The Role of Interregional Issues in Multi-MPO
Collaboration

Introduction

The metropolitan transportation planning process is designed, primarily, to improve
transportation policy making and investment decisions across a single metropolitan planning
area. Federal law assigns principal responsibility for this process to metropolitan planning
organizations (MPOSs).

In concept, each MPO is responsible for planning on behalf of the local jurisdictions in a
single urbanized area. The MPO planning area includes both the census-defined urbanized
area and a contiguous area expected to become urbanized over the next 20 years.

Areas with clusters of neighboring or proximate MPOs have distinct challenges and
opportunities that affect metropolitan transportation planning. These areas often share
transportation infrastructure and environmental conditions. Furthermore, they are typically
economically interdependent.

These connections between or among MPO planning areas give rise to “interregional issues,
which are recurring transportation topics related to systems or conditions that transcend
metropolitan area boundaries. Traffic congestion, air quality, and economic development are
examples of interregional issues for many neighboring or proximate MPOs. When one MPO
acts in response to one of these issues, its actions affect conditions in neighboring or
proximate MPO planning areas. Consequently, MPOs cannot efficiently address interregional
issues working in isolation.

This paper explores how specific issues and conditions motivate long-range planning
collaboration between or among multiple neighboring or proximate MPOs. The first section
provides a summary analysis of the state of the practice. The next section discusses specific
issue areas that seem the most likely to motivate collaboration between or among MPOs.
The paper concludes with profiles of three areas of the country where multiple MPOs have
sustained collaborative planning efforts for more than a decade.

Key Points

Interregional issues are recurring transportation topics related to systems or
conditions that transcend metropolitan area boundaries. MPOs cannot efficiently
address interregional issues working in isolation.

Federal statutes and regulations governing the metropolitan transportation planning
process emphasize coordination between and among neighboring or proximate
MPOs. This emphasis creates opportunities for collaborative planning and decision
making.

Each MPO has its own set of priority issues that motivate planning action. While
federal and state requirements define some of these issues, MPOs prioritize other
issues based on the interests of their governing boards, access to funding, and staff
capacities.




A variety of issues have motivated groups of neighboring or proximate MPOs to plan
collaboratively. These issues may flow naturally from the federal statutory
requirements for the metropolitan transportation planning process, or they may
emerge as MPOs deepen their collaborative relationships.

Researchers from the American Planning Association and the Georgia Institute of
Technology’s Center for Quality Growth and Regional Development conducted
qualitative case study research to learn more about how and why neighboring and
proximate MPOs in three distinct areas of the country are coordinating their long-
range planning efforts. The research team, in consultation with Federal Highway
Administration staff, selected these three “multi-MPO coordination areas” based on
their reputations for sustained coordination and collaboration over many years.

Eight MPOs in California’s San Joaquin Valley have used federal requirements to
coordinate their transportation conformity processes as a springboard for
collaborative efforts focusing on goods movement, greenhouse gas emissions
reductions, and growth management. The MPOs formed a joint policy board to guide
their interregional initiatives.

Ten MPOs in a four-state area around New York City have established a forum to
improve information sharing and collaborative decision-making related to federally
mandated transportation planning processes and work products. This forum has also
provided opportunities to discuss shifting freight patterns, transformative
technologies, extreme weather resilience, and economic development priorities.

Three MPOs in Southeast Florida have taken advantage of state statutes that
encourage MPOs to enter into interlocal agreements for collaborative planning. These
MPOs have joined forces to produce plans and studies and convene stakeholders to
address shared transportation, environmental, and economic priorities.

State of the Practice

Cooperation and coordination between or among multiple MPOs on long-range planning
processes or activities is common. However, the level of cooperation and coordination is
deeper in some areas of the U.S. than in others, and it naturally changes over time, as
conditions and priorities shift. In some cases, cooperation or coordination between or
among MPOs leads to collaboration, that is, working jointly on new activities or work
products. Figure 1 illustrates how cooperation, coordination, and collaboration between or
among MPOs fit on a continuum of integration.

