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NATIONAL  COOPERATIVE  HIGHWAY  RESEARCH  PROGRAM

Systematic, well-designed research provides the most effective 
approach to the solution of many problems facing highway administra-
tors and engineers. Often, highway problems are of local interest and 
can best be studied by highway departments individually or in coop-
eration with their state universities and others. However, the accelerat-
ing growth of highway transportation develops increasingly complex 
problems of wide interest to highway authorities. These problems are 
best studied through a coordinated program of cooperative research.

In recognition of these needs, the highway administrators of the 
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 
initiated in 1962 an objective national highway research program 
employing modern scientific techniques. This program is supported 
on a continuing basis by funds from participating member states of 
the Association and it receives the full cooperation and support of 
the Federal Highway Administration, United States Department of 
Transportation.

The Transportation Research Board of the National Research Coun-
cil was requested by the Association to administer the research pro-
gram because of the Board’s recognized objectivity and understanding 
of modern research practices. The Board is uniquely suited for this 
purpose as it maintains an extensive committee structure from which 
authorities on any highway transportation subject may be drawn; it 
possesses avenues of communication and cooperation with federal, 
state, and local governmental agencies, universities, and industry; its 
relationship to the National Research Council is an insurance of objec-
tivity; it maintains a full-time research correlation staff of specialists 
in highway transportation matters to bring the findings of research 
directly to those who are in a position to use them.

The program is developed on the basis of research needs identified 
by chief administrators of the highway and transportation departments 
and by committees of AASHTO. Each year, specific areas of research 
needs to be included in the program are proposed to the National 
Research Council and the Board by the American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation Officials. Research projects to fulfill 
these needs are defined by the Board, and qualified research agencies 
are selected from those that have submitted proposals. Administration 
and surveillance of research contracts are the responsibilities of the 
National Research Council and the Transportation Research Board.

The needs for highway research are many, and the National Coop-
erative Highway Research Program can make significant contributions 
to the solution of highway transportation problems of mutual concern 
to many responsible groups. The program, however, is intended to 
complement rather than to substitute for or duplicate other highway 
research programs.

NOTE:  The Transportation Research Board of the National Acad-
emies, the National Research Council, the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration, the American Association of State Highway and Transporta-
tion Officials, and the individual states participating in the National 
Cooperative Highway Research Program do not endorse products or 
manufacturers. Trade or manufacturers’ names appear herein solely 
because they are considered essential to the object of this report.
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The National Academy of Sciences is a private, nonprofit, self-perpetuating society of distinguished schol-
ars engaged in scientific and engineering research, dedicated to the furtherance of science and technology 
and to their use for the general welfare. On the authority of the charter granted to it by the Congress in 
1863, the Academy has a mandate that requires it to advise the federal government on scientific and techni-
cal matters. Dr. Ralph J. Cicerone is president of the National Academy of Sciences.

The National Academy of Engineering was established in 1964, under the charter of the National Acad-
emy of Sciences, as a parallel organization of outstanding engineers. It is autonomous in its administration
and in the selection of its members, sharing with the National Academy of Sciences the responsibility for 
advising the federal government. The National Academy of Engineering also sponsors engineering programs
aimed at meeting national needs, encourages education and research, and recognizes the superior achieve-
ments of engineers. Dr. Charles M. Vest is president of the National Academy of Engineering.

The Institute of Medicine was established in 1970 by the National Academy of Sciences to secure the
services of eminent members of appropriate professions in the examination of policy matters pertaining
to the health of the public. The Institute acts under the responsibility given to the National Academy of
Sciences by its congressional charter to be an adviser to the federal government and, on its own initiative,
to identify issues of medical care, research, and education. Dr. Harvey V. Fineberg is president of the
Institute of Medicine.

The National Research Council was organized by the National Academy of Sciences in 1916 to associate
the broad community of science and technology with the Academy’s purposes of furthering knowledge and
advising the federal government. Functioning in accordance with general policies determined by the Acad-
emy, the Council has become the principal operating agency of both the National Academy of Sciences
and the National Academy of Engineering in providing services to the government, the public, and the
scientific and engineering communities. The Council is administered jointly by both Academies and the
Institute of Medicine. Dr. Ralph J. Cicerone and Dr. Charles M. Vest are chair and vice chair, respectively,
of the National Research Council.

The Transportation Research Board is one of six major divisions of the National Research Council. The
mission of the Transportation Research Board is to provide leadership in transportation innovation and
progress through research and information exchange, conducted within a setting that is objective, interdisci-
plinary, and multimodal. The Board’s varied activities annually engage about 7,000 engineers, scientists, and
other transportation researchers and practitioners from the public and private sectors and academia, all of
whom contribute their expertise in the public interest. The program is supported by state transportation 
departments, federal agencies including the component administrations of the U.S. Department of Transporta-
tion, and other organizations and individuals interested in the development of transportation. www.TRB.org

www.national-academies.org
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Highway administrators, engineers, and researchers often face problems for which infor-
mation already exists, either in documented form or as undocumented experience and prac-
tice. This information may be fragmented, scattered, and unevaluated. As a consequence, 
full knowledge of what has been learned about a problem may not be brought to bear on its 
solution. Costly research findings may go unused, valuable experience may be overlooked, 
and due consideration may not be given to recommended practices for solving or alleviat-
ing the problem.

There is information on nearly every subject of concern to highway administrators and 
engineers. Much of it derives from research or from the work of practitioners faced with 
problems in their day-to-day work. To provide a systematic means for assembling and 
evaluating such useful information and to make it available to the entire highway commu-
nity, the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials—through 
the mechanism of the National Cooperative Highway Research Program—authorized the 
Transportation Research Board to undertake a continuing study. This study, NCHRP Proj-
ect 20-5, “Synthesis of Information Related to Highway Problems,” searches out and syn-
thesizes useful knowledge from all available sources and prepares concise, documented 
reports on specific topics. Reports from this endeavor constitute an NCHRP report series, 
Synthesis of Highway Practice. 

This synthesis series reports on current knowledge and practice, in a compact format, 
without the detailed directions usually found in handbooks or design manuals. Each report 
in the series provides a compendium of the best knowledge available on those measures 
found to be the most successful in resolving specific problems.  

