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D R A F T  M E M O R A N D U M   

To: Geoffrey Anderson and Rayla Bellis; Smart Growth America 
Rob Johnson, Executive Director, Transportation Choices 

From: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 

Subject: Analysis of Return-On-Investment (ROI) Practices in the 
United States; EPS #131116 

Date: January 17, 2014 

This memorandum is designed to support legislative and other policy 
initiatives in the State of Washington that advance the effective use of 
Return on Investment (ROI) analysis for prioritizing transportation 
investments.  It has been prepared by Economic & Planning Systems 
(EPS) to support Smart Growth America’s ongoing efforts to help states 
implement innovative transportation initiatives that maximize the 
benefits of transportation 
expenditures and grow 
economies. The analysis is based 
on a review of national practices 
and case studies of innovative 
strategies being employed and 
various levels of government. 

The primary goal of ROI in 
transportation planning is to 
promote a more efficient and 
rational process for prioritization 
scarce financial resources. If 
effectively used, ROI analysis 
provides a quantitative and 
transparent basis for comparing 
transportation investments to 
determine the maxim return or 
benefit per dollar invested.  It 
can supplement (not replace) 
other project or program 
selection processes, including 
political, budgetary, and broader 
policy or planning related 
considerations. 

N o t e  o n  T e r m i n o l o g y  

ROI generally refers to a quantitative 
analysis that compares project costs and 
benefits (both direct and indirect).  The 
goal is to monetize key transportation 
related outcomes such as reduced travel 
time, safety, and emissions so that 
alternative investments can be compared 
based on a common metric within and 
between modes. ROI is often used 
interchangeably with Cost Benefit 
Analysis (CBA) although two are 
technically slightly different (CBA 
measures total net benefits while ROI is 
typically expressed on a per dollar basis). 
ROI and CBA fall under the category of 
“performance based analysis” which 
encompasses a broader set of qualitative 
and quantitative considerations including 
stakeholder support, equity, efficient 
project delivery  (e.g., schedule, budget), 
and consistency with or progress toward 
State or regional plans.  
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One key benefit of ROI analysis is that it facilitates a comparison of transportation investments 
across modes. As described further in subsequent sections, a large portion of transportation 
funding in the United States has historically been siloed by mode, making it difficult to plan 
holistically and optimize transportation outcomes. A move toward increasing use of ROI analysis 
can make it easier to evaluate trade-offs between modes and generate the highest “bang for the 
buck” on mobility investments in an increasingly competitive and budgetary constrained 
environment.  

Nat iona l  P rac t i ces  

The use of ROI for transportation planning and financing is a common practice at many levels of 
government in the United States and abroad.  In the United States, the federal government, 
numerous states, and many regional or local funding agencies (e.g., Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations or MPOs) apply some form of ROI metrics and criteria to identify, evaluate, and 
prioritize transportation projects for funding.  However, the scope, method, and effectiveness of 
this practice vary widely in terms of evaluation criteria and methodology applied, the range or 
type of projects subjected to evaluation, and its role in decision-making and funding. The use of 
ROI, as defined here (see Note of Terminology sidebar), appears to be less common, especially 
on a multi-modal basis. 

There have been a number of national studies on the use of performance-based analysis at 
various levels of government, with a range of findings.  Several recent studies on its application 
at the state level include the following findings:  

 A May 2011, Rockefeller Foundation study conducted by The Pew Center ranked states based 
on how they incorporate six key performance goals in their transportation planning process 
(the goals were safety, jobs and commerce, mobility, access, environmental stewardship, 
and infrastructure preservation).1 The study ranked only 13 states as “leading the way” in 
terms of tracking data and performance measures needed to assess performance on these 
goals (these states were California, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Maryland, Minnesota, 
Missouri, Montana, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Virginia, and Washington).  The remaining 37 states 
were listed as having either “mixed results” or “trailing behind”. However, the study did not 
assess the degree to which the goals were being achieved, applied in the budget process, or 
evaluated in a multi-modal fashion.   

 A December 2010, a Government Accounting Office (GAO) study surveyed all state DOTs on 
how they use performance metrics in their transportation and budgeting process.  The report 
found that in terms of project selection most DOTs reported “funding availability and political 
and public support” were of far greater importance than ROI or CBA type analysis.  
Specifically, only 20 percent of states cited an economic analysis of costs and benefits as an 
important factor in deciding what to include in their statewide transportation plans. Other 
findings include: 

— Only 18 DOTs reported including quantitative performance targets to measure progress in 
achieving state transportation goals. And far fewer reported using performance measures 
to inform transportation investment decisions. 

                                            

1 Measuring Transportation Investments: The Road to Results” by The Rockefeller Foundation and The 
Pew Center on the States, May, 2011. 



Draft Memorandum January 17, 2014 
Analysis of Return-on-Investment (ROI) Practices in the United States Page 3 

 
 

P:\131000s\131116SGA\Correspondence\ROImm0117214.doc 

— More than half of all states (28) reported difficulties in securing adequate resources to 
develop or maintain adequate performance analysis and 19 sited inadequate staff 
expertise to make use of performance data. 

 A December 2009, study published in Public Performance & Management Review found that 
39 states have laws requiring transportation agencies to develop performance indicators, but 
the use of these indicators varies greatly.2  In some cases, the measures are tied to the 
budget process while in others there are requirements for year-end, retrospective reports. 
The study did not document the role of ROI per se since the focus was on tracking adherence 
to stated transportation goals rather than comparing projects based on a common financial 
metric.  It also did not quantify the prevalence of multi-modal analysis. 

The diverse findings above reflect the challenges in assessing the role and effectiveness of ROI 
analysis in influencing transportation investment decisions.  In addition, the above studies 
suggest that the success of performance-based analysis in general and ROI in particular depend 
on how they are applied in a particular state or local context.  The key parameters include 
(1) the institutional mechanism, authority, and resources available for ROI analysis; (2) the 
scope and approach of ROI analysis, including the criteria evaluated; and (3) how the results are 
ultimately used by policy makers.  A brief discussion of the potential role of these parameters in 
ROI analysis is provided below.  

Enabling Authority and Institutional Basis for ROI Analysis 

Transportation funding in the United States is determined by a complex network and set of 
relationships between federal, state, local, and private entities.  A summary of the multitude of 
players that participate in these funding decisions is illustrated in Figure 1.  Clearly the 
jurisdictional “point of access” for ROI analysis has important implications on its role and 
effectiveness in influencing transportation outcomes.   