Both legal requirements and organizational priorities and capacities affect the timing and
extent of multi-MPO collaboration. In many cases legal requirements foster collaboration.
However, in select instances, these requirements can present a barrier to collaboration.
Additionally, limited capacities force MPOs to prioritize collaborative actions that have clear
local benefits.



Figure 1. A ladder of multi-MPO participation, adapted from Arnstein (1969).
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Legal Requirements Affect Collaboration

Federal statutes and regulations governing the metropolitan transportation planning process
emphasize coordination between and among neighboring or proximate MPOs. This emphasis
creates opportunities for collaborative planning and decision making. Furthermore, many
states have statutes or regulations that affect opportunities for collaboration between or
among MPOs.

Federal Statutes and Regulations

Federal statutes and regulations detail the requirements for a “continuous, cooperative, and
comprehensive” (3-C) metropolitan multimodal transportation planning process (23 USC
8134; 49 USC 85303; 23 CFR 8450.300 et seq.). Because all MPOs share the same
fundamental responsibility to carry out this 3-C process, these requirements provide a basis
for a wide range of collaborative efforts between and among MPOs. Additionally, there are
four circumstances in which federal laws or rules require neighboring or proximate MPOs to
coordinate their long-range transportation planning efforts:

1. Multiple MPOs share authority for planning within a single urbanized area (23 CFR
8§450.310(e)).

2. Multiple MPOs share authority for planning within an air quality control region
designated as a nonattainment area for ozone or carbon monoxide under the Clean
Air Act (42 USC §7407(c); 23 USC §134(g)(1); 49 USC 85303(g)(1)).

3. An urbanized area principally located in one MPO planning area extends into another
MPO planning area (23 CFR 8450.312(h); 23 CFR 8450.314(Q)).
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4. A proposed federally funded transportation investment is located within multiple MPO
planning areas (23 USC 8134(g)(1); 49 USC §5303(9)(2); 23 CFR 8450.314(e)).

In each circumstance, federal requirements encourage coordination between or among
MPOs (as well as other state, regional, and local agencies) on data collection and analysis,
planning assumptions, performance measurement, and public participation. These activity
areas provide ample opportunities for collaborative events, studies, and outreach.

State Statutes and Regulations

While federal statutes and regulations establish a baseline for MPO planning processes and
work products, many states have statutes or regulations that provide supplemental
requirements for their MPOs. In some cases, these state laws or rules specify additional
opportunities for collaboration between or among MPOs.

For example, Florida authorizes any MPO to establish an interlocal agreement for
collaborative planning with any other MPO in the state, requires MPOs that share planning
authority for an urbanized area to prepare a joint list of regionally significant project
priorities, and requires MPOs to coordinate plans regarding any transportation project that
crosses MPO planning area boundaries (Florida Statutes §339.175(6)()); §339.175(8)(b);
8339.175(8)(c)7). Meanwhile, Utah requires all MPOs that share a planning area boundary
to collaborate on joint transportation plans, TIPs, and project priorities (Utah Code 872-1-
208.5(3)).

Meanwhile, some states have separate statutes or regulations governing other regional
planning processes, such as water resource management, solid waste management, or
economic development. These laws or rules do not typically specify any role for the MPO in
the planning process and may give entities other than MPOs access to new sources of
funding or specialized tools to develop and implement plans. When this happens, state
statutes or regulations can, unintentionally, discourage neighboring or proximate MPOs from
collaborating around related interregional issues. Without an explicit invitation to participate
from the designated planning authority, MPOs may be reluctant to use limited resources on
collaborative planning efforts that state and local officials could view as duplicative or
redundant.

For example, many states delegate responsibilities for regional water supply planning to
water agencies or districts. Similarly, some delegate regional solid waste planning
responsibilities to solid waste districts. However, few, if any, states explicitly require or
recommend these agencies or districts to consult with MPOs about how water supply or solid
waste recycling or disposal strategies affect transportation infrastructure and demand. In
these cases, MPOs may not see a clear opportunity to collaborate around interregional water
resource or solid waste management issues, unless the water agency or solid waste district
invites them to participate in their official planning processes.