Federal legislation requires metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) to adopt and reg-
ularly update a Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) identifying a prioritized list of 
projects covering a four-year period. This synthesis compiles and documents the different 
ways that MPOs approach revising the TIP once it has been adopted. 

Information used in this study was acquired through a review of the literature and a sur-
vey of 45 MPOs across the country. Follow-up interviews with ten MPOs were conducted 
as case examples.

J. Scott Lane and Nicole Waldheim of the Louis Berger Group, Inc., collected and 
synthesized the information and wrote the report. The members of the topic panel are 
acknowledged on the preceding page. This synthesis is an immediately useful document 
that records the practices that were acceptable within the limitations of the knowledge 
available at the time of its preparation. As progress in research and practice continues, new 
knowledge will be added to that now at hand.

FOREWORD

PREFACE
By Jo Allen Gause   

Senior Program Officer
 Transportation 
Research Board
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SUMMARY

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM  
REVISION PROCESS

To maintain their eligibility for federal funding, metropolitan planning organizations 
(MPOs) are required to adopt and regularly update a Transportation Improvement Pro-
gram (TIP), identifying “a prioritized listing of projects covering a period of four years that 
is developed and formally adopted by an MPO as part of the metropolitan transportation 
planning process” (Title 23 U.S.C. Part 450.104). The TIP also has a formal revision pro-
cess that occurs as either an administrative modification or an amendment. TIP administra-
tive modifications are minor revisions that may include changes to phase costs, sources of 
funding, and initiation dates. The more substantive TIP amendments may include changes 
to the project scope, significant costs, or completion date, particularly if the project in 
question is not exempt from air quality conformity requirements in a nonattainment or 
maintenance area. 

Federal legislation does not provide rigid process requirements for conducting TIP 
revisions. Although the definitions of amendments and administrative modifications are 
relatively straightforward, other factors can complicate the TIP revision process: a high 
volume of TIP revisions, insufficient information about the proposed change(s) to a project, 
internal (MPO) policy requirements for engaging the public or other process stakeholders, 
or uncertainty regarding the magnitude of the change and therefore its appropriate revision 
path. The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009 also placed pres-
sure on the TIP revision process in some cases, as the deadlines for obligating funds were 
strictly applied. 

This synthesis focuses on the Transportation Improvement Program and the differ-
ent ways that MPOs approach TIP revisions. This study is especially timely because the 
ARRA requirements have placed new strains on the TIP revision process and therefore 
provide additional insight into how the TIP revisions are occurring under both normal 
and duress conditions. The study was informed by extensive outreach to MPOs around 
the country. A three-part survey program was conducted, informed by a literature review. 
This survey process—

1.	 Tapped the perspectives of the FHWA, FTA, and state department of transportation 
(DOT) officials to identify MPOs practicing innovative, efficient, collaborative, or 
engaging TIP revision processes; 

2.	 Surveyed 45 MPOs to study the issues and processes associated with TIP revisions; 
and 

3.	 Included 10 case examples to study process elements beyond the major requirements 
of the federal regulations. Effort was made to ensure geographic and size diversity 
in selecting the case examples.

A brief screening survey was distributed to 51 FHWA offices, 10 FTA offices, and 50 
state DOTs. The questions in the screening survey asked respondents to suggest and pro-
vide contact information for one or more MPOs in their state that exhibited innovative, 
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collaborative, engaging, or timely TIP revision processes. Geographic distribution (in terms 
of FTA Region Office district), size of population, and air quality attainment status were 
also applied to help ensure diversity of the responding agencies. In all, 37 of the 45 MPOs 
initially contacted responded to the TIP Revision Process survey (82% response rate), and 
10 follow-up telephone interviews were conducted with selected MPOs to better understand 
some of the responses given in the survey, as well as to provide an opportunity for informal 
dialogue to enrich the findings of the study. The 10 MPOs selected were based on geographic 
diversity, willingness to participate in a telephone interview, and if their responses to the 
survey indicated a process element or technique that warranted further examination. 

The synthesis revealed differences in the current state of the practice for TIP adminis-
trative modifications and amendments. An administrative modification tends to follow a 
streamlined path, from initial input by telephone call, template form, or online database 
entry, often concluding without a meeting at the policy board level. Typically the amendment 
process is longer, owing in part to requirements to maintain fiscal conformity, air quality 
conformity, or conduct additional analysis. Furthermore, the study indicated that there may 
be a still-lesser level of revision, in which very minor adjustments that correct faulty lan-
guage or make minor wording changes in the TIP are listed but do not include an individual 
approval action.

Although the issues raised were diverse and inconsistent among the MPOs studied, a 
number of challenges in the revision process were raised multiple times during the course 
of the study:

•	 Timeliness and staff capacity: Some larger MPOs struggled with the volume of 
changes, sometimes reaching into the hundreds per month, whereas the smaller MPOs 
often had competing priorities when faced with the quick turnaround times required 
by some TIP amendments.

•	 Inadequate or untimely information: When the initial information required to process 
a change was inaccurate, incomplete, or late, more pressure was put on the MPO and 
other agencies to process the revision faster or process a revision to the same project 
more than once.

•	 Clarification of procedures: Some MPOs had to work out procedural details with state 
DOTs and federal offices, creating divergent opinions on issues such as the frequency 
of publishing (either in paper or digital format) a revised TIP.

MPOs, state DOTs, and often their partnering agencies have addressed these challenges. 
Process improvements that make data entry more consistent or faster were common, as were 
process guidelines. Some MPOs noted that they either had developed or were working to 
develop online entry and database tools for the initial data entry and long-term management 
of TIP data. MPOs have also developed cost thresholds (expressed as a percentage of project 
cost, an absolute figure, or both) that help delineate different levels of revision. 

Survey responses indicated that MPOs have responded to the federal TIP legislation by 
developing different types of revision processes for different types of TIP changes. Major 
changes to the TIP require a more formal and structured amendment process, whereas minor 
changes entail a more streamlined administrative modification process. Specific details on 
how those processes are conducted vary by MPO. Survey responses also revealed differ-
ent innovative techniques that MPOs have developed for managing their TIPs, facilitating 
public involvement in the TIP process, and facilitating policymaker review and approval of 
TIP modifications. These practices may be of interest to other MPOs looking for ways to 
improve their TIP processes. 