                                            

2 Yi Lu, Katherine Willoughby and Sara Arnet, “Legislating Results: Examining the Legal Foundations 
of PBB Systems in the State,” Public Performance & Management Review, December 2009, 266-87. 
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Figure 1 Major Stakeholders in Transportation Governance and Finance  
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Government

Other
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• Congress
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(MPOs)
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•Counties
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• U.S. Department 
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(U.S. DOT)
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other Departments 
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Protection 
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authorities
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representative 
interest groups

• Advocacy groups 
and Voters

Sources: Intergovernmental Forum on Transportation Finance (2008); National Conference of State 
Legislatures; Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.  

The potential role of ROI analysis is further demarcated by the amount of discretionary 
transportation funds actually controlled by the particular entity and/or level of government 
carrying it out.  A general summary of national transportation funding by level of government is 
summarized in Figure 2 (note allocations will differ by state). However, even more important 
than these general allocations are the statutory, and in some cases constitutional, restrictions on 
the use of funding.  Such restrictions limit the ability various agencies to apply ROI analysis in 
project selection, especially across mode.  For example, 26 states have constitutional or 
statutory provisions that restrict the use of fuel tax revenues, probably the most significant state 
revenue source for transportation, for use exclusively for highway and road purposes.  In 
addition, in the GAO study noted above, 35 DOTs reported using predetermined formulas to 
allocate funding to different regions of the state. Finally, according to the Pew Center study, 
state General Funds, probably the most flexible revenue source, account for an average of less 
than 4 percent of total transportation funding. 3 

                                            

3 Op. Site, Rockefeller Foundation/The Pew Center on the States, pages 13 and 17. 
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Figure 2 National Transportation Funding by Source  

Sources: National Conference of State Legislatures; Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Federal, 20%

State, 50%

Local, 30%

 

Federal Authority for ROI Analysis 

Most federal transportation funding is allocated at a programmatic level by broad category4 
largely leaving the job of individual project prioritization up to state and local entities (the TIGER 
grant case study below describes a primary exception to this rule).  Historically, federal 
transportation funding allowed states little flexibility as to how to spend federal dollars.  
However, following the passage of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Act in 1991 (ISTEA) 
and subsequent transportation reauthorization legislation, federal transportation programs are 
now largely mode-neutral (rather than sole dedicated to highway projects).  For instance, three 
of the four largest funding programs authorized under Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st 
Century (MAP-21), signed into law in 2012, give mode flexibility. 

In a similar manner, federal oversight of state transportation planning has been minimal and 
focused primarily on process rather than outcomes.5  In fact, up until 2012, there was no 
requirement that economic analysis such as ROI or CBA by applied to federal transportation 

                                            

4 The latest surface transportation bill, MAP-21, distributes the majority of all transportation funding 
through the National Highway Performance Program (NHPP), the Surface Transportation Program 
(NTP) and the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ) 

5 At least every four years State DOTs are required to submit an updated State Transportation 
Improvement Plan (STIP) to the Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit Administration 
for review.  These agencies must jointly make a finding that the STIP meets federal planning 
requirements.  These requirements focus on (1) whether the state has demonstrated fiscal constraint 
in the STIP and (2) used a documented process for involving the public, consulted with local officials, 
and included MPO TIP projects in the STIP.  
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funds to evaluate project merit.6  However, the passage of MAP-21 establishes the first set of 
performance measures used to compare and rate performance at the state level for the Federal-
aid highway program.7 Given that federal government accounts for about 20 percent of 
transportation spending, the implementation of the performance measures mandated in MAP-21 
could have a significant impact on transportation investments. Currently, these performance 
standards are not tied to funding levels, are limited to the interstate highway system, and give 
states and localities considerable leeway in setting their own performance targets.  

State Authority for ROI Analysis 

Every state has a distinctive approach to planning and funding transportation facilities that are 
shaped by the unique balance of power and interplay between the governor, DOT, legislative 
branch, regional MPOs, and in some cases independent transportation commissions. The nature 
of these relationships, whether statutory, constitutional, or informal, determines how ROI 
analysis is or can best be authorized, executed, and ultimately used in the appropriations 
process. A brief summary of typical roles of the executive and legislative branches, the key 
players as the state level, is provided below:8    

 Executive Branch: State Governors exert significant sway over the composition of 
transportation spending either directly through the budget process or executive order (see 
North Carolina case study) or indirectly their appointments to the DOT. State DOTs, in turn, 
often have significant latitude in implementing transportation budget priorities (the timing 
and composition of specific appropriations) and policy or regulatory direction through 
administrative rulemaking.  In many states, the number of regulations promulgated by 
executive agencies through administrative rulemaking exceeds the number of statutes 
enacted by the legislature.9 Consequently, DOTs are generally a logical “entry point” for 
executing ROI analysis, whether authorized by statutory requirement or executive branch 
policy.    

                                            

6 Statewide transportation planning process modifications under MAP-21 include a requirement that 
the DOT Secretary establish criteria for the evaluation of the new performance-based planning 
processes.  Furthermore, no later than five years after the enactment of MAP-21, the Secretary will 
provide a report to Congress that evaluates the overall effectiveness of performance-based planning 
and the effectiveness of the process in each State. 

7 MAP-21 establishes national performance goals for the Federal-aid highway program in seven areas: 
safety, infrastructure condition, congestion reduction, system reliability, freight movement and 
economic vitality, environmental sustainability and reduced project delivery delays.  Specific 
performance measures are to be developed and implemented by the U.S. DOT.  However, while the 
development of these measures by states is required under MAP-21, there is no indication that they 
will affect funding levels at this time.  

8 For an excellent description of the relative roles and relative power of various branches of 
government to control transportation funding decisions see Transportation Governance and Finance: A 
50-State Review of State Legislatures and Departments of Transportation by the National Conference 
of State Legislatures and the AASHTO Center for Excellence in Project Finance (2011). 

9 Ibid, page 15. 
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 Legislature Branch: State legislators exert their influence over transportation planning and 
prioritization through broad level policy/regulatory formulation, appropriations, and 
oversight. While these are significant tools, in practice the actual capacity of the legislative 
branch is constrained by available resources (e.g., operating budget and staff expertise) and 
institutional considerations.  For example, many but not all legislatures approve executive 
branch appointees (e.g., DOT Secretary) and review administrative rules so as to ensure that 
they comply with legislative intent.  At least 15 states have no legislative involvement in the 
distribution of federal transportation dollars (this falls to the DOT).  A 50-state study by the 
National Conference of State Legislature groups states legislatures into three major 
categories ranging from those with year-around legislative sessions, full-time positions, and 
large professional staff (10) to those with limited or biennial sessions, and small staff and 
budgets (20), with the remainder falling in-between.  The ability of the legislative branch to 
conduct or even review rigorous ROI analysis will depend on where it falls in this spectrum. 

