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2.08 Planning Emphasis Areas and Federal Planning Factors

Each year FHWA/FTA jointly develop Planning Emphasis Areas (PEAs) to promote
priority themes for consideration in transportation planning (i.e. for integration into the
OWP). The PEAs are published in the Federal Register, usually toward the end of the
calendar year and ORIP includes them in the annual OWP Guidance. Generally, the
Department accepts the PEAs as the state planning priorities. However, the FHWA

California Division also develops state specific PEAs.

MPOs are required to incorporate the PEAs in the OWP. While it is not required, it is
recommended that RTPAs include PEAs in the current OWP. Some RTPAs/MPOs
discuss their PEAs-related work in the OWP introduction or prospectus. Others include
matrixes to indicate the PEAs-related work elements. If one (or more) of the PEAs is

not addressed, the reason should be clearly stated.

Like the PEAs, the federal planning factors in Title 23 United States Code, Section
134(f) (revised in SAFETEA-LU section 6001(h) to separate safety and security) should
also be incorporated in the MPOs/RTPAs OWP. Federal Planning Factors are issued by
Congress and emphasize planning factors from a national perspective. The Federal
Planning Factors are revised with new reauthorization. With the passage of SAFETEA-
LU, the federal planning factors were expanded to eight (safety and security were split
into separate planning factors). The eight planning factors (for both metro and statewide
planning) are: (See Sample Matrix below which is applicable to both PEAs and/or the

SAFETEA-LU Planning Factors.)

Sample Matrix for SAFETEA-LU Planning Factors or PEAs

SAFETEA-LU Planning Factors

Work Work Work Work Work

1 2 3 4 5

Element Element Element Element Element

Work
Element
6

1. Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan
area, especially by enabling global competitiveness, X X X
productivity, and efficiency.

2. Increase the safety of the transportation system for
motorized and non-motorized users. X X

3. Increase the security of the transportation system for X X X
motorized and non-motorized users.

4. Increase the accessibility and mobility of people and
for freight. X X

5. Protect and enhance the environment, promote
energy conservation, improve the quality of life, and X
promote consistency between transportation
improvements and State and local planned growth and
economic development patterns.

6. Enhance the integration and connectivity of the X X
transportation system, across and between modes, for
people and freight.

7. Promote efficient system management and operation. X

8. Emphasize the preservation of the existing X
transportation system.
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2.09 District Review of the Draft OWP

Regional planning staff in the Districts are the initial and primary points of contact for
transportation planning between the Department and the MPO/RTPA. The draft
OWPs are submitted to the Districts for review. District staff should:

e Review the draft OWP (primary reviewer)

e Identify compliance concerns (e.g. eligible uses, funding levels, etc)

e DPrepare a transmittal memo identifying significant work elements and
activities and route the draft OWP for review and comment to other units
within the District and Headquarters, as appropriate

e Receive comments from the reviewing units, and prepare a comprehensive
formal Department comment letter to the MPO/RTPA, with copies to the
reviewing units and ORIP. District comment letters regarding MPO OWPs
are also copied to FHWA/FTA

Development and adoption of the OWP is a lengthy procedure for MPOs/RTPAs.
District Regional Planning staff should bear this in mind as they review, route and
comment on draft OWPs. They should forward OWP Guidance to the MPOs/RTPAs as
early as possible and should send comment letters in a timely manner. Comment letters
should be comprehensive (i.e. they should include the Department’s comments). If the
District does not incorporate a comment the commenter should be notified before the
letter is distributed.

The District reviews draft OWPs with two different emphases: conceptual and technical.
The conceptual evaluation focuses on the OWP as a whole to determine whether the
activities accomplish the transportation planning goals of the region. The technical
evaluation focuses on compliance.

The conceptual review considers whether the activities in the OWP:
e Respond to District concerns
e Consider regional mobility issues and requirements
e Represent an inclusive planning approach to address transportation in the
region
e Contribute to implementation of the Regional Transportation Plan

e Include required products such as Regional Transportation Plans,
Transportation Improvement Programs, air quality conformity, etc.

e Incorporate the applicable PEAs and the federal planning factors. If any of
these are not included, the reason for ot including any of them should be
stated

The technical review of the OWP centers on points such as:
e Are funding amounts consistent throughout?
e Do the budget figures add up correctly?
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e Are the activities eligible uses for the regional transportation planning
funding sources? (See Section 4.02 for a listing of eligible uses.)

e Have federal match requirements been satisfied?

e Has progress made in the previous year's OWP been described?

e Do the task statements, project schedules, and costs seem realistic?

e Are all regional transportation planning contracts, and grants listed?

e Have Title VI, American with Disabilities Act and other compliance
considerations been included?