The findings identified several knowledge and practice gaps that suggest the need for 
future research, including an evaluation of the role that the MPO voting structure plays in the 
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TIP revision process; an analysis of the role of MPOs, along with the roles played by their 
respective state DOT and federal agencies (FHWA/FTA), in managing the TIP revision 
process; and an analysis of how MPOs and state and federal agencies perceive the process 
and the ways in which these perceptions influence their actions. Generally, MPOs appear 
to have made a comfortable transition into the era of congressional earmarks, increased 
public participation expectations, and federal stimulus funding requirements, even if the 
overall TIP planning process has occasionally been strained.
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53 Title 49 U.S.C., as well as projects that are regionally sig-
nificant or require federal action. The TIP is updated at least 
every 4 years, and covers a 4-year period of transportation 
investments. The projects listed in the TIP are chosen based 
on a set of criteria established by the MPO; have been vetted 
through a public participation process; are financially con-
strained; and have been coordinated with the state depart-
ment of transportation (DOT) to ensure consistency with the 
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), as 
well as local transit operators, land use entities, and environ-
mental resource agencies. The TIP is then approved by the 
MPO governing board, which is composed of elected offi-
cials from different jurisdictions and transportation opera-
tors throughout the planning region. After that, the TIP is 
approved by the state governor and then is directly incorpo-
rated, without change, into the STIP. The STIP requires joint 
approval from the FHWA and FTA (1).

Projects, priorities, or funding levels may change within 
this 4-year timeframe. For example, the American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) provided more than 
$26 billion in new money for transportation projects. These 
projects typically had to be amended into the MPO TIP and 
the STIP before they could proceed.

Once the TIP is adopted and incorporated into the STIP, 
it takes specific actions to revise both the TIP and the STIP, 
and federal approval of those actions is needed to complete 
the process. There are two basic ways to revise a TIP once it 
has been adopted. The first is referred to as an administrative 
modification (also called an adjustment, revision, correction, 
or administrative amendment). An administrative modifica-
tion is a minor change to a TIP project, such as to its phase 
costs, funding sources, or phase initiation dates. This adjust-
ment is usually the quickest means of changing a TIP. The 
second way is through a formal amendment, which involves 
a major change to the TIP such as addition or deletion of a 
project, a major change in the project cost or initiation dates, 
or a major change in the design concept or design scope. 
Amendments require a public review and comment period, 
a redemonstration of fiscal constraint, and potentially an air 
quality conformity determination (if in a maintenance or non-
attainment area) for the proposed change to be considered. 

Outside of the general definitions given in federal regula-
tions (Title 23 U.S.C. 450.104), there is little detailed guid-

CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides background information on this syn-
thesis topic, the purpose of the synthesis, and the methodol-
ogy used to conduct the study.

BACKGROUND

Under the current United States Code (Title 23 U.S.C. Part 
450), a metropolitan planning organization (MPO) is the 
state- and federally designated entity responsible for over-
seeing regional transportation planning for a metropolitan 
planning area with a minimum urbanized area population of 
50,000 people, as enumerated by the Bureau of the Census. 
MPOs range in size from places such as Ames, Iowa, with 
51,000 people, to Los Angeles, California, which has more 
than 16 million people in its planning region. Regardless of 
size or complexity, all MPOs have the same basic transporta-
tion planning requirements. All MPOs need to comply with 
federal requirements concerning the metropolitan transpor-
tation planning process. This includes completing the four 
following major work products on a cyclical basis:

•	 A long-range (20-year) metropolitan transportation 
plan (MTP) or long-range transportation plan (LRTP);

•	 A short-range (4-year) Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP);

•	 A statement of planning priorities and activities 
(Unified Planning Work Program); and

•	 A public participation plan that frequently includes 
language on how TIP revisions are to be coordinated 
with process stakeholders and the general public.

Additional responsibilities are assigned to MPOs with 
populations of more than 200,000 or those in an area des-
ignated as not conforming to federal air quality standards. 
These additional responsibilities include external federal 
certification reviews, air quality conformity analyses and 
reporting, direct programming authority of some federal 
funds, and the creation of a congestion management process 
to identify sources of congestion and mitigation options. 
This report does not delve into the various ways in which 
a TIP is developed but instead explores how revisions are 
made to an adopted TIP.

The TIP is a programming document that lists all trans-
portation projects funded under Title 23 U.S.C. and Chapter 
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[e.g., National Association of Regional Councils (NARC) 
and the Association of Metropolitan Planning Organiza-
tions (AMPO)], and federal transportation agencies; and 
internal documentation developed by the MPOs and state 
DOTs about their own processes. The external information 
is relatively sparse regarding specific language, guidance, or 
analysis on TIP revision processes; therefore, much of the 
literature review is derived from conference proceedings, 
not from peer-reviewed sources. Also providing insight into 
actual process elements and innovations are the state- and 
MPO-specific guidance documents prepared to assist MPOs 
in achieving a level of consistency and uniformity in TIP 
revision procedures, and conference proceedings specific to 
professional meetings on this subject. These guidance docu-
ments are summarized individually and linked to online 
(Internet-based) documentation, as available, in Appendix 
C. The literature review identified the themes and issues 
confronting MPOs in programming matters, including major 
influences on and motivating factors for TIP revisions.

MPOs have encountered a range of procedural challenges 
implementing federal provisions when those provisions 
directly impact TIP programming and revisions. Compli-
cating TIP procedures has been the historical relationship 
between the state DOT and the congressionally mandated 
role of the MPO, which has been strengthening with each 
federal transportation reauthorization bill since the early 
1970s (2). Even before ARRA (which set deadlines for 
programming and hence for TIP revisions) and before the 
economic recessionary effects being felt at the time of this 
writing, some transportation agencies were not entirely sat-
isfied with the amount of time required to handle the many 
programming issues associated with their capital improve-
ment programs. Some state DOTs and MPOs were in a better 
position to deal with fast-moving projects and project issues, 
as they already had programs or experiences dealing with 
those types of projects. Some state DOTs have cited a special 
revenue fund to deal with emergencies, public-private part-
nerships, or other nontypical project categories as a need or 
as an existing opportunity (3). Also, some MPOs have noted 
the need for a different set of planning tools to address fis-
cal constraint requirements for those projects comprising the 
20-year, fiscally constrained transportation plan, of which 
the projects in the transportation improvement program are 
a subset (4, p. 10). 