Local and Regional Authority for ROI Analysis 

Given that local and regional entities account for about 30 percent of the nations’ transportation 
spending, they have significant stake and role in ROI analysis.  Indeed, some of the most 
innovative and comprehensive examples exist at this level of government. Of course, the role of 
MPOs varies significantly and is greatly influenced by its relationship to the State.  According to 
the NCSL study referenced earlier, the most common model, reported by 27 states, involve 
states allocating funding to MPOs based primarily on statutory formula such as population, road 
mileage, or other criteria. The same study reports that 19 states distribute funds to MPOs using 
a blend of statutory formulas, state legislative appropriations, and DOT programmatic or 
discretionary allocations.10  

The Metropolitan Transit Commission (MTC), the MPO for the San Francisco Bay Area, provides a 
particularly good example of how ROI analysis has been incorporated at the regional level. The 
MTC expanded its use of performance measures following passage of a State law (Senate Bill 
1492) that specifically required it to develop analytical criteria to evaluate and prioritize any new 
investments for consideration in the Regional Transportation Plan at both the project and corridor 
level (see Appendix for legislative text).  The MTC evaluation process includes quantitative 
measures for the economy, environment, and equity.11 

ROI Analytical Scope and Criteria Applied 

Although ROI analysis for transportation is an accepted practice, with a well-developed set of 
analytical tools and techniques, its actual application at all levels of government is quite diverse. 
In some cases the use of performance based evaluation requirements are codified in State law 
while in others it has been implemented as an executive branch initiative and/or by way of 
administrative protocol. Probably the most significant differentiator is whether it is applied across 
modes or confined to a particular category of transportation projects.  To date, most states that 
apply performance-based evaluation to transportation projects do so within a particular mode 
(e.g., highways and bridges only), and/or general funding category (e.g., capacity expansion 
projects only). 

                                            

10 Op Site, NCSL/AASHTO study, page 30. 

11 See U.S. Department of Transportation Performance Based Planning Case Study of the MTC, April, 
2009. Accessible at http://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/fhwahop09047/ 
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Another critical and related factor in ROI application has to do with the list of criteria that are 
subjected to analysis.  A list of the most widely accepted criteria and their use by each state is 
illustrated in Figure 3 based on the Rockefeller/Pew Center for the States study. As shown, 
while most states have well developed protocol and tools in place to measure the impact various 
transportation investments on safety and infrastructure preservation, metrics for economic 
impacts and environmental preservation are less common. 

The evaluation criteria themselves are sometimes specified in enabling legislation and range from 
relatively non-controversial categories such as “congestion relief,” and “public safety” to 
addressing more controversial issues such as environmental impacts and multi-modal access. 
However, in most cases the enabling legislation include a relatively broadly defined set of goals, 
delegating responsibility for identifying specific criteria and evaluating projects to its DOT. A list 
of specific legislative text from various states can be found in the Appendix (as well as in the 
case studies below). 
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Figure 3 Common Performance Evaluation Metrics  

Measure Category Example Measures
Leading 
the Way

Mixed 
Results

Trailing 
Behind

Safety Fatalities
Injuries
Crashes 51 0 0
Hazard Index
Response to Weather Emergencies
Work Zone Crashes

Jobs and 
Commerce Jobs Created

Freight Tonnage or ton-miles by Value
Freight Travel Times/Speeds 40 11 0
Infrastructure Support for Freight 
Movement
Business Access to Freight Services

Mobility Congestion/Density
Delay
Travel Times/Speeds 29 18 4
Travel Time Reliability
Accident Response
Transit On-Time Performance

Access
Access for Elderly, Disabled and Low-
Income Populations
Access to Multimodal Facilities and 
Services 26 21 4
Access to Jobs and Labor
Access to Non-Work Activities

Environmental 
Stewardship Emissions

Fuel Consumption/Alternative Fuels
Air Quality 16 22 13
Water Quality
Recycling

Infrastructure 
Preservation Road Condition

Bridge Condition (Including Freight and 
Passenger Rail)
Remaining Life of Roads and Bridges 16 18 17
Rail System Condition (Including Freight 
and Passenger Rail)
Transit Vehicle Condition

State Measures in Place (1)

(1) The Pew Center on the States and the Rockefeller Foundation conducted a study in 2011 surveying the 
current practices each state and the District of Columbia have in place that assess return on investment / 
performance measures for the defined Measure Categories.  These current practices were analyzed by the study 
to determine whether each state is "Leading the Way", utilizing measures with "Mixed Results", or "Trailing 
Behind" other states.

Sources: Pew Center for the States; The Rockefeller Foundation; National Cooperative Highway Research 
Program (NCHRP); Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.  
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Use of ROI in Project Selection 

Another dimension of ROI analysis related to how the results are actually applied to the 
transportation planning and budget process.  Even among entities that conduct rigorous ROI 
analysis, it is unclear how it is ultimately used to prioritize transportation investments.  Rarely 
are the results of ROI analysis deterministic (i.e., highest ranking project is automatically 
prioritized), and in most cases the information is primarily advisory or informative. 

Generally speaking ROI criteria appears to be most rigorously applied when making decision 
about the expenditure of particular pots of money within a subset or category or transportation 
projects (e.g., by mode).  Thus far EPS has not identified significant use of ROI analysis as a 
basis for allocating funding between modes.  In addition, ROI analysis appears to be more 
commonly used for prioritizing project funding on a competitive basis for programs where annual 
budget allocations have already been determined (rather than for determining an optimal 
funding level). Finally, ROI analysis is occasionally used to retrospectively evaluate the 
performance of pilot or trial programs to assess the merits future expansion (or contraction). 

Wash ington  Contex t  

Like most states, transportation planning and prioritization in Washington is governed by a 
myriad of existing statutes and regulations, funding formulas and restrictions, and institutional 
relationships.  In some respects, the State is relatively advanced in its development of 
transportation-related performance goals, measures, and data designed to help policy-makers 
prioritize investments.   For example, the 2011 PEW Center on the States listed Washington 
among 12 other states as “leading the way” by producing the type of information needed to 
evaluate transportation funding options in terms of their advancement of stated policy goals, 
such as mobility, safety, economic benefits, and others.  

