooperative 
process for selecting representatives of providers of public 
transportation on the MPO board. Conversely, while agreeing that MPOs 
should use a cooperative process to select representatives of providers 
of public transportation , eight MPOs encouraged either the elimination 
or the softeni ng of this policy recommendation , which would be ''an 
unnecessary burden '' that is not needed to meet the goals of MAP-21. 

The metropolitan planning agreement is a product i ve mechanism that 
facilitates the work i ng relationships among MPOs , States, and providers 
of public transportation as they fulfill the i r metropo l itan 
transportation planning requirements. Regulations require that MPOs , 
States, and public transportation operators cooperatively determine 
their mutual responsibilities in carrying out the metropolitan 
transportation planning process and that these responsibilities be 
clearly identified in written agreements among t he MPO, the State, and 
the public transportation operators serving the metropolitan planning 
area. \14\ The process to select representatives of the providers of 
public transportation for the MPO board is one of the mutual 
responsibilities of the MPO, the State , and the providers of public 
transportation. Thus , FTA and FHWA encourage , but do not require , MPOs , 
States , and providers of public transportation to amend their 
metropolitan planni ng agreements to document the process for selecting 
representatives of providers of public transportation. However , given 
the statutory deadli n e of October 1 , 2014 , and the expectation that 
MPOs , States , and providers of public transportat i on may need to update 
their agreements to address the MAP-21 performance management 
requirements once f inalized through rulemaking , the policy guidance 
clarifies that an MPO board resolution, or other documentation, 
adopting the process to select representatives of providers of public 
transportation shoul d be sufficient. 

\14\ 23 CFR 450 . 314 . 

While the guidance recommends that MPOs formal l y adopt some ki nd of 
process for the selection of public transportation representatives , the 
g u idance does not prescribe a specific selection process . This guidance 
affords the flexibi l ity for providers of public transportation , States , 
and MPOs to determine the process to select representatives of 
providers of public transportation for the MPO policy board. This could 
include the sel ection of representatives by t he providers of transit 
services themselves , as suggested by one commenter who said that '' it 
should be up to the transit agencies to select whom they want to 
represent their interests [and) the vote for this representative should 
occur solely between the transit operators , and should be completely 
independent of the MPO board and staff ' s decision making .' ' By analogy, 
in many urbanized areas, providers of public transportation engage with 
each other to select a designated recipient or to allocate Urbanized 
Area Formula funds t hat have been apportioned to t he urbanized area. 
The guidance clarifies that MPOs , States , and providers of public 
transportation have the flexibility to determine the most effective 
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process t hat best serves the interests of the metropol itan plann ing 
area . 

Role of the Public Trans portation Representative 

Four comme n ters expressed concern that the requirement to specify 
the role and responsibilities of the representative of providers of 
publ ic trans porta tion wo uld place restric tio ns on the role of the 
transi t representative . Th is is not the intent . In the guidance, FTA 
and FHWA recommend that MPOs establish, a t a minimum, that a 
representative must consider the needs of all eligible public 
transportation providers that provide service i n t he metropol i tan 
plann i ng area and , in exercising this responsibi l ity, the 
representative should have e qual decisionmaking righ t s and authorities 
as the other members that are o n t he po l i c y board of an MPO t ha t serves 
a TMA . This guidance is inte nded to recomme nd a base level fo r 
effecti ve representation a nd is not intended to restrict t h e role of a 
transi t representative on an MPO. 

While one commenter e xpresse d s upport for t he proposal that MPOs 
serving TMAs should amend t hei r bylaws t o descr ibe t h e col laborative 
process of selecting representatives of provide rs of public 
trans portation a nd the ro l e the se l ected r e presentative should play 
- ' b ecause it would help ensure that transit-related i ssues a n d 
i nterests are a ppr opriately and meaningfu l ly represen ted in MPO 
decision-mak ing , 1 1 10 comme nters expressed strong c oncern , claiming 
t hat the proposal was unnecessary , o nerous , and that it ha d no basis in 
l aw. The proposed policy guidance did not propose to require MPOs to 
establi s h or a me nd bylaws , but only recommended such action . The FTA 
a n d FHWA h a ve retaine d i n the policy g uidance t hat MPOs s ho uld amend 
their by l a ws , i f the MPO has t hem, to provide t hat a public 
transpor tation representative should cons ider the needs of all e lig ibl e 
publ ic transportatio n providers tha t provide service in the 
me tro po l itan planning area and that , in e xercising this responsibility, 
t h e representative s h ould have equal deci sionma king rights and 

[[Page 3121 8) ] 

authorit i es as t h e other me mbers t hat are on the policy board of an MPO 
that serves a TMA . The g u idance also recommends that a n MPO could 
affirm t hese two policies i n a board resolu tion or other documentation . 