An example of the role the state DOT can play in improv-
ing consistency and quality of MPO products (and hence 
in reducing the potential for conflict within the TIP pro-
gramming process) is when the state DOT takes an active 
role in determining programmable funds for fiscal con-
straint. California, for example, produces a Fund Estimate, 
a 5-year annual projection of available state and federal 
funds for transportation projects updated every two years. 
However, changing project cost estimates also trigger the 
need for many TIP administrative modifications or amend-

ance on TIP amendment and modification procedures. As 
a result MPOs have developed diverse processes for TIP 
revisions. Over the past 20 years, state DOTs and MPO(s) 
within each state have worked out the definitions of “modi-
fications” and “amendments” and established internal pro-
cedures for adopting them. Sometimes this diversity has 
resulted in approaches that streamline the general process 
so that projects can move forward in a timely fashion while 
still complying with all regional, state, and federal require-
ments. Cooperative relationships among state DOTs, MPOs, 
FHWA, and FTA have fostered numerous innovative prac-
tices that make the TIP management process more efficient. 

PURPOSE OF SYNTHESIS

Although many MPOs have developed useful guidance or 
procedures on how to handle TIP amendments and modifica-
tions in a cooperative manner, there is not a one-size-fits-all 
approach. This synthesis examines the different approaches 
and identifies efficiencies in the revision process that can be 
transferred from one MPO to another.

The information gathered in this synthesis considers the 
following issues:

•	 Strengths and weaknesses of existing procedures, as 
perceived by MPOs, and how the former work and the 
latter are being addressed;

•	 How TIP revisions (administrative modifications and 
amendments) are initiated, reviewed, and approved, 
and the inclusion of traditional and nontraditional part-
ners in the process; 

•	 Average time from the initiation of a TIP revision to 
approval;

•	 Sources and magnitudes of delay to the TIP revision 
process generated from various administrative or pro-
cess issues; and

•	 Use of technology, paperwork reduction, procedural 
streamlining, and other means to introduce increased 
efficiencies into the TIP revision process.

The purpose of this report is to share the experience 
and practice of TIP revisions among MPOs, in the hopes of 
making the TIP revision processes as efficient as possible 
to avoid project delays; enhance opportunities for engag-
ing required stakeholder agencies; and improve information 
flows and relationships among MPOs, local agencies, DOTs, 
FHWA, and FTA.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The literature review of TIP revision processes conducted for 
this synthesis included both external documentation devel-
oped by research institutions, regional planning associations 
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STUDY METHODOLOGY 

The study began with a literature review of existing pro-
cesses, from which a survey process was developed. The 
findings of the report draw heavily from direct contact with 
MPOs generated through a three-phase process. The first 
phase consisted of a brief screening questionnaire sent to all 
state DOTs and FHWA and FTA offices to identify candidate 
MPOs for a detailed survey. The screening process identi-
fied 45 MPOs to survey. The MPO survey contained detailed 
questions about sources of delay, satisfaction with estab-
lished processes, and issues encountered in both amendment 
and modification processes and the mitigations developed to 
respond to those issues. From the completed second-phase 
surveys, 10 MPOs were selected for case examples to further 
develop key concepts of agency relationships and individual 
experiences that may be transferable to other MPOs and state 
transportation agencies. From these efforts, the report con-
cludes with a state-of-the-practice overview of TIP amend-
ment/modification procedures and notable findings from the 
10 case examples. 

To identify MPOs for further study, each office of the 
FHWA (n = 50), FTA (n = 10), and state DOTs (n = 50) was 
sent a web-based screening questionnaire. The questionnaire 

ments. Financial uncertainty, particularly when expressed 
by project cost underestimates or overestimates, can create 
programming problems. If the project was initially underes-
timated in the TIP, then funds will frequently be moved from 
other projects, requiring changes to both funding levels and 
scheduling elements in the TIP project descriptions. If the 
project cost was initially overestimated in the TIP, then that 
project will require a reduction in funding shown in the TIP, 
at a minimum (5,6).

Similarly, a lack of advance awareness of congressional 
earmarks often requires unexpected shifts in a regional allo-
cation of dollars unanticipated by the sponsors of the project 
earmark (5,6). A report completed after a best practices scan 
in 2010 by AASHTO noted that volatility in TIPs and STIPs, in 
particular, results in the need for changes to project costs and 
schedules, as well as the addition of new projects. Metropoli-
tan plans require changes less frequently, and therefore present 
far less of a challenge. The number of amendments and admin-
istrative actions that MPOs and DOTs take for TIPs and STIPs 
varies widely. Large, complex MPOs, such as the New York 
Metropolitan Transportation Council, require hundreds of 
actions each year, whereas smaller MPOs and states may only 
require a handful. MPOs vary the frequency of amendments, 
from periods as brief as daily to as long as quarterly (6).

 
 FIGURE 1  Map locating the MPOs studied.
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asked the respondents what organization they represented, 
and if there were MPOs that exhibited notable character-
istics of efficiency, public involvement, innovation, or col-
laboration in their TIP revision process. Respondents were 
invited to list up to five MPOs that exhibited one or more of 
these traits (refer to Appendix A for the complete text of the 
questionnaire). All of the respondents cited at least one, and 
as many as five, MPOs that exhibited some or all of these 
four characteristics. The distribution of MPOs engaged 
for further study is illustrated in Figure 1. The selection of 
participant MPOs relied heavily on the strength of recom-
mendations from the screening questionnaire, as well as geo-
graphic distribution, size, and air quality conformity status. 	

Table 2 continued on p. 9

Table 1 summarizes the techniques in place at MPOs to aid 
in the processing of TIP revisions in several different areas 
(procedural, technological, and standardization). The table 
summaries information gathered from survey responses and 
case examples. The MPOs listed in Table 2 were selected for 
a second round of study.

Thirty-seven of the 45 MPOs surveyed responded to the 
questionnaire (response rate: 82%); 10 of those respondents 
were later contacted for additional interviews. Interviews were 
conducted with eight Transportation Management Associa-
tions (TMAs) and two non-TMAs. Additionally, eight of the 
ten case examples are in air quality conformity regions.