However, in other respects Washington is relatively conventional in terms of how it actually 
makes funding decisions.  While it has number of mechanisms in place to promote objective 
project evaluation and selection, they are not always applied in multi-modal fashion and formula 
based funding still governs a large proportion of State spending. For example, the state 
constitution requires vehicle license fees and fuel taxes to be used exclusively for highway 
purposes (Wash. Const. art. II, §40).12  Funding allocations to local government entities are also 
largely governed by predetermined formula. 

The key decision makers in Washington are the Governor, the WSDOT (WSDOT now reports to 
the secretary of transportation who is appointed by the Governor), the Transportation 
Commission13, the State Legislature, and local MPOs.  In general, WSDOT is responsible for 
project identification and prioritization (some funds flow directly to WSDOT from the U.S. DOT 

                                            

12 Vehicle sales taxes, rental car sales taxes, and passenger vehicle and motor home weight fees are 
deposited to the multimodal transportation account and must be used for transportation purposes 

13 The Transportation Commission consists of seven voting members appointed to staggered six-year 
terms by the governor, with the consent of the Senate, who must reflect a “wide range of 
transportation interests.” No elective state official, state officer or state employee may be a member 
of the commission. Since 2005, the Transportation Commission has been separate from, and no longer 
has direct oversight of, WSDOT; 
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with no state legislative involvement).14 The governor’s office also plays a significant role in 
identifying, selecting and prioritizing projects, through submitting the executive branch budget 
proposal. 

The State Legislator appropriates transportation funds to WSDOT at the program or category 
level and some project-specific earmarks, subject to statutory or constitutional restrictions.  The 
Legislature also approves the overall WSDOT budget. Finally, a portion of certain transportation 
revenues is distributed to cities and counties by statutory formulas. For cities, the formula is 
based on population only and for counties it is based on population, road costs and money need 
(Wash. Rev. Code Ann. §46.68.110 and §§46.68.120 et seq.). MPOs, transit agencies, port 
authorities and local governments play a minor role in state projects—mainly through lobbying—
but are solely responsible for programming local funds.  

In terms of multi-modal evaluation, WSDOT awards certain public transportation grants through 
the regional mobility grant program—which receives funds from the multimodal transportation 
account, subject to appropriation—for cost-effective transportation projects that reduce delay 
and improve connectivity (Wash. Rev. Code Ann. §47.66.030 and §46.68.320). In addition to 
this competitive grant program, WSDOT has implemented a project prioritization process to 
ensure that taxpayers get the most value for the dollars spent. This prioritization program, 
spelled out in RCW 47.057, ranks projects based on their costs and benefits within six project 
areas—safety, preservation, mobility, economic, environmental retrofit, and other facilities— and 
the goal of the process is to provide the biggest benefit for the least cost (see Appendix for 
statutory text). While Washington’s prioritization process is limited to highway construction 
processes, a similar process could be expanded to include all transportation projects within a 
state.15  

Finally, Washington is often credited for its response to a 1999 citizen initiative that eliminated a 
motor vehicle excise tax that provided about a third of the state’s transportation revenue (the 
initiative was overturned by the courts, but the legislature abided by the original results and cut 
the funding). As part of its reaction to the loss of revenue, the Washington Department of 
Transportation (WSDOT) in 2001 began making significant improvements in performance 
measurement. 

A number of commentators have reported that improved public understanding of what residents 
were getting for the investment in transportation contributed to legislative willingness to allow 
the State to issue bonds paid for by increasing the gas tax by 5 cents in 2003 and by 9.5 cents 
(phased in over four years) in 2005. Those bond issues were tied to specific lists of projects, 
selected based on their impact on the state’s economy, environment, congestion relief and 
safety. WSDOT even monetized the benefits of these projects and prioritizing them based on 
benefits relative to costs. 

                                            

14 Washington is one of 17 states where the DOT can draft, introduce or request transportation-
related legislation directly. 

15 Innovative DOT SGA, p.57 
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CASE STUDIES 

North  Caro l ina  –  Execut i ve  Leadersh ip  

North Carolina’s current transportation planning and project selection process originated as an 
executive branch or governor-led initiative that was eventually embraced by the legislature and 
local stakeholders.  Before 2009, the transportation programming process in North Carolina was 
largely influenced by political considerations.  Project selection was determined in large part by 
the State Board of Transportation comprised of political appointees who were not necessarily 
selected for their expertise in transportation fields. Today the State is widely regarded as a 
leader in performance based transportation planning while also effectively incorporating input 
from key stakeholders and the public at large. 

Origination and Enabling Authority  

In 2009, the newly-elected Governor of North Carolina, Bev Purdue, signed an executive order 
removing the State Board of Transportation from the programming process and requiring the 
Department of Transportation (NCDOT) to develop and implement a “professional approval 
process for all highway construction programs, highway construction contracts, and plans for the 
construction of projects.”16  The executive order required that the NCDOT implement this 
professional approval process within 60 days.  

In response, the NCDOT Secretary oversaw the establishment of the Strategic Planning Office 
tasked with developing a performance-based programming system.  The first iteration of the 
performance-based project selection process was completed within the allocated timeframe (60 
days) and referred to as Prioritization 1.0.  A refinement of the programming system was 
adopted in 2012 and NCDOT is currently developing the third iteration of the performance-based 
system.  

Early success and political and public support of the performance-based system led the North 
Carolina State Legislature to codify the process into law (S.L. 2012-84). The law does not 
prescribe required performance standards or methods but rather outlines broad policy direction 
for the development and utilization of such standards.  The key enabling text includes the 
following language: 

The Department shall develop and utilize a process for 
selection of transportation projects that is based on 
professional standards in order to most efficiently use limited 
resources to benefit all citizens of the State. The strategic 
prioritization process should be a systematic, data-driven 
process that includes a combination of quantitative data, 
qualitative input, and multimodal characteristics, and should 
include local input. The Department shall develop a process for 
standardizing or approving local methodology used in 
Metropolitan Planning Organization and Rural Transportation 
Planning Organization prioritization. 

                                            

16 Executive Order No. 2, Reforming Department of Transportation. 
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The North Carolina performance-based transportation planning program has received broad 
bipartisan support.  A Democratic governor issued the executive order and a Republican-
controlled legislature codified the strategic prioritization system into law. 