Priorities and Capacities Affect Collaboration

Each MPO has its own set of priority issues that motivate planning action. While federal and
state requirements define some of these issues, MPOs prioritize other issues based on the
interests of their governing boards, access to funding, and staff capacities. MPOs seldom
have the political will or adequate financial or staff resources to address every issue that
may surface during a local or regional planning process.

The composition of MPO governing boards varies considerably across the country, but most
governing boards consist predominantly of elected officials from the constituent
municipalities and counties that comprise the MPQO’s planning area (Kramer et al. 2017).
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Consequently, MPOs typically prioritize local and regional issues, where the MPO has clear
authority and responsibility to act, over interregional issues, where MPO authority and
responsibilities are often more limited. This is especially true for interregional issues where
ownership is diffuse and there is no clear governance structure.

Meanwhile, funding and staff capacity ultimately determine the total number of issues on an
MPQ’s planning agenda. Generally, MPO funding, staff sizes, and staff specializations
increase as the MPO planning area size and population increase (Kramer et al. 2017).
Higher capacity MPOs, in terms of funding and staffing, typically have more issues on their
planning agenda than lower capacity MPOs.

Multiple neighboring or proximate MPOs are more likely to plan collaboratively in response
to an interregional issue if their respective governing boards have identified and prioritized
that issue. Furthermore, they are more likely to plan collaboratively in response to an
interregional issue when that collaboration offers clear local or MPO benefits (Peckett et al.
2014). These benefits may be increased efficiency in carrying out mandatory planning tasks,
transportation system or quality-of-life improvements for residents, economic growth, or
access to additional funding.

Finally, MPOs will only choose to collaborate if they have compatible perspectives on an
issue. Usually, this means a similar perspective, such as when multiple neighboring MPOs
identify freight congestion on a shared highway as a priority issue. In some cases, though,
MPOs can have different perspectives without those perspectives being incompatible. For
example, one MPO may be interested in land conservation as way to focus regional growth
in areas with existing urban services, while another may see land conservation as a tool to
protect air and water quality. In this example, collaborative land conservation strategies can
serve both goals equally.

Issues Motivating Collaboration

There are three broad categories of issues that motivate neighboring or proximate MPOs to
collaborate on long-range planning activities or work products. First, there are
transportation issues that flow naturally from the federal statutory requirements for the
metropolitan transportation planning process. Second, there are environmental issues that
are either central to multimodal transportation planning or naturally emerge as MPOs
deepen their collaborative relationships. Third, there are economic issues that may
transcend statutory requirements but have clear connections to transportation system
performance.

Transportation Issues

Highways and rail corridors routinely cross MPO planning area boundaries. Furthermore,
transportation system conditions in one MPO planning area often affect system performance
in neighboring or proximate MPO planning areas.

Federal and state statutes and regulations recognize this interdependence and establish
baseline requirements for cooperation and coordination between and among MPOs, transit
providers, state transportation agencies, and local governments. In many instances, MPOs
have built off these baseline requirements to collaborate on planning for highway
investments, goods movement, transit service, safety, congestion management, or
transformative technologies.



Highway Investments

Coordinating highway investments across MPO planning area boundaries is essential to
maintaining transportation system performance. While state transportation agencies lead
this coordination, MPOs can collaborate on project prioritization to increase the efficiency of
this coordination process and improve outcomes.

For example, North Carolina Capital Area MPO and Durham-Chapel-Carrboro Hill MPO list
fiscally constrained highway projects in their jointly adopted Connect 2045 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (CAMPO and DCHC MPO 2018). The financial chapter of the plan details
shared assumptions and specifies how each MPO intends to finance roadway projects. The
MPOs also partnered with their state department of transportation on a corridor study for
North Carolina Route 98, which includes recommendations for short- and long-term
improvements and provides implementation guidelines (CAMPO et al. 2018).