TABLE 1

TIP REVISION ACTIONS OR INNOVATIONS

Action or Innovation Innovation Area

Procedural Technology Standardization

Development of Templates for Information Input ■ ■

Online Database of TIP Revisions ■ ■

Online Data Entry for TIP Revisions   

Online Routing of TIP Revisions ■ ■

Training Videos or Workshops on TIP Revision Tools ■ ■

Absentee Voting 

Call for Unscheduled Board Meeting ■

Grouping Revisions for Next Scheduled Board Meeting 

Improve Communications in Early Stages of TIP Revision ■

Procedural Guidance (Statewide or MPO-Specific) ■

Collaboration on Defining TIP Amendments and Administrative Modification 
Threshold Criteria

■ ■

Modifications to Public Participation Requirements ■

Updates of TIP on Annual Basis ■

(■) Useful for Amendment; () Useful for Administrative Modification.

TABLE 2

THE CANDIDATE SURVEY MPO EVALUATION 

FTA Region and MPO Size1 AQ2 Case Study

Region 1: Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and Connecticut

PACTS (Portland, ME) 194,896 No

Capitol Region COG (Hartford, CT) 721,320 Yes

Central MA RPC (Worcester, MA) 518,480 No Yes

RI Statewide Planning (State of RI) 1,048,319 No

Region 2: New York and New Jersey

South Jersey TPO (Trenton, NJ) 565,601 Yes

CDTC (Albany, NY) 780,467 Yes Yes

North Jersey TPA (Newark, NJ) 6,310,989 Yes

Genesee Transportation Council (NY) 1,200,000 No

NYMTC (New York, NY) 12,068,148 Yes
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FTA Region and MPO Size1 AQ2 Case Study

Region 3: Delaware, Maryland, Pennsylvania, Virginia, West Virginia, District of Columbia

Southwestern Pennsylvania Commission (Pittsburgh, PA) 2,656,007 Yes

Richmond MPO (VA) 811,108 Yes

WILMAPCO (Wilmington, DE) 586,216 Yes Yes

Regional Intergovernmental Council (WV) 251,662 No

Region 4: Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee

West Florida Regional Planning Council (FL/AL) 392,058 Yes

Gulfport RPC (MS) 313,635 No

Knoxville MPO (TN) 476,542 Yes

Atlanta Regional Commission (GA) 3,890,582 Yes Yes

Volusia TPO (Daytona Beach, FL) 448,768 No

Region 5: Illinois, Ohio, Minnesota, Wisconsin, Indiana, and Michigan

CMAP (Chicago, IL) 8,150,789 Yes Yes

MORPC (Columbus, OH) 1,241,251 Yes

East-Central Wisconsin RPC (Menasha, WI) 55,365 No

Madison Area Transportation Planning Board (WI) 350,247 No

Indianapolis MPO (Indianapolis, IN) 1,299,722 Yes

Duluth MIC (Duluth, MN) 145,163 Yes Yes

Region 6: Texas, Oklahoma, Arkansas, Louisiana, and New Mexico

Santa Fe MPO (Santa Fe, NM) 92,407 No

North Central TX COG (Dallas, TX) 4,879,535 Yes Yes

ACOG (Oklahoma City, OK) 990,564 Yes

San Antonio-Bexar County MPO (TX) 1,415,906 Yes

Region 7: Missouri, Iowa, Nebraska, and Kansas

East-West Gateway COG (St. Louis, MO) 2,482,935 Yes

MAPA (Omaha, NE) 658,810 No

Siouxland Interstate MPC (Sioux City, IA) 113,423 No

MARC (Kansas City, MO) 1,582,372 Yes

Region 8: Colorado, Utah, Montana, Wyoming, South Dakota, and North Dakota

Denver Regional COG (Denver, CO) 2,394,504 Yes

Pikes Peak COG (Colorado Springs, CO) 514,171 No

Wasatch Front RPC (Salt Lake City, UT) 1,328,198 Yes Yes

Missoula MPO (Missoula, MT) 81,144 No Yes

Cache MPO (Logan, UT) 79,453 No

Region 9: Arizona, California, Hawaii, and Nevada

Flagstaff MPO (Flagstaff, AZ) 68,030 No

Fresno COG (Fresno, CA) 799,407 Yes

Oahu MPO (Oahu, HI) 860,560 No

RTC of Southern NV (Las Vegas, NV) 1,375,765 Yes

Table 2 continued from p. 8

Table 2 continued on p. 10
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FTA Region and MPO Size1 AQ2 Case Study

Region 10: Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and Alaska

Metro (Portland, OR) 1,313,695 Yes

COMPASS (Boise, ID) 406,160 Yes Yes

Anchorage MATS (Anchorage, AK) 257,803 Yes

Puget Sound Regional Council (Seattle, WA) 3,275,847 Yes

Notes:
1Estimated size of MPO population (2000).
2Air quality conformity status as indicated on MPO website.

Table 2 continued from p. 9
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CHAPTER TWO 

STATE OF THE PRACTICE IN TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM REVISION PROCEDURES

120 days of funding award. The 2005–2008 period represents 
a more typical period for analysis of TIP modifications.

 

FIGURE 2  TIP changes during two time periods.

Thirty-six percent of the responding MPOs indicated 
that they had more than 50 changes to the TIP during the 
most recent 2-year period. Forty-four percent said that they 
had more than 50 changes to the TIP during the 4-year 
period. Although it is to be expected that more changes 
would occur over a 4-year than a 2-year period, many of the 
MPOs surveyed—particularly those that processed a rela-
tively small number of changes to begin with—indicated 
instead that they processed fewer changes in the 4-year 
period, possibly because the most recent 2-year period 
included the ARRA adjustments. 

Responses to questions about what process elements were 
a part of the adoption and processing of TIP amendments 
and modifications, and for how many weeks the particular 
process element typically required, are shown in Figures 3 
and 4, respectively. 

FIGURE 3  Elements of TIP amendments. 

The survey of 45 MPOs asked recipients to describe the TIP 
revision process issues that they were encountering, as well 
as the strategies employed to address those issues (refer to 
Appendix A for details on survey questions). 

The survey used the following definitions:

•	 Administrative Modification of the Transportation 
Improvement Program: A minor revision to a long-
range statewide or metropolitan transportation plan, 
TIP, or STIP that includes minor changes to project/
project phase costs, minor changes to funding sources 
of previously included projects, and minor changes 
to project/project phase initiation dates. It does not 
require public review and comment, redemonstration 
of fiscal constraint, or a conformity determination (in 
nonattainment and maintenance areas).