ROI Role in Project Selection  

The first step in North Carolina’s performance-based selection process involves a comprehensive 
scoring process using evaluation criteria that is available to the public. Each programmatic 
category (e.g., highway expansion, highway modernization, bicycle and pedestrian projects) has 
its own evaluation criteria.17  Within these categories, projects are scored based on criteria 
including, but not limited to, safety, mobility and health.  The system then allows for local 
transportation entities to weigh in on the scoring process.  Projects categorized as regional and 
sub-regional are weighted differently depending on the entity or stakeholder involved in the 
evaluation. For instance, if a project is categorized in the Statewide Tier (e.g., interstate 
highways), the weight awarded to scoring by local entities is less than for a project categorized 
in the Sub-regional Tier (e.g., county routes). 

In the second step of the process, NCDOT conducts outreach to transportation stakeholders 
(including MPOs, municipalities highway special districts, etc.) and the public to determine the 
funding allocation to each broad programmatic category (highway expansion, highway 
modernization, etc.).  This outreach is completed using interactive software available on-line that 
allows members of the public to experiment with different funding scenarios and observe their 
impacts.  Public input derived through work sessions with this evaluative tool dictate the 
allocation of funds across programmatic categories.  In the third step, NCDOT staff reconciles the 
scoring completed in the first step with the funding allocations derived through the second step 
to develop the STIP. 

The strategic prioritization program outlined above originally applied to all highway construction 
projects and construction plans, which constitute the majority of transportation spending for the 
State.  In the second iteration of the prioritization program (Prioritization 2.0), the data-driven 
methodology for project selection was expanded to non-highway modes.  In both systems, the 
results of the selection process were rectified with available funding by mode and then 
incorporated into the STIP. 

I l l i no i s  –  A  “Ground-Up”  In i t i a t i ve  

Since the 1980s, Illinois has allocated all transportation revenues using a formula developed for 
political reasons.  The formula stipulates that 45 percent of all revenues be allocated to 
Northeast Illinois or the Chicago metropolitan area and 55 percent of the revenues be allocated 
to the rest of the state.  Opponents of the 45/55 split point out that the Chicago metro area 

                                            

17 The initial iteration of the prioritization process (Prioritization 1.0) only applied newly developed 
data-driven criteria to highway construction and planning.  Prioritization 2.0 expanded selection 
methodology for other modes such as public transit, and bicycle and pedestrian.  However, projects 
continue to be scored using criteria and weighting unique to each mode.   
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possess roughly 65 percent of the State’s population, contributes 70 percent of the State’s 
income tax and 65 percent of the Stat’s sales tax revenues18. 

The Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning (CMAP), the regional MPO, has proposed the 
creation of a new, more transparent process for allocating state highway funds using improved 
performance evaluation standards.  The initiative is motivated by local and regional concerns 
that the current formula driven approach results in a sub-optimal allocation of transportation 
funding since it does not adequately account for merit based criteria such as improved mobility, 
safety, net economic benefits, and related considerations. 

While not yet enshrined in State law, the CMAP has developed a detailed legislative proposal that 
incorporates significant research on “best practices”.  In addition, the CMAP has endeavored to 
“lead by example” by developing its own quantitative project evaluation process for local project 
prioritization.  While State-wide legislation appears to be on hold due to political considerations, 
CMAP staff continues “back-channel” with the Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) 
improve transparency and quantifiable justification in transportation planning.19  

Origination and Enabling Authority  

CMAP envisions a three-prong approach to performance evaluation criteria for state highway 
funds.  The first component of CMAP’s effort includes reaching out to IDOT and urging them to 
create an advisory committee tasked with developing performance-based funding and to 
organize State highway funding program into the three programmatic categories (maintenance, 
modernization and expansion).  The second component is for CMAP to develop an internal 
prioritization and selection process using performance-based criteria. The third component of 
CMAP’s approach is to compel IDOT to develop and adopt performance-based selection processes 
through State Legislation.   

The CMAP proposal has garnered some support at the State legislative level, including a bill in 
the General Assembly (HB 1549 introduced by Representative Elaine Nekritz). Legislation to this 
effect was introduced in February 2013, but similar to previous legislative efforts, has not gained 
traction.  The bill includes specific language related to the intention of developing performance 
measures and the implementation process, stating the General Assembly’s goal to: 

“…provide a statewide, data-rich, outcomes-based, transparent, 
and accountable approach to prioritizing transportation 
infrastructure projects so that public funds are used effectively for 
these transportation projects and allocated based on defined 
performance criteria.”  

                                            

18 The existing formula is considered sacrosanct and “downstate” politicians (those representing 
districts outside of the Chicago metro area) have long viewed any performance measures that may 
alter the current funding allocation structure.  

19 Based on interview with CMAP Executive Vice President, Peter Skosey. 
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The implementation of the selection process is described as follows: 

“The [Department of Transportation] shall develop and utilize a 
process for the selection of transportation infrastructure projects 
that is based on defined performance measures established under 
this subsection.  The strategic prioritization process to develop 
these performance measures shall be systematic and data-driven 
and shall include input from the Metropolitan Planning Organization 
having jurisdiction over the proposed project.” 

The bill further stipulates that to develop performance measures, DOT shall: 

“…establish and convene a Technical Advisory Group consisting of 
representatives from the State’s [MPOs], and other appropriate 
partners.” 

Although the bill does not define specific weighting or scoring methodology, it lists twelve criteria 
that must be incorporated into the performance measures: 

 Improving access and mobility to users 

 Preserving and managing the existing transportation system 

 Supporting multi-modal choices 

 Maximizing social equity benefits of transportation investments 

 Fostering safety 

 Coordinating current long-range plans 

 Improving the environment 

 Reducing congestion by improving the movement of people 

 Fostering economic development 

 Improving quality of life 

 Moving a growing, diverse and active population 

 Ensuring transparency and accountability 

However, the bill departs from CMAP’s original proposal in two significant respects.  The bill 
would apply selection criteria to virtually all surface transportation funding programs including for 
transit, high-speed rail and highway maintenance (but not non-high-speed intercity passenger 
rail).  Secondly, the bill would focus on IDOT as the sole implementing entity, which CMAP 
believes could be counterproductive for the development of transit projects due to IDOT’s limited 
experience in those areas.   

According to interviews with CMAP leadership, the State level legislation has met with resistance 
at the State level because concern that it will alter the long-held regional funding formula. 20  
                                            

20 The 2013 legislation was the third attempt to implement performance measures at the state level.   
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While collectively lawmakers from the northeast portion of the state currently disadvantaged by 
the existing funding formula constitute a majority of the legislature, the issue of merit-based 
transportation funding has yet to become high profile enough to warrant a floor vote. 
Consequently, the CMAP has turned its efforts to working on issues related to disclosure and 
project evaluation (non-deterministic) through a transportation caucus.   