MPO draft OWPs are also sent to the FHWA/FTA. The drafts may be sent by the
MPO directly or through the District, as MPO/District preference and custom dictate,
but it is the District’s responsibility to make sure the draft is provided to FHWA/FTA.

FHWA requests an electronic version and one hard copy of each MPO’s draft OWP.
FTA, however, prefers an electronic copy of the MPO’s draft OWP. Every effort should
be made to provide an electronic version of the draft OWP to both the FHWA and
FTA. (See the current OWP Guidance for contact names and addresses.)

District regional planners should find the OWP review checklist in the annual OWP
Guidance a helpful review tool for both the draft and the final OWP (also see the OWP
Development and Review Flowchart on page 2-14).

2.10 District Staff Circulate the Draft OWP

Once District staff receive the draft OWP from the MPO/RTPA, they circulate the draft
OWP to, and solicit comments from, ORIP and other affected units in the District and
Headquarters. ORIP is always included, but the contents of the draft OWP will dictate
which other units should participate in the review. ORIP requests one hard copy and
one electronic copy, if available, of the draft OWP.

The OWP is comprehensive, and the regional transportation planning activities and
projects in the work elements relate to, impact, and correlate with, projects, activities and
responsibilities of various District and Headquarters units. Staff in affected units should
be provided the opportunity to review and comment. The District’s request for review
and comment transmittal memo should clearly state what is expected from these
reviewers, including:

e Specific work elements, activities and/or products should be referenced

e Relevant questions should be posed

e Related accomplishments should be cited

e DPertinent Department activities should be mentioned

Some District units to whom District staff might circulate the draft OWP are:
e Traffic Operations
e Systems Planning and/or Traffic Forecasting
e Local Assistance Engineers
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e Project Management

e Community Planning

e IGR/CEQA Coordinators

e Title VI Liaison

e Transit/Public Transportation Planning

Headquarters units to whom District staff might circulate the draft OWP are:
e The Division of Transportation Planning
0 Office of Regional and Interagency Planning (always!)
0 Office of Goods Movement
0 Office of Community Planning
0 Office of Advanced and System Planning
e Division of Aeronautics
e Division of Mass Transportation
# Division of Research and Innovation
e Any other affected Division

Note: Headquarters Local Assistance does not review draft OWPs. They do,
however, request copies of Final OWPs.

Thorough and comprehensive review of the draft OWP by all affected Department areas
is of critical importance. The District needs to communicate all the Department’s
substantive concerns during the OWP draft stage when issues may be more easily
resolved. The District collects and is the repository for all Department comments and
should send them in a single comment letter. The District should not piecemeal
comments to the MPOs/RTPAs.

Obviously if major problems are discovered after the comment letter is sent to the
RTPA/MPO, the District still needs to work with the MPO/RTPA to resolve them.
However, after the OWP is adopted, making changes may be more costly and could
delay OWP work.

2.11 The District Copies the Comment Letter to Reviewing
Units and ORIP

The District coordinates its own comments with input received from District and
Headquatters reviewing units in a comprehensive letter to the MPO/RTPA. The letter is
copied to ORIP and to all reviewing units who provided comment. As the primary
contact with the MPO/RTPA, the District determines (consistent with state and federal
requirements) which comments will be included in the letter and which are better
handled informally.

District staff provides the FHWA/FTA copies of the comment letters the District writes
to MPOs. (See the current OWP Guidance for contact names and addresses.)
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2.12 ORIP OWP Responsibilities

The following are among ORIP responsibilities:

Develop the annual OWP Guidance packages for MPOs and RTPAs
Develop the RTP Guidelines and supplements
Develop and update the Regional Planning Handbook

Review all draft OWPs to ensure that they meet the needs of statewide
programs and/or policies

Allocate RPA and CPG and reconcile prior years CPG and RPA carryover
with each MPO/RTPA

Encumber CPG and RPA through Accounting and code Requests for
Reimbursement

Advise Districts of statewide transportation policy issues, proposed
legislation and new legal and regulatory requirements

Provide regional planning training to Districts

Manage FHWA Partnership Planning, FTA 5304 Transit Planning, and
Regional Blueprint Planning Grants
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OWP DEVELOPMENT AND REVIEW

The MPO/RTPA develops a draft OWP with
input from transportation partners. The
MPO/RTPA obtains Governing Board authotity
to release draft for review and comment and
circulate the draft.