Similarly, the eight MPOs of California’s San Joaquin Valley (see the San Joaquin Valley
Regional Policy Council section below) collaborated with their state’s department of
transportation on a business plan for California State Route 99 (SR 99) (Caltrans 2013).
This business plan prioritized projects of valley-wide significance and helped convince voters
to approve a bond measure with a dedicated fund for SR 99 investments (California
Government Code 88879.23(b)).

Goods Movement

The U.S. economy depends on efficient interregional goods movement. Each MPO planning
area contains a mix of land uses that generate and receive freight as well as transportation
infrastructure that accommodates trucks and trains passing through with shipments
originating and terminating in other MPO planning areas.

Federal regulations require all MPOs to establish performance targets for freight movement
on the Interstate System using the Truck Travel Time Reliability Index as a performance
measure, or to adopt their state’s target (23 CFR 8490.105(d)(1)(vi)). MPOs must also
include this target and the corresponding performance measure in their LRTPs and TIPs (23
CFR 8450.324(e)(3) and 23 CFR 8450.326(d)). This shared requirement provides an
opportunity for MPOs to set targets collaboratively. Furthermore, freight issues such as
congestion, bottlenecks, and truck parking have motivated neighboring or proximate MPOs
to collaborate on interregional goods movement plans or studies.

For example, the eight MPOs of California’s San Joaquin Valley have jointly developed
multiple goods movement plans and studies. These include a valley-wide Goods Movement
Plan, which prioritizes projects, programs, and policies that impact goods movement in the
region (Cambridge Systematics 2013). This plan is followed by a Goods Movement
Sustainable Implementation Plan, which identifies truck system issues and needs and
identifies policies or programs in regional transportation plans related to freight, and a
goods movement study for two major truck corridors that focuses on demand management,
efficiency improvements, and alternative methods to move goods (Cambridge Systematics
2017b; 2017a).

Meanwhile, the Maricopa Association of Governments (the MPO for the Phoenix-Mesa and
Avondale-Goodyear urbanized areas), Pima Association of Governments (the MPO for the
Tucson urbanized area), and Central Arizona Council of Governments conducted a freight
study to identify opportunities to improve interregional goods movement in Arizona’s Sun
Corridor. The study recommended coordinating freight economic development efforts,
creating a funding program to support improvements, and protecting land uses to support
freight uses throughout the corridor (ASC JPAC 2013).
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Transit Service

Federal regulations require all MPOs to establish regional targets for the Federal Transit
Administration’s “state of good repair” performance measures (49 USC 85326(c) and 49
CFR 8625.41-45). MPOs must also include these targets and the corresponding
performance measures in their LRTPs and TIPs (23 CFR 8450.324(e)(3) and 23 CFR
8450.326(d)). This shared requirement provides an opportunity for neighboring or
proximate MPOs to set targets collaboratively.

Furthermore, most MPO planning areas are served by interregional passenger rail or bus
services, such as Amtrak or Greyhound. Some metropolitan areas also have regional transit
services that cross MPO planning area boundaries. In areas where multiple MPOs share
boundaries, or are otherwise located near one another, workers may routinely commute
from one MPO planning area to another. For these reasons, many neighboring or proximate
MPOs have collaborated to identify opportunities to create or improve transit connections
between or among MPO planning areas.

For example, six MPOs in Central Florida (Lake-Sumter MPO, MetroPlan Orlando,
Ocala/Marion Transportation Planning Organization, Polk Transportation Planning
Organization, River to Sea Transportation Planning Organization, and Space Coast
Transportation Planning Organization) collaborated with their state department of
transportation on a transit study that identified and prioritized cross-jurisdictional transit
projects (FDOT and Central Florida MPO Alliance 2018). The study analyzed transit
recommendations from the MPOs most recent long-range transportation plans and
presented a unified vision for transit service across the MPOs planning areas.

Meanwhile, the eight MPOs of California’s San Joaquin Valley have jointly studied unmet
transit needs and service alternatives in rural areas throughout the valley (SJVRPC 2017b).
They have also joined with other agencies to form a joint powers authority to manage
Amtrak service through the valley (SJJPA JEPA 2013).