•	 Amendment of the Transportation Improvement 
Program: A revision to a long-range statewide or 
metropolitan transportation plan, TIP, or STIP that 
involves a major change to a project, including the addi-
tion or deletion of a project or a major change in project 
cost, project/project phase initiation dates, or a major 
change in design concept or design scope (e.g., chang-
ing project termini or the number of through traffic 
lanes). Changes to projects that are included only for 
illustrative purposes do not require an amendment. It 
requires public review and comment, redemonstration 
of fiscal constraint, or a conformity determination (for 
metropolitan transportation plans and TIPs involving 
“nonexempt” projects in nonattainment and mainte-
nance areas). In the context of a long-range statewide 
transportation plan, it is approved by the state in accor-
dance with its public involvement process.

The first content-related question in the questionnaire 
dealt with the number of TIP amendments and administra-
tive modifications conducted over two time periods. Figure 2 
illustrates the number of TIP amendments and modifications 
made during the ARRA period (2008–2009), and a 4-year 
period leading up to and slightly overlapping with the nearly 
2-year ARRA period (2005–2008). The survey intentionally 
singled out the ARRA period as it represented an extenuating 
circumstance: the need to quickly program federal funds and 
update TIPs so that projects could move to construction with 
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a source of delay in some open-ended comment opportuni-
ties on the survey, compared with other potential sources 
of delay in this question, the issue of “Our agency’s public 
participation plan or process requires extensive public input 
on TIP administrative modifications” got the least support 
of any of the issues specified in this question. When the 
case study respondents discussed this issue, the suggested 
rationale was that many of the agencies studied conducted 
minimal or no public engagement for TIP administrative 
modifications.

Figure 6 indicates the survey results to the question 
“What is the degree of satisfaction with the overall TIP 
amendment/administrative modification procedure as it is 
practiced currently?” 

Nearly the same percentage of respondents (46%) indi-
cated that they were “Satisfied” with the current TIP change 
process used by their MPO as the percentage (43%) of MPOs 
that indicated that their satisfaction with the current process 
“Varies or [is] Uncertain.” Only small percentages of MPOs 
were “Unsatisfied” (8%) or “Very Satisfied” (3%, or one 
respondent). 

Additional research was also conducted for MPOs that 
processed a higher volume (more than 50) of TIP amend-
ments compared with MPOs that processed a lower volume 
(fewer than 50) between January 1, 2008, and December 30, 
2010. Note that the specific period here is simply to desig-
nate responses as being high-volume or low-volume in terms 
of the number of TIP revisions; the actual length of time 
required for TIP revisions (shown in Figure 7) does not nec-
essarily refer to how TIP revisions were processed during 
this specific period.

FIGURE 4  Elements of TIP administrative modifications. 

Note that each of the process elements common to both 
amendments and administrative modifications, on average, 
required as much or more time for amendments in terms 
of schedule duration. One finding from this study is that 
TIP administrative modifications are being handled almost 
entirely internally, with minimal review of the MPO techni-
cal, policy, or other boards. 

Figure 5 shows the survey responses to a question on how 
specified issues impacted the timely and effective process-
ing of TIP amendments or administrative modifications. As 
with previous questions, “1” indicates the least impact and 
“5” indicates the greatest impact. By a substantial margin, 
the issue specified as “The American Recovery and Rein-
vestment Act (ARRA or “stimulus bill”) has placed addi-
tional pressures or requirements on our TIP amendment/
administrative modification processes” generated the most 
responses that indicated the greatest impact. Conversations 
conducted during the development of the case examples sug-
gest that this impact goes beyond simple delays to schedul-
ing and carries over into additional pressures on the MPO 
staff to “drop everything” and process sudden amendments 
and modifications. 

Other issues cited as particularly impactful include “Get-
ting internal stakeholders (e.g., member agencies and gov-
ernments) involved” and “Getting external stakeholders 
(e.g., resource agencies, affected public, state and federal 
transportation agencies) involved.” Again, this result was 
validated by several MPO representatives during the devel-
opment of the case examples. 

Although the case example participants did note the 10- 
to 30-day public review and comment requirements as being 
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The four TIP amendment process elements shown in Fig-
ure 7 exhibited the greatest degree of differentiation among 
the high-volume TIP amendment MPOs and the remain-
ing MPOs in the survey. Staff reviews before board meet-
ings and technical committee reviews took less time for the 
lower-volume MPOs, whereas public comment periods and 
FHWA review and approval took less time for the higher-
volume MPOs. 

For both the low-volume and high-volume amendment 
processing MPOs, public comment typically takes 2 to 6 
weeks. This is not surprising given that adopted public par-
ticipation plans with required minimum review times govern 
the time spent on public review. Perhaps of more significance 

FIGURE 5  Issues affecting timely and effective TIP changes.

a.	The definition or interpretation of the term “administrative modification” is too narrow.
b.	Getting internal stakeholders (e.g., member agencies and governments) involved.
c.	Getting external stakeholders (e.g., resource agencies; affected public, state, and federal transportation 

agencies) involved.
d.	Our agency’s public participation plan or process requires extensive public input on TIP administrative 

modifications.
e.	Our agency’s public participation plan or process requires extensive public input on TIP amendments.
f.	 Redemonstration of fiscal constraint (for TIP amendments) is time-consuming and problematic for our agency.
g.	The definition or interpretation of “administrative modification” and/or “amendment” is confusing or poorly 

understood by our MPO officials, state DOT, or other partners.
h.	Major revisions (TIP amendments) are often contentious to one or more stakeholder groups that “watchdog” 

the MPO.
i.	 An unclear understanding of the roles and responsibilities between our MPO and the state DOT causes 

delays to the TIP amendment or administrative modification process.
j.	 Conflicts between the requirements for TIP amendments/administrative modifications and other regulatory or 

statutory requirements creates issues with the effective and timely processing of TIP amendments/
administrative modifications.

k.	The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act has placed additional pressures or requirements on our TIP 
amendment/administrative modification processes.

l.	 Occasional personality conflicts not related to other process issues between the MPO and state or federal 
agencies create various problems with processing TIP amendments or administrative modifications.

FIGURE 6  Satisfaction with the overall TIP amendment/
administrative modification process. 
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 FIGURE 7  Length of time for TIP amendments of high-volume/low-volume MPOs.  