ROI Role in Project Selection 

CMAP’s envisioned performance evaluation or “outcome-driven” process would apply to all 
revenue sources that are currently allocated to the Highway Improvement Program. All funds 
would first be divided into three main programmatic categories: highway maintenance, 
expansion and modernization, an organizational structure that is largely consistent with current 
IDOT practices.  Funding levels would then be set for each programmatic category based on 
outreach to transportation stakeholders and the public.21   

Once funding levels are determined for each category, all projects would be scored using the 
newly developed evaluation criteria (as noted, CMAP proposes that revised criteria would apply 
to modernization and expansion projects only.  Maintenance programs would continue to be 
evaluative under current practices that already appear to be well-developed in Illinois).  CMAP 
envisions that MPOs and IDOT would develop their own internal criteria and that overall project 
evaluation would include scoring based on both systems for a given project (however, local input 
would receive more weight for projects of regional or sub-regional scope).  All criteria would be 
programmatic category-specific, thus evaluating modernization and expansion projects 
separately using different criteria.  Projects would receive bonus points for including multimodal 
components. 

Finally, project selection would be based on a combination of their quantitative scoring and 
professional judgment.  The results of this process would determine which projects make up the 
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) required for all federal transportation dollars.  
To ensure transparency in this final selection, results from the evaluative process would be 
published and available to the public.  Transparency would both allow the public insight into the 
decision-making process as well as provide political cover to legislators and other transportation 
stakeholders22.   

Compared to proposed and implemented return on investment criteria in other states, CMAP’s 
proposal would apply to a significant proportion of the State’s total surface transportation 
budget.  However, as discussed, performance-based selection would be limited by the broad 
programmatic categories defined by CMAP (maintenance, modernization and expansion) 
therefore reducing the scope of any new quantitative process.  Furthermore, although projects 
that include multimodal elements would receive a bonus in the evaluative process under the 
                                            

21 CMAP envisions a process similar to that which has been implemented in North Carolina, where a 
web-based program allows members of the public and other transportation stakeholders to 
experiment with different funding scenarios and see their impact on various parameters such as level 
of service, safety or economic development. 

22 For instance, if a constituency is applying pressure for a legislator or public figure to support a 
particular project that may not be in the State’s (or locality’s) best interests, a transparent scoring 
process may provide that legislator, public figure or organization with the political cover not to support 
that project. 
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proposal, the proposal does not provide a framework for which projects across modes may be 
evaluated (as the criteria would only apply to highway funding). 

It should be noted that CMAP has implemented key elements of their State level proposals such 
as rigorous, performance-based analysis and applied it to local funds.  CMAP’s current internal 
selection process includes both quantitative and qualitative measures including the calculation of 
long-term economic development metrics, travel times, vehicle emissions, and impacts on the 
connectivity of the transportation system.   

TIGER  –  S ta te -o f - the-Ar t  ROI  E va lua t ion  

Approved in 2009, the federal Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery 
(TIGER) Discretionary Grant Program has quickly become the “gold standard” in terms of its 
application of ROI/CBA type analysis to compare and evaluate projects. While the program 
accounts for only a fraction of total federal transportation funding, it is receiving high marks as a 
merit-based, multi-modal, funding process that incorporates comprehensive and “state of the 
art” ROI/CBA selection criteria.  Another of its defining characteristics is that any public agency 
providing transportation facilities is eligible, resulting in a highly competitive process that puts 
the onus on project applicants to demonstrate the economic value of their projects. This has led 
to significant innovation in transportation evaluation metrics and awards that have spanned 
numerous modes, project types and levels of government. 

Origination and Enabling Authority  

The TIGER Discretionary Grant Program was included in the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA), which was passed by Congress and signed into law by 
President Obama in February 2009.  The ARRA, often referred to as the Stimulus, totaled roughly 
$830 billion in direct spending on infrastructure, education, energy, healthcare as well as social 
welfare programs and tax incentives.  The TIGER program allocated $1.5 billion in FY 2009 for 
capital investments in surface transportation projects throughout the country using a mode-
neutral and merit-based approach.  Congress has reauthorized the TIGER program four 
additional times (FY 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013) although funding levels have declined 
(Congress dedicated $600 million for TIGER II FY 201023, $528 million in FY 2011, $500 million 
in FY 2012 and $474 million in FY 2013).24   

The TIGER program authorizing legislation includes the following key elements: 

1. Geographic Distribution.  The enabling legislation capped the amount of funding that could 
be provided to any one state. 

2. Leveraged Funding. Projects which use TIGER funds to leverage other funding sources are 
given priority.   

                                            

23 TIGER II was split into Capital and Planning grants. Planning grants were sole allocated to local 
projects while Capital grants functioned similarly to the TIGER grant funding process.  

24 Each reauthorization of the TIGER program included alterations in the selection process and 
incorporated new elements as the program is refined.  Most significantly, in subsequent years of the 
TIGER program, less emphasis has been placed on immediate job growth in project applications, 
although it is still considered.  
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3. Urban/Rural Distribution. TIGER II established a mandated minimum funding for rural 
projects to ensure a balance of rural and urban projects. 

Aside from the above stipulations included in the original ARRA as well as subsequent 
reauthorizations, TIGER relied on the US DOT, and specifically the Office of the Secretary (OST), 
to establish program structures and operations, such as all selection and evaluation criteria.  The 
ARRA language simply states, “…the Secretary shall publish criteria on which to base the 
competition for any grants awarded under the heading not later than 90 days after enactment of 
this Act.”  The legislative language did not require benefit-cost analysis (BCA) but rather placed 
the onus on the OST to implement evaluation criteria.  

ROI Role in Project Selection 

Due to the scale of the TIGER program and expediency with which the program was to be 
administered (e.g., the requirement to publish criteria within 90 days and receive applications no 
later than 180 days from the ARRA’s passage), then Secretary Ray LaHood assembled a task 
force to create evaluation methods.  The task force produced an application structure based on 
“primary” and “secondary” selection criteria, or long-term outcomes (safety, economic 
competitiveness, state of good repair, livability and environmental sustainability) and short-term 
economic stimulus (measured by a project’s schedule/readiness, environmental and legislative 
approvals, incorporation in state and local planning, and technical and financial feasibility).   