Restructuring MPOs To Include Representation by Providers of Publ ic 
Transportatio n 

Eighteen commenters e xp r essed s uppor t f or the proposal t hat an MPO 
that serves a TMA t hat has multiple providers o f public t r a nsportat i o n 
should cooperate \15\ with the eligible providers to determine ho w the 
MPO wi ll i n c lude representa t ion by providers of publ ic transportation 
on its policy board . The example methods that FTA and FHWA described in 
the p r oposed guida nce included h aving all providers represented b y a 
s ing l e board position , rota ting the board position a mong several 
providers , or proportional r epr esenta tion of al l eligible providers on 
the board . Many commenters proposed that represen tation s hould not b e 
l imi ted to a single transit representat ive . Thirteen commenters 
proposed t hat a ll providers of public t r a n s p o rta t i o n t hat operate in a 
TMA s hould be given representat i o n on the MPO board. On e commenter 
op i ned that ''each transit agenc y /provider should have a vote i n 
ma tters before t he MPO rather than having several t r a nsit p rovide r s 
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share a single vote. ' ' Another commenter suggested that ' 'the best 
approach is one that rotates the board position among all eligible 
providers.' ' Still another commenter proposed t hat ''all efforts be 
made to include the l argest providers of public transportation in a 
region ' ' as this policy would '' ensure t hat the majority of public 
transportation users were represented in [the] MPO decision making 
proc ess. ' ' 

\15\ Cooperation means that ' ' the parties involved in carrying 
out the transportation planning and programming processes work 
together to achieve a common goal or objective . '' 23 CFR 450 . 104 . 

The FTA and FHWA acknowledge that there are multiple ways to 
include representat ion of providers of public transportation on MPO 
boards and note that many MPOs currently do so. For example, the 
Regional Transportation Council of the North Ce ntral Texas Council of 
Governments (NCTCOG) ; t he Portland , Oregon , MPO (JPACT); the Miami 
Valley Regional Planning Commission ; the National Capital Region 
Transportation Planning Board that serves the Washington, DC , 
metropol itan area; and the Ozarks Transportation Organization in 
Springfield , Missouri, all cited their inclusion of transit 
representatives as voting members on their MPO boards . 

An MPO serving one of the Nation ' s newest TMAs , the Portland Area 
Comprehensive Transportation System (PACTS) MPO in Port land , Maine , 
accommodates representation by providers of p ublic transportation on 
the MPO policy board thro ugh a cooperative process . As documented in 
the PACTS bylaws, seven providers of public transportation serve on the 
Transit Committee of PACTS . The PACTS Transit Committee identi fies a 
representative from t h e seven providers to serve on the Policy 
Committee, the Techni ca l Committee , t he Planning Commi ttee , and the 
Executive Committee , a nd to represent transit for the entire 
metropolitan planning area. The representatives serve for 2 years and 
may serve successive terms. 

The policy guidance provides MPOs, States , and providers of public 
transpor tation with the flexibility to determine the most effective 
arran gement to best serve the i n terests of the metropolitan planning 
area . 

Policy Guida nce 

Representati ves of Provi d e r s of Public Transportation 

By October 1 , 20 1 4 , MPOs that serve a n area designated as a TMA 
must include ' ' (A) local elected officials; (B) officials of public 
agencies that administe r or operate major modes of transportation in 
the metropoli tan area , including representation by providers of public 
transportat i on ; and (C) appropriate State officia l s . '' \16\ The 
requirement to include '' representation by providers of pub l i c 
transportation ' ' is a new requirement under MAP-2 1. The i ntent of this 
provision i s that representatives of providers of public 
transportation , o nce designated, should have equal decisionmaking 
rights and authorities as t h e other members that are o n the policy 
board of a n MPO that serves a TMA. This expectation reflects the l ong
standing position of FHWA a nd FTA with respect to statutori ly required 
MPO board me mbers . 
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\16\ 23 u.s.c . 134(d) (2) ; 49 u.s .c . 5303(d) (2) . 