Safety

All MPOs place a high value on ensuring the safety of transportation system users, and all
MPOs face similar challenges related to minimizing the frequency and severity of traffic
accidents. Furthermore, federal regulations require MPOs to establish performance targets
for a defined set of safety measures related to fatalities and serious injuries, or to adopt
their state’s targets (23 CFR 8490.105(b)). MPOs must also include these targets and the
corresponding performance measures in their LRTPs and TIPs (23 CFR 8450.324(e)(3) and
23 CFR 8450.326(d)).

This shared requirement provides an opportunity for neighboring or proximate MPOs to set
targets collaboratively. Additionally, some neighboring or proximate MPOs have collaborated
on communication systems and local outreach to increase system safety across their
planning areas.

For example, in 2005 three MPOs in Pennsylvania and New Jersey (Delaware Valley Regional
Planning Commission, North Jersey Transportation Authority, and South Jersey
Transportation Planning Organization) teamed with a wide range of public and private
transportation planning partners to establish a Regional Safety Task Force (DVRPC 2019).
The task force meets quarterly and has developed a joint statement with a goal, objectives,
and measurements to enhance transportation safety across the Delaware Valley. It also
provides guidance on the Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission’s Transportation
Safety Action Plan.


http://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title49-section5326&num=0&edition=prelim
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=83c43a899b2d958e630bda2ccef84a82&mc=true&node=pt49.7.625&rgn=div5#sp49.7.625.d
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=83c43a899b2d958e630bda2ccef84a82&mc=true&node=pt49.7.625&rgn=div5#sp49.7.625.d
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=14f5287537f8cd6bcdd797c56983efee&mc=true&node=se23.1.450_1324&rgn=div8
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=14f5287537f8cd6bcdd797c56983efee&mc=true&n=sp23.1.450.c&r=SUBPART&ty=HTML#se23.1.450_1326
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=14f5287537f8cd6bcdd797c56983efee&mc=true&n=sp23.1.450.c&r=SUBPART&ty=HTML#se23.1.450_1326
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=76ffeaac106d5e6f9c153feccd46f903&mc=true&node=pt23.1.490&rgn=div5#se23.1.490_1105
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=14f5287537f8cd6bcdd797c56983efee&mc=true&node=se23.1.450_1324&rgn=div8
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=14f5287537f8cd6bcdd797c56983efee&mc=true&n=sp23.1.450.c&r=SUBPART&ty=HTML#se23.1.450_1326

Meanwhile, three MPOs in Southeast Florida (see the Southeast Florida Transportation
Council section below) have held a jointly organized Safe Streets Summit each year since
2014 (SEFTC 2019). This event brings together local and regional agencies to discuss
improving travel safety on local streets by planning and implementing street networks that
accommodate multiple travel modes to balance the needs of all users.

Congestion Management

Federal requirements mandate each MPO whose planning area population exceeds 200,000
must systematically address traffic congestion and produce a Congestion Management
Process (CMP)(23 CFR 8450.322). In areas where multiple MPOs share boundaries,
congested corridors often span portions of multiple planning areas. Areas that share
resources and information are more likely to identify common congestion management
objectives and strategies. Consequently, some neighboring and proximate MPOs have
collaborated to develop shared travel models or congestion management processes.

For example, three MPOs in New York’s Mid-Hudson Valley (the Orange County
Transportation Council, Poughkeepsie-Dutchess County Transportation Council, and Ulster
County Transportation Council) have maintained a joint CMP since 2005 (OCTC 2011). The
latest version of the CMP incorporates data from the National Performance Management
Research Data Set and establishes new performance measures for highway congestion,
freight congestion, and transit congestion (DCTC et al. 2019).

Similarly, the eight MPOs of California’s San Joaquin Valley have jointly updated their travel
demand models (Fehr & Peers 2012; SJVRPC 2018a). The updated models provide a valley-
wide framework for estimating and forecasting trips and include a tool to help the MPOs
evaluate the effectiveness of transportation demand management techniques.