These selection criteria have been lauded as integrating highly quantitative evaluation methods 
that apply across all modes.  The evaluation criteria utilized in the TIGER grant selection process 
are considered state-of-the-art and a benchmark for state DOTs, regional MPOs and other public 
entities implementing return on investment methods.   Additionally, while most federal 
transportation funding is only available to state DOTs or transit agencies, TIGER grants could be 
pursued by any sponsor including MPOs, municipalities, and other public transportation 
providers. By broadening the pool of eligible applicants, TIGER was able to receive a wider 
variety and more innovative project submissions as well as require a wider public audience to 
approach infrastructure projects with TIGER’s specified criteria.25  

Funding and project selection by mode has varied from year to year though in aggregate, freight 
port and rail related projects has received the most funding.  In the last round of grant funding 
(TIGER V in FY2013) transit and freight projects were the biggest winners, securing nearly 
55 percent of the $474 million awarded.  The breakdown for TIGER V grants by mode is shown 
below: 

 Transit/Rail (16 projects): $176 million 
 Freight (14): $104 million 
 Roads (9): $58 million 
 Bike-Ped (7): $71 million 
 Complete Streets (6): $49 million 

                                            

25 In some cases the TIGERs rigorous analytical requirements for ROI/BCA analysis has been criticized 
for being laborious and cumbersome, putting smaller or simply less well-equipped agencies at a 
disadvantage in the application process.   
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Although quantitative criteria form the basis for the selection of all grant awards, TIGER remains 
a discretionary grant program—the US DOT ultimately decides where the funds are allocated. 
While the program has generally received bipartisan support, opponents have criticized the 
significant role the executive branch (US DOT Secretary) plays in developing criteria and the 
selection and oversight processes and an associated lack of transparency26.  The TIGER program 
has also received criticism for awarding a disproportionate number of grants to Democratically-
controlled Congressional Districts.  

A selection of other key program characteristics is described below: 

 The TIGER program requires annual reauthorization and is therefore more likely to lose 
funding in future years than other transportation funding sources.  Most transportation 
grants are funded through multi-year transportation bills and therefore are traditionally more 
secure funding sources than the TIGER program27. 

 Unlike most transportation grants, which are tied directly to the Highway Trust Fund (HTF), 
the TIGER program has no geographical or modal ties to user-based fees (as is the gas with 
the HTF which receives the majority of its funding through fuel taxes).  Therefore, it has 
more flexibility and US DOT is able to fund more “non-traditional” forms of transportation 
infrastructure (bike/ped, transit, port, fright rail, etc.).   

Lessons  Learned  

Overall the research above suggests that policy-makers and professionals seeking to incorporate 
ROI analysis into the a state’s transportation planning and budgeting process will need to 
consider a variety of political, legal, institutional, and economic factors to determine the best way 
forward.  This general conclusion is supported by the following set of interrelated 
recommendations: 

Assess the political context to determine the best “point of entry” for ROI analysis: 

As illustrated in the above case study, the CMAP has spent more than five years working to 
advance legislation designed to create a more merit based and economically beneficial 
transportation investment process in the Illinois. While their proposal was thoroughly researched 
and well-designed, had the support of the State’s largest MPO, and is in the clear economic 
interest of a majority of lawmakers, it has failed to advance through the legislative process.  This 
case study clearly demonstrates that no matter how compelling or logical ROI analysis may 
appear on paper, successful implementation requires strategic consideration of the existing 
political context.  The CMAP is now pursuing a more modest approach that involves working with 
state transportation professionals to improve transparency in the existing project selection 
process and develop “non-binding” ROI metrics for consideration by policy-makers and other 
stakeholders. 

                                            

26 The nonpartisan U.S. Government Accountability Office found that the TIGER program “could 
benefit from increased performance focus and better documentation of key decisions.” 

27 However, this notion of multi-year transportation authorization legislation has not been 
commonplace over the past few Congresses.  In fact, H.R. 4348, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 
21st Century (MAP-21), which was signed into law in 2012, was the first multi-year bill passed since 
2005. 
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Involve the MPOs early to assess most appropriate role, scope, and authority for ROI 
analysis  

One impediment to the implementation of ROI analysis is the perception that it will lead to a 
“top-down”, deterministic funding structure that removes the public and local representation 
from the process.  Consequently most of the successful statewide performance evaluation 
processes have involved significant participation and support from MPOs.  Not only do MPOs 
provide expertise in, and knowledge of, regional transportation, their political support is critical 
to both approval and on-going application of ROI-related legislation.  Clearly prescribing the MPO 
role in both the evaluation and ultimate decision-making process will foster local and regional 
input and alleviate fears associated with centralized decision-making.   

Identify the discretionary and flexible funding sources, preferably multi-modal, that 
are likely to be most appropriate or amendable to the application of ROI analysis. 

ROI analysis is most effective if applied to funding sources that are relatively flexible across 
project types and mode.  Consequently, professional and policy makers seeking to advance ROI 
analysis should carefully assess the existing sources and uses of transportation funds to identify 
areas that are most amenable to ROI analysis based on existing statutory and/or constitutional 
restrictions and other considerations (e.g., political realities).  As a starting point, it may make 
sense to start small by applying ROI analysis to new revenue sources, “pilot projects”, and/or 
competitive grant programs with the goal of broadening its application over time.  If successful, 
these initial applications can demonstrate the benefits of this type of analysis and allow policy-
makers and other stakeholder to become more comfortable with how the results can inform 
decision-making.  By way of example, the federal TIGER program, while only a fraction of federal 
transportation funding, has been credited with significantly advancing the “best practices” in ROI 
analysis, helping to foster a new paradigm for transportation funding in the United States. 

Identify the transportation entities with the appropriate level of resources, expertise, 
and authority to effectively conduct ROI analysis 

Although ROI analysis for transportation is an accepted practice, with a well-developed set of 
analytical tools and techniques, its actual application requires both professional expertise and 
technical resources (e.g., for data gathering, analysis, and deliverables).  Identifying which 
entity or collaboration of entities is best equipped to effectively execute the ROI analysis will 
require a careful consideration of the existing institutional context.  While state DOTs are often 
well-positioned to conduct this analysis, given their professional relationships and technical 
expertise, such an assignment can present issues related to creating an “unfunded mandate” 
(e.g., additional administrative responsibilities without increased budget) and/or impartiality 
(e.g., perception that DOT staff may tailor the analysis in support of the Governors agenda).  To 
address this issue, the CMAP proposed the establishment of a Technical Advisory Group 
comprised of representatives from MPOs and other transportation entities.   Other solutions 
might involve appointing or hiring (through a competitive RFP process) a third-party entity to 
conduct the analysis and/or incorporating a peer review process. 