A representative of providers of public transportation should be an 
elected or appointed member of the provider ' s board of directors or a 
senior officer of the provider , such as a c h ief executive officer or a 
general manager. 

A representative of providers of public transportat i on should not 
also attempt to represent other entities on the MPO . For example , if a 
local elected off i c ia l is also a member of the board of directors of a 
provider of public transportation a nd the elected offici al represents 
his or her local jurisdi ction ' s i nterests on the MPO , the local 
off i c i al should not also serve as a representative of public 
transportation providers generally . 

An MPO i s exempt from t h e structure requ i rements of 23 U.S . C . 
134(d) (2) and 49 U.S . C . 5303(d) (2) if (1) the MPO operates pursuant to 
a State law t hat was i n effect on or before December 18, 1991; (2) such 
State law has not been amended after December 18 , 1991, as regards the 
structure or organization of the MPO ; and (3) t h e MPO has not been 
designated or re-designated after December 18, 1991. An MPO that claims 
an exemption should self-certi fy i ts e xe mpt status with FTA and FHWA as 
part of the MPO self-certification process described at 23 CFR 450 . 334 
or through some other documentation. 

Eligible Providers of Public Transportation 

To satisfy 23 U. S . C . 134(d) (2) (B) and 49 U.S.C. 5303(d) (2) (B ), a 
representative of a provider of public transportation that operates in 
a TMA should be eligible to be a designated recip i ent , a direct 
recipient, or a sub- recipient of the Urbanized Area Formul a funding 
program. 

Process for the Selection of Rep r esentatives of Providers of Public 
Transportation 

To select representatives of providers of public transportation, 
MPOs, States , and providers of public transportation ha ve t he 
flexibility to determine the most effective process t hat best serves 
the i n terests of t h e metropolitan planning area . The FTA and FHWA 
e n courage MPOs that serv e a n area designated as a TMA to amend their 
met r opolitan planning agreements in cooperation with provi ders of 
public transportation and t he State to include the cooperat ive process 
t h ey ha v e developed to select representatives of providers of public 
t ransportat ion for inclusion o n the MPO board . The Metropolitan 
Transportation Planning rule at 23 CFR 450.314 provides for 
metropolitan planning agreements in which MPOs , Sta t es , and providers 
of public tran s p ortation cooperative ly determine their mutual 
responsibilities in carry i ng out the metropolitan tran sportation 
planning process . Alternativel y, a n MPO s h ould forma lly adopt the 
cooperat ive selecti o n process t hrough a board resolution or other 
documentation. 

[[Page 3 12 1 9 )) 

Role of a Rep r esentative of Prov iders of Public Transportation 

A represen tative of providers of public transportation shoul d 
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consider the needs of al l eligible public transportation providers that 
provide service in the metropolitan planning area . In exercising this 
responsibility , the representative should have equal decisionmaking 
rights and authorities as the other members that are on the policy 
board of an MPO that serves a TMA . An MPO serving a TMA should formally 
establish through a board resolution the role and responsibilities of a 
representative of providers of public transportation, including, at a 
minimum, that the transit representative should (1) consider the needs 
of all eligible providers of public transportation in the metropol itan 
planning area and to address those issues that are relevant to the 
responsibilities of the MPO , and (2) have equal decisionmaking rights 
and author i ties as the other members that are on the po l i cy board of an 
MPO that serves a TMA . 

To the extent that an MPO has bylaws, the MPO should , in 
consultation with transit providers in the TMA , develop bylaws that 
describe the establishment , roles, and responsibilities of tra ns it 
representatives. These bylaws should explain the process by which the 
public transportation representative wi l l identify transit-related 
issues for cons i deration by the MPO policy board and verify that 
transit priorities a re considered in planning products to be adopted by 
the MPO . In TMAs with multiple providers of public transportation , t he 
bylaws also should outline how representatives wil l consider the needs 
of all el igible providers of public transportation and address issues 
that are relevant to the responsibilities of the MPO . 