A 4

District Regional Planning reviews the draft OWP and prepares a transmittal memo to
District and Headquarters reviewing units. The transmittal includes specific concerns,
questions, and points to assist the reviewing units to key-in on work elements and
activities of particular interest to Department. The contents of the draft OWP will
dictate who needs to review it. ORIP is always a reviewer.

\ 4
HQ and District reviewers provide District District Regional Planning prepares a single
Regional Planning their specific comments » comprehensive comment letter to the
and recommendations on the draft. MPO/RTPA. The comment letter is copied

to ORIP and all reviewers. Letters to MPOs
are also copied to FHWA/FTA.

A 4

MPO/RTPA reworks the draft OWP incorporating comments and
recommendations. The revised OWP becomes the final draft,
submitted to the MPO/RTPA Govetning Boatd for adoption.

A 4
The MPO/RTPA provides the adopted OWP to District
Regional Planning.

A 4

District Regional Planning reviews the adopted OWP to assure Department concerns and issues have been addressed.
RTPA: The District advises the RTPA that the OWP is approved.

MPO: The District advises FHWA/FTA it recommends approval. The FHWA/FTA sends a letter to Department
approving the OWP. The District approves the OWP via letter to the MPO, with the FHWA/FTA approval letter as
an enclosure.

\4

RTPA: The District forwards the District’s approval letter with two copies of the Final OWP to
ORIP and one copy of the Final OWP to Headquarters Local Assistance.

MPO: The District forwards the District’s approval lettet, including the FHWA/FTA enclosure, with
two copies of the final OWP to ORIP. The District forwards two copies of the final OWP with the
approval letter to FHWA, one copy to FTA, and one copy to Headquarters Local Assistance.
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2.13 District and ORIP Cooperation

Every District has an ORIP liaison. The District has primary review, monitoring, and
approval responsibility for OWPs, but should work with ORIP liaison to incorporate
comments on OWPs when there are issues or concerns that jeopardize approval.
Although District and ORIP responsibilities are different, they are complementary.

The District informs ORIP about District and MPO/RTPA staffing changes,
MPO/RTPA successes, problems, and issues (e.g. important accomplishments, high
profile work elements, politically sensitive or significant issues). ORIP informs the
Districts about legislation and regulations, funding, audit issues, new approaches and
procedures, statewide transportation planning issues of interest to the region(s), and
regional lobbying efforts to the Department Director, the Secretary of the Business,
Transportation and Housing Agency, and/or the Governor’s Office.

2.14 Annual MPO Meetings

Between February and May of each year, the FHWA/FTA schedules interagency review
meetings of the MPOs, formerly known as Intermodal Planning Group (IPG) meetings.
In addition to FHWA/FTA, the MPO, the District, representatives from Headquatters,
and other transportation partners often attend. The purpose of the meeting is to
discuss transportation issues, trends, accomplishments, and any problems the MPO may
be experiencing. The District should complete and distribute the OWP comment letter
prior to the Annual MPO Meeting, and major concerns expressed in the letter should be
discussed at the meeting.

It is important that all attendees have time to review the OWP prior to the Annual MPO
meeting. Both the next fiscal year’s draft OWP and progress on the current fiscal year’s
OWP are included in the meeting discussion, for this reason, MPO draft OWPs must
be submitted to the District at least thirty days before the meeting, or March 1,
whichever is eatlier. (See the current OWP Guidance at
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/otip/owp/index.html for the latest draft
schedule.)

2.15 Certifications and Reviews

MPOs that include an urbanized area of 200,000 persons or larger are referred to
transportation management areas (TMAs). TMAs are subject to a federal certification
review every four years.

The federal agency representatives review the TMA’s self-certifications compliance with

the laws listed in the FHWA/FTA certifications and assurances. (See Section 2.16 for
more information.)
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