Transformative Technologies

Connected and autonomous vehicles, unmanned aerial systems, Internet-connected
infrastructure, and other emerging technologies are poised to transform multimodal
transportation systems. Future federal or state policy decisions are likely to have a
significant effect on the implications of these technologies for multimodal transportation
planning. In the interim, neighboring and proximate MPOs have opportunities to share
information and collaborate on studies or planning activities, such as scenario planning
exercises, to evaluate the effects of potential alternatives.

For example, the New York State Association of Metropolitan Planning Organizations, a
coalition of fourteen MPOs, developed a white paper with recommendations to help MPOs
address connected and autonomous vehicles through their long-range transportation
planning processes (NYSAMPO 2017).

Meanwhile, the Florida Metropolitan Planning Organization Council (MPOAC), a group that
represents the collective interests of all 27 MPOs in Florida, identified innovative
transportation mobility solutions, including autonomous vehicles, as a legislative priority in
2019. The MPOAC has developed a joint policy position that supports legislation to advance
the use of new mobility technologies and protect the public from malicious and intentional
interference with these technologies (FMPOAC 2019).

Environmental Issues

Multimodal transportation policies and investments affect travel behavior, land use, and
economic activity. These changes to metropolitan area characteristics have direct and
indirect effects on the natural environment. Furthermore, policies and investments in one
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MPO planning area can affect environmental quality in neighboring or proximate MPO
planning areas.

Federal and state statutes and regulations recognize this interdependence and establish
baseline requirements for cooperation and coordination between and among MPOs, air
quality agencies, transit providers, state transportation agencies, and local governments. In
many instances, MPOs have built off these baseline requirements to collaborate on planning
for air quality improvements, land and water resource management, and extreme weather
resilience.

Air Quality

Air pollution from mobile sources, such as cars and trucks, generated in one MPO planning
area can negatively affect air quality in neighboring or proximate MPO planning areas. That
is, air pollution often travels between MPO planning areas.

MPOs operating in nonattainment or maintenance areas, which are geographic areas that do
not meet federal air quality standards or failed to meet those standards in the past, must
identify strategies and projects that align with air quality goals as identified in state
implementation plans. Furthermore, when multiple MPOs share authority for planning within
the same nonattainment area for ozone or carbon monoxide, federal statutes require these
MPOs to coordinate their transportation planning processes.

Federal regulations require MPOs operating in nonattainment or maintenance areas to
establish performance targets for traffic congestion and on-road mobile source emissions if
their urbanized area has a population in excess of one million before January 1, 2022 or in
excess of 200,000 after January 1, 2022 and includes National Highway System mileage (23
CFR 8490.105(c)(7) & (8) and 23 CFR §490.703). MPOs must also include these targets and
the corresponding performance measures in their LRTPs and TIPs (23 CFR 8450.324(e)(3)
and 23 CFR 8450.326(d)). This shared requirement provides an opportunity for these MPOs
to set targets collaboratively.

In response to air pollution’s ability to travel across planning area boundaries and federal
performance measurement and coordination requirements, many neighboring or proximate
MPOs have collaborated on air quality improvement strategies and projects.

For example, the eight MPOs of California’s San Joaquin Valley operate within the same
nonattainment area for ozone and particulate matter (U.S. EPA 2019). In response, these
MPOs have executed multiple memoranda of understanding and synchronized their planning
schedules, underlying assumptions, and methodologies to maximize their efficiency in
complying with air quality attainment plans (SJVRPC 2018b).