 FIGURE 8  Length of time for TIP administrative modifications of high-volume/low-volume MPOs. 

is that regardless of the volume of amendments, FHWA turns 
around the majority of reviews and approvals within 6 weeks. 

Bigger differences lie between high-volume and low-
volume MPOs when looking at pre-board review. The vast 
majority of reviews at MPOs conducting lower volumes of 
TIP amendments occur in less than 2 weeks, whereas at 
those with high volumes of amendments the reviews are as 
likely to be completed in less than 2 weeks as they are to be 
completed within 2 to 6 weeks. In both cases, it is unlikely 
to take more than 6 weeks. 

Technical committee review is more likely to take 2 to 
6 weeks to complete at MPOs processing low volumes of 
amendments, whereas at those processing high volumes, 
technical review is much more likely to be completed in 

less than 2 weeks. Again, findings indicate that it is unusual 
for this process to take more than 6 weeks regardless of the 
number of amendments being processed. 

When the same assessment is done for TIP administrative 
modifications, the results are somewhat different, as shown 
in Figure 8. 

Here, the lower-volume MPOs tended to take longer than 
the high-volume MPOs to receive state DOT and FHWA 
approval, as well as take a longer time overall to process the 
administrative modification. If the assumption is made that 
the higher-volume MPOs have more motivation to streamline 
their revision processes, then these results are intuitively cor-
rect and may further suggest that some of the streamlining 
processes described in this report have a net positive effect.
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CHAPTER THREE

STATE OF THE PRACTICE FOR ADDRESSING TRANSPORTATION 
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM REVISIONS

status and as appropriate impacts of conformity analysis 
on process schedule; TIP amendment and modification pro-
cedures; and triggers for a TIP revision. Every MPO was 
also asked specific questions tailored to that MPO in order 
to generate clarity or additional information related to prior 
survey responses. 

	Appendix B contains the complete notes from each tele-
phone interview. The following paragraphs summarize the 
findings from the MPO case examples, surveys, and litera-
ture review.

VOLUME AND FREQUENCY OF REVISIONS

One MPO requested as many as 300 to 1,000 TIP changes 
per month; other MPOs also cited volumes of changes in the 
hundreds in some fiscal quarters. Owing to external circum-
stances such as the economy, ARRA, other grant programs, 
air quality, and shifts in transportation priorities, the TIP 
has become a more dynamic document. With so many fac-
tors to consider, MPOs are struggling to limit both major 
and minor changes to projects. Some MPOs have success-
fully used forms and database technologies to manage TIP 
changes. For example, the Chicago Metropolitan Agency for 
Planning (CMAP) has developed an online database tool for 
recording and even processing administrative amendments, 
and the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) has plans to do 
the same after the next TIP update. These tools allow revi-
sion sponsors (typically state DOTs, local governments, or 
other members of the MPO trigger the revision) to log in and 
suggest changes to the MPO staff, which then determines 
the level of process required to complete the revision. Sys-
tems such as these also hold project sponsors more account-
able for the changes they make to projects, as they are the 
ones responsible for filling out the paperwork. 

A second and more common way that MPOs are handling 
the large number of TIP revisions generated by ARRA is to 
group a number of revisions together for processing at a single 
series of MPO meetings (technical and policy boards). ARC 
has migrated to a quarterly system of processing administra-
tive modifications, and is pushing the same for amendments 
as well. The staff at ARC reports good, albeit gradual, accep-
tance of the quarterly update system. Predictable update 

The preceding chapters described the TIP revision process 
and time lines of various stages of that process. The follow-
ing paragraphs highlight some of the findings from the 10 
case examples conducted for this study. The methodology for 
selecting and conducting the MPO cases is discussed first.

SUMMARY OF METROPOLITAN PLANNING 
ORGANIZATION CASE EXAMPLES

To delve more deeply into the challenges now faced in the 
TIP revision process, as well as to gain further insight on 
the responses that individual MPOs may contribute toward 
answering those challenges, 10 brief case examples were 
developed based on telephone interviews to supplement the 
findings of the literature review and MPO survey. The selec-
tion of the MPO cases was based on three factors: (1) affir-
mative responses when asked in the MPO survey instrument 
if they would be willing to participate in a follow-up inter-
view; (2) geographic, air quality, and size diversity among 
the case studies; and (3) survey responses indicating that the 
MPO was employing innovative measures in its TIP modi-
fication process that could be of interest to other MPOs. The 
following 10 MPOs were chosen for case examples:

•	 Atlanta Regional Commission (Atlanta, GA)
•	 Capital District Transportation Committee (Albany, 

NY)
•	 Central Massachusetts Regional Planning Commission 

(Worcester, MA)
•	 Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning (Chicago, 

IL)
•	 Community Planning Association (Boise, ID)
•	 Duluth–Superior Metropolitan Interstate Council 

(Duluth, MN)
•	 Missoula MPO (Missoula, MT)
•	 North Central Texas Council of Governments (Dallas, 

TX)
•	 Wasatch Front Regional Planning Commission (Salt 

Lake City, UT)
•	 Wilmington Area Metropolitan Planning Council 

(Wilmington, DE)

Each MPO was asked the same baseline questions for 
comparison purposes: population; air quality conformity 
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cycles offer greater opportunities for cross-checking data to 
prevent a secondary, “clean-up” amendment later; more pub-
lic awareness; and reduced staff time to process individual 
TIP changes. ARC staff noted that if any agency took issue 
with a proposed administrative modification, then the pro-
posed revision immediately was withdrawn and moved to 
amendment status. The amendment would then require con-
siderably more attention, analysis, public engagement, and 
board review than an administrative modification.

A few MPOs mentioned that because they update their 
TIP on a yearly basis, they do not have as many project 
changes as they would if they updated it less frequently. 