Don’t be overly prescriptive or deterministic in statutory language with regard to the 
methodology and application of the ROI analysis. 

While the statutory language related to the application of ROI analysis in transportation planning 
and prioritization should be clear, it should also provide the implementing entity some flexibility 
in tailoring the analytical approach to best meet the specifics of individual projects or programs.  
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For instance, the statute should stipulate the use of a comprehensive and objective analysis 
based on “best practices” in the fields of ROI/cost-benefit analysis, but need not define specific 
performance criteria, weighting, scoring, etc.  Overly detailed or prescriptive statutory text has 
the potential to result in a “check-the-box” type of outcome, with practitioners being forced to 
mold their analysis to conform to the letter rather than intent of the legislation.  In this regard, 
the statutory text should reference the ROI process as a basis for advancing transparency and 
analytical rigor to the transportation planning and prioritization process rather than as a basis for 
determining outcomes.  Likewise, the statutory language it should also include provisions that 
facilitate public access to the data and ranking/scoring utilized in the project analysis.   
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APPENDIX:  SELECTED STATUTORY TEXT 

Revised Missouri Statutes  
Title I Laws and Statutes, Chapter 21 General Assembly, Section 21.795 

 
3. The department of transportation shall submit a written report prior to November tenth 

of each year to the governor, lieutenant governor, and every member of the senate and house of 
representatives. The report shall be posted to the department's Internet web site so that general 
assembly members may elect to access a copy of the report electronically. The written report 
shall contain the following:  

[…] 
(2) A detailed explanation of the methods or criteria employed to select construction 

projects, including a listing of any new or reprioritized projects not mentioned in a previous 
report, and an explanation as to how the new or reprioritized projects meet the selection 
methods or criteria;  

[…] 
 

Ohio Major New Construction Projects Greater Than $5 Million 

Ohio Revised Code  
Title LV “Roads, Highways, and Bridges,” Chapter 5512, section 02 
 
(A) The director of transportation shall develop a written project selection process for the 
prioritization of new transportation capacity projects. The director shall include the following in 
the process:  
 

(1) A description of how strategic initiatives submitted by the director are advanced by 
the process; 
(2) A definition of the kinds of projects to which the process applies; 
(3) Criteria that are used to rank proposed projects by how effectively a project 
contributes to the advancement of the strategic initiatives; 
(4) Data that is necessary to apply the ranking criteria; 
(5) Any other provisions the director considers appropriate.  

 
(B) In developing the project selection process, the director shall seek and consider public 
comment on the process. In doing so, the director may hold public hearings in various locations 
around the state.” 
 

Wisconsin Highway and Bridge Projects 

Wisconsin Statutes & Annotations 

Chapter 85.025 -Highway and bridge projects.  The department shall adopt by rule criteria 
for selecting and evaluating all highway and bridge projects which are constructed from the 
appropriations under s. 20.395 (3) (bq), (bv), (bx), (cq), (cv) and (cx). 

Chapter 85.05 -Evaluation of proposed major highway projects.  The department by rule 
shall establish a procedure for numerically evaluating projects considered for enumeration under 
s. 84.013 (3) as a major highway project. The evaluation procedure may include any criteria that 
the department considers relevant. The rules shall establish a minimum score that a project shall 
meet or exceed when evaluated under the procedure established under this section before the 
department may recommend the project to the transportation projects commission for 
consideration under s. 13.489 (4). 
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Washington Highway Construction Program 

Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 47.05 (1993) 
 Enacted new objectives and approaches to priority programming of highway capital 

construction projects 
 Changed both the structure and the process 

  
Chapter 47.05 RCW: Priority Programming for Highway Development 
 
“It is the intent of the legislature that investment of state transportation funds to address 
deficiencies on the state highway system be based on a policy of priority programming having as 
its basis the rational selection of projects and services according to factual need and an 
evaluation of life cycle costs and benefits that are systematically scheduled to carry out defined 
objectives within available revenue. The state must develop analytic tools to use a common 
methodology to measure benefits and costs for all modes. 
 
The priority programming system must ensure preservation of the existing state highway 
system, relieve congestion, provide mobility for people and goods, support the state's economy, 
and promote environmental protection and energy conservation. 
 
The priority programming system must implement the state-owned highway component of the 
statewide transportation plan, consistent with local and regional transportation plans, by 
targeting state transportation investment to appropriate multimodal solutions that address 
identified state highway system deficiencies. 
 
The priority programming system for improvements must incorporate a broad range of solutions 
that are identified in the statewide transportation plan as appropriate to address state highway 
system deficiencies, including but not limited to highway expansion, efficiency improvements, 
non-motorized transportation facilities, high occupancy vehicle facilities, transit facilities and 
services, rail facilities and services, and transportation demand management programs.” 

Texas Highway Projects Statues 

Transportation Code, Title 6. Roadways, Subtitle A.  Texas Department of 
Transportation, Chapter 201. General Provisions and Administration, Subchapter H. 
Plans and Projects 
 
§201.602. PROJECT SELECTION HEARINGS. The commission annually shall hold hearings on its 
highway project selection process and the relative importance of the various criteria on which the 
commission bases its project selection decisions. 
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California Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) 

SECTION 1. 
Section 66535 is added to the Government Code, to read: 

66535.(a)  Not later than July 1, 2003, the commission shall establish performance 
measurement criteria on both a project and corridor level to evaluate all new transportation 
projects and programs (investments) that have not yet been identified as “Track One 
Investments” in the 2002 regional transportation plan. These performance measures shall apply 
to proposed projects, and the impact those projects will have on their respective corridors. The 
commission shall utilize these performance measurements to evaluate and prioritize alternative 
transportation investments in order to meet the goals and objectives for each corridor for 
inclusion in the 2004 regional transportation plan. 

(b)  The commission shall adopt goals and measurable objectives for planning corridors 
and subcorridors delineated by the commission. These goals and objectives shall be compatible 
and consistent with the requirements of the performance measurement criteria established by 
the commission pursuant to subdivision (a) for inclusion in the 2004 regional transportation plan. 

(c)  Any costs associated with this section incurred by the commission shall be paid solely 
from funds provided pursuant to Section 99233.2 of the Public Utilities Code. If there is 
insufficient funding from this source, the commission is not required to perform the functions 
described in this section.  
 