Similarly, two MPOs in Tennessee have partnered with a regional development organization
to better integrate their air quality planning efforts (NADO and AMPO 2009). In 2004, the
U.S. EPA designated the Knoxville region a nonattainment area for ozone and particulate
matter. The ozone nonattainment area included most of the Knoxville Regional
Transportation Planning Organization’s metropolitan planning area, a portion of the Lakeway
Area Metropolitan Transportation Organization, and nonmetropolitan areas in surrounding
counties (KRTPO 2018). The Knoxville and Lakeway Area MPOs and the state department of
transportation have a memorandum of agreement to cooperatively address transportation
conformity requirements for ozone (TDOT-KRTPO-LAMPTO MOA 2004). Staff members from
the East Tennessee Development District (the regional development organization
responsible for rural transportation planning in the area) serve on both of the MPOs
technical committees (KRTPO 2019; LAMTPO 2019). By August 2017, the Knoxville region’s
air quality had improved enough to meet all air quality standards (KRTPO 2018).


https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=76ffeaac106d5e6f9c153feccd46f903&mc=true&node=pt23.1.490&rgn=div5#se23.1.490_1105
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=76ffeaac106d5e6f9c153feccd46f903&mc=true&node=pt23.1.490&rgn=div5#se23.1.490_1105
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=ac332027bdfb86c321cdd5e1d5a0fb7d&mc=true&n=pt23.1.490&r=PART&ty=HTML#se23.1.490_1703
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=14f5287537f8cd6bcdd797c56983efee&mc=true&node=se23.1.450_1324&rgn=div8
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=14f5287537f8cd6bcdd797c56983efee&mc=true&n=sp23.1.450.c&r=SUBPART&ty=HTML#se23.1.450_1326

Land and Water Resource Management

Wildlands and sensitive environmental features, such as wetlands, provide benefits to
humans—by filtering pollutants out of air and water—and habitat for wildlife. Additionally,
lakes, rivers, and aquifers supply drinking water for metropolitan areas. In many cases,
large natural or rural landscapes, as well as water bodies and sensitive environmental
features, cross MPO planning area boundaries. Consequently, many neighboring or
proximate MPOs have collaborated on studies or plans to conserve landscapes and habitat
or protect water supplies and quality.

For example, in 2002, three MPOs serving the metropolitan areas of Southern Lake Michigan
in Wisconsin, lllinois, and Indiana (Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission,
Chicago Area Transportation Study, and Northwestern Indiana Regional Planning
Commission) and the Northeastern lllinois Planning Commission signed the Wingspread
Regional Accord. This agreement acknowledged the tri-state area’s socioeconomic and
environmental interdependence and stated a commitment to coordinate their planning on
issues that transcend jurisdictional boundaries. Shortly thereafter, these agencies created
the Southern Lake Michigan Water Supply Consortium (Jaffe 2009). In 2005, the consortium
held a water supply conference in Chicago to build support for integrated water supply
planning across Southern Lake Michigan (NIRPC 2005). In 2009, the original wingspread
agencies (including the Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning as the successor to both
the Chicago Area Transportation Study and the Northeastern lllinois Planning Commission)
and an additional MPO, the Southwest Michigan Planning Commission, signhed an updated
Wingspread Regional Accord to continue coordinated planning efforts in a four-state area
serving Southern Lake Michigan.

Meanwhile, the eight MPOs of California’s San Joaquin Valley jointly studied environmental
resources valley-wide. This effort led to shared data products that local and regional
agencies can use to inform growth management and conservation planning efforts at
multiple scales (Thorne et al. 2014; SJVRPC 2017a).

Extreme Weather Resilience

As global temperatures rise, many areas of the U.S. face severe multimodal transportation
planning challenges associated with rising sea levels or increasingly frequent and severe
storms, wildfires, or drought. Furthermore, any transportation system failures associated
with these challenges are likely to have ripple effects across multiple MPO planning areas.
Consequently, many neighboring or proximate MPOs have begun collaborating on extreme
weather resilience studies and strategies.

For example, following Hurricane Sandy, four MPOs in the New York City metropolitan area
collaborated with the Federal Highway Administration and other partners on a report called
Post Hurricane Sandy Transportation Resilience Study in NY, NJ, and CT. This study
identified transportation system vulnerabilities as well as opportunities to integrate extreme
weather resilience into transportation decision-making (ten Sietfhoff et al. 2017).

Meanwhile, three MPOs in Southeast Florida have developed a joint long-range
transportation plan with a shared goal to “provide a resilient and adaptable transportation
system” (SEFTC 2015). The objectives under this goal include providing and promoting
coordination among regional partners to enhance resiliency and adaptability.