INITIAL INFORMATION AND CONSISTENCY OF 
INFORMATION

To process amendments and modifications, information 
detailing the change is needed from the sponsoring agency 
(often the state DOT). Some MPOs have successfully uti-
lized forms or shared databases to track changes and stream-
line the process, whereas others report having struggled to 
get accurate and consistent information. A common theme 
in the case study interviews was that the MPOs may have a 
form, or in one case a database, for TIP changes, but they are 
not used. One of the reasons given for this is that the sponsor-
ing agency is used to e-mailing one point person; the other is 
that filling out forms or entering information into a database 
is time-consuming and cumbersome for staff. However, the 
lack of a centralized system or at least common procedures 
and forms can lead to inconsistent information among the 
sponsoring agency, the MPO, and the DOT, thus creating 
more work at all levels. One MPO noted that the TIP has 
turned into a dynamic document, but because they receive 
word of TIP changes verbally or over e-mail they then have 
to work backwards to track down exactly what the change 
entails and why it is taking place. Other MPOs are realizing 
that they have differing information from their state DOTs 
regarding finances or project scopes, adding extra steps to 
the revision process. One state has implemented a system 
wherein once a TIP change has been adopted, the MPO is 
the entity that makes the change to the project in the STIP. 
Although this procedure adds an extra step for the MPO, all 
the information, particularly the financials, is consistent at 
all levels. 

Without accurate and thorough information in the earli-
est stage of a TIP revision, the same project may go through 
multiple revisions that could have been accomplished all at 
once. Several MPOs noted that it was not uncommon for 
one project to go through multiple revision processes as new 
or updated information came available to the sponsoring 
agency (DOT or member jurisdictions). The responses to 
this situation were somewhat obvious, but important. First, 
some MPOs have created a project revision template or form 

to ensure that all the information was entered into the form 
correctly (CMAP and ARC are two examples). Second, the 
change to a cyclic schedule for processing TIP administrative 
modifications was seen as another way of helping to ensure 
that a project sponsor considers the request thoroughly, 
because an error during the project submittal implies a con-
siderable wait until the next cycle. The MPOs noted that, 
for TIP amendments, considerably more discussion occurs 
among the MPO, state DOT, or other sponsoring agency 
because the amount of information typically required to 
process the amendment is greater than that for an adminis-
trative modification. Amendments, for example, may require 
an understanding of forecasted travel impacts that requires 
new modeling efforts, fiscal impact assessments, or mobile 
source emissions analyses. 

AMENDMENT AND MODIFICATION GUIDANCE

Federal regulations contain overarching definitions of what 
constitutes an amendment versus a modification, but it is 
left up to the individual MPO to coordinate with the state 
DOT, transit operators, and federal transportation agencies 
to further define an administrative modification and amend-
ment. To properly define the difference, some MPOs have 
created their own guidance and coordinate with their respec-
tive DOTs, others work under a single statewide guidance, 
and some have informal memorandums of understanding 
(MOUs) in place with their DOT. What has seemed to work, 
when guidance is lacking, is bringing all the MPOs in the 
state together with their DOT to discuss the problem areas 
and clarify what degree of change to a project will trigger an 
amendment. 

The following are examples of the administrative modifi-
cation and amendment threshold guidance reports obtained 
from MPOs. 

Capital District Transportation Committee

The Capital District Transportation Committee (CDTC) 
breaks out amendments according to minor and major 
amendments. Minor amendments can be approved by 
CDTC or New York State DOT (NYSDOT) in some cases 
or the Planning Committee in others. Major amendments go 
through the Planning Committee for recommendations and 
then to the Policy Committee for final approval. The CDTC 
sets thresholds for changes based on project additions as well 
as scope and cost changes.

•	 Addition of project under or equal to $250,000: The 
Planning Committee internally discusses and approves. 
No Policy Board action is necessary unless the Planning 
Committee finds it necessary. If one element of a proj-
ect is changed, then the CDTC or NYSDOT staffs can 
approve the revision.
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Project Cost 	� Percentage Increase in 
Project Cost

<$250,000	 75%

$250,001–$1 million	 30%

$1 million–$3 million	 20%

>$3 million	 15%

Duluth–Superior Metropolitan Interstate Council

The Duluth-Superior Metropolitan Interstate Council (MIC) 
is a bi-state MPO that has two sets of TIP procedures, one 
for Minnesota and one for Wisconsin. Within its Public 
Involvement Plan, the Minnesota formal TIP amendments 
are approved by the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 
and MIC at regularly scheduled public meetings.

TIP administrative modifications are needed when a 
project is moved into the current TIP year from a later year. 
Justification is needed to explain which specific projects 
are deferred to maintain fiscal constraint. Administrative 
amendments are allowed for cost increases up to the follow-
ing total project costs.

Project Cost	� Percentage Increase in 
Project Cost

<$1 million–$3 million 	 50%

$3 million–$10 million 	 35%

$10 million–$50 million 	 20%

$50 million–$100 million 	 15%

>$100 million 	 10% 

Major amendments in Wisconsin include a 30-day public 
comment period and analysis of air quality and community 
impact assessment/environmental justice. The amendment 
then proceeds through the regular MIC, TAC, and state 
DOT approval process. A major amendment is necessary if 
an added or deleted project meets the thresholds of 10% of 
the total federal funding programmed for the calendar year, 
or $1,000,000.

Atlanta Regional Commission

The Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) defines its amend-
ment process in Appendix D of its Public Involvement Plan. 
It will accept revisions from project sponsors at any point in 

•	 Addition of project over $250,000: The Planning 
Committee makes recommendations on the change 
to the Policy Board, which has final approval over the 
change. If only one element of the project is changing, 
then no action by the Policy Board is required.

•	 Changes to the scope or cost of the project of 25% or 
more (min: $250,000) or over $500,000 require discus-
sion of the Planning Committee but no Policy Board 
action. Cost changes over 50% of the total project value 
or more than $3 million require actions by both the 
Planning Committee and Policy Board.

Missoula MPO

Montana MPOs work under draft procedures established 
cooperatively with the Montana DOT, but these procedures 
have not been formally adopted. The purpose is to clearly 
define administrative modifications and establish a procedure 
for processing them. Changes that do not meet the modifica-
tion criteria are considered amendments and require public 
review and comment, redemonstration of fiscal constraint, 
or a conformity determination (for “nonexempt” projects in 
nonattainment and maintenance areas).

Minor changes that do not affect scope, financial con-
straint, air quality conformity, or NEPA environmental doc-
umentation do not meet the thresholds for an amendment. 
Cost change thresholds for an amendment are as follows:

Project Cost	� Percentage Increase in 
Project Cost

Under $100,000	 30%

$100,000–500,000	 25%

$500,000–$1 million	 20%

$1 million–$2 million	 15%

Over $2 million	 10%

North Central Texas Council