Restructuring MPOs To I nclude Representation by Providers of Public 
Transportation 

Title 23 U. S . C . 134(d) (5) (B) and 49 U. S . C . 5303(d) (5) (B) provide 
tha t an MPO may be restructured to meet the law ' s representation 
requirements without having to secure the agreement of the Governor and 
unit s of general purpose government as part of a redesignation . 

There are multiple providers of public transportation within most 
TMAs. An MPO that serves an area designated as a TMA that has multiple 
providers of public transportation may need to cooperate with the 
e l igible providers to dete r mine how the MPO will meet the requirement 
to include representation by providers of public transportation . There 
are various approaches to meeting this requirement . For example , an MPO 
may allocate a single board position to eligible providers of public 
transportat i on collec tively, providing that one representative of 
providers of publ ic transportation must be agreed upon through a 
cooperative process . Th e requirement for representation might also be 
met by rotating the board position among all eligible providers or by 
providing all eligible providers wi th proportiona l representation. 
However the representation is ultimately designated, the MPO should 
formally adopt the revised structure through a board resolution , 
byl aws, a metropolitan p l anning agreement , or other documentation , as 
appropriate. 

Apart from the requirement for representation on the MPO ' s policy 
board , an MPO also may allow for transit representation on polic y or 
technical committees . Eligible providers of public transportation that 
do not participate on the MPO ' s policy board may hold positions on 
advisory or tec hnical committees . 

The FHWA and FTA encourage MPOs , States , local stakeholders, and 
providers of public transportation to take this opportunity to 
determine the most effective governance and institutional arrangements 
to best serve the interests of the metropolitan planning area . 
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I ssued on: May 21, 201 4. 
Therese McMillan , 
Deputy Administrator , Federal Transit Administration. 
Gregory G. Nadeau , 
Deputy Administrator , Fede ral Highway Administration . 
[ FR Doc. 2014-12163 Filed 5-30-1 4 ; 8 : 45 am] 
BI LLING CODE 49 1 0-22-P 
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Vanessa Guerra 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Sara Garza [Sara.Garza@txdot.gov] 
Friday, June 13, 2014 8:11AM 
Nathan R. Bratton; Vanessa Guerra 
Raymond Sanchez 
Discussion on Representative for the South 

Good Morning! In the LUTS meeting you addressed ifthe South Region was still around as stated in the UPWP draft as 
State Representatives. As stated, we are now part ofTPP. Please correct as necessary on the UPWP or through your 
bylaws as stated by you. There is no more South Region instead it would be TXDOT TPP Field Representative. Let me 
know if you need anything else. Thanks. 

Don't mess with Texas® means don't litter. 

Dorit 
mess With 

rrexas· 
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Vanessa Guerra 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Ana Duncan [Ana.Duncan@txdot.gov] 
Tuesday, July 01 , 2014 8:22 AM 
Vanessa Guerra 

Cc: Randy Aguilar 
Subject: MPO/Technical Committee Representatives 

Vanessa, 

If you recall at one of our last meetings we discussed updating the Current Li st of Representatives from the State for the 
Technical Committee. You mentioned this would have to be done to the MPO Bylaws and the FY 2015 UPWP. We 
presently have: 

TxDOT Planning Representative 
TxDOT Special Projects Coordinator 

TxDOT Area Engineer 
TxDOT South Region Field Representative 

The Planning rep and the Area Engineer will remain (myself and Carlos Rodriguez). Sara is supposed to get with you 
regard ing the new name for the "South Region Field Rep." As for the other District rep, we propose replacing 11Special 
Projects Coord inator" with a second "Planning Representative" (Randy Aguilar). 

Let me know if you need additional info from us. Thanks. 

:tt.na J\licia Vuncan, P. T. 
Transportation Engineer 

Texas Department of Transportation - Laredo District 
1817 Bob Bullock Loop '~ Laredo, TX 78043 
0: 956/712-7460 F: 956/712-7401 
Email : ana.duncan@txdot.gov 

Don't mess with Texas® means don't litter. 
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