Economic Issues

Metropolitan economies do not operate in isolation. In areas of the country with multiple
neighboring or proximate MPO jurisdictions, it is not uncommon for residents to live and
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work in different MPO planning areas. In these areas, multimodal transportation policies and
investments affect the distribution of jobs and housing, as well as the efficiency of
interregional economic activity.

Federal and state statutes and regulations recognize the importance of multimodal
transportation planning to regional, interregional, and national economic health. And they
establish baseline requirements for cooperation and coordination between and among MPOs,
regional economic development agencies, transit providers, state transportation agencies,
and local governments. In many instances, MPOs have built off these baseline requirements
to collaborate on planning for economic development, housing choice and affordability, and
port facilities.

Economic Development

In many areas of the country, highways and rail corridors link multiple neighboring or
proximate MPO planning areas. In these areas, employers consider access to skilled
workers, related businesses, and reliable transportation options when weighing location or
expansion decisions. Similarly, skilled workers consider cost of living and quality of life when
making decisions to relocate for a job. In both cases, local political boundaries typically
matter more than MPO jurisdictional boundaries. Consequently, some neighboring or
proximate MPOs have collaborated on studies or strategies to support business and
workforce development.

For example, three MPOs (Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Sacramento Council of
Governments, and San Joaquin Council of Governments) in Northern California collaborated
on an economic development study with an economic policy think tank, educational
institutions, economic development organizations, and other partner transportation agencies
(Bay Area Council Economic Institute 2016). The study looks at economic interdependencies
and provides policy recommendations for a 21-county area encompassing eight MPO
jurisdictions, including Northern San Joaquin Valley related to freight, land use,
transportation and more.

Meanwhile, three MPOs (Northwestern Indiana Regional Planning Committee, Chicago
Metropolitan Agency for Planning, and Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning
Commission) in a three-state area around Chicago, in collaboration with a wide range of
private-sector and institutional partners, developed a transportation agenda (Alliance for
Regional Development 2016). It includes principles and objectives to foster better
integration of passenger rail and freight systems across the MPO planning areas.

Housing Choice

In some areas of the country with multiple neighboring or proximate MPO jurisdictions, a
lack of affordable housing near employment centers is causing an increase in long-distance
commuting. This can lead to economic inefficiencies as employers struggle to attract skilled
workers and lower-income households struggle to access employment opportunities.
Consequently, some neighboring or proximate MPOs have collaborated on studies and
strategies to support housing choice and affordability.

For example, the eight MPOs of California’s San Joaquin Valley collaborated on multiple
studies evaluating valley-wide market potential for higher-density housing and infill
residential development (Concord Group 2012; Economic and Planning Systems, Inc. 2014).
These studies have helped the MPOs coordinate the housing forecast methodologies they
use in their long-range planning processes.

Meanwhile, four MPOs in Northeast Ohio collaborated with a wide range of public- and
private-sector partners to produce a fair housing study (NEOSCC 2014). The study
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evaluates impediments to fair housing and recommends actions to improve housing choice
and affordability across the MPO planning areas.

Port Facilities

Airports and seaports serve as major intermodal transportation hubs. In areas of the
country with multiple neighboring or proximate MPO jurisdictions, multimodal transportation
planning can have far-reaching effects on port facility operations and related economic
activity. Consequently, some neighboring or proximate MPOs are collaborating on
coordinated land-use and transportation planning to support port growth.

For example, three MPOs in Southeast Florida have developed a joint long-range
transportation plan that acknowledge the importance of enhancing connections to their
three major international airports and three seaports (SEFTC 2015). The plan includes
projects aimed at accommodating increased shipping demand from the Panama Canal and
improving transit connections to port-related employers.

Multi-MPO Coordination Area Experiences

Researchers from the American Planning Association (APA) and the Georgia Institute of
Technology’s Center for Quality Growth and Regional Development (CQGRD) conducted
qualitative case study research to learn more about how and why neighboring and
proximate MPOs in three distinct areas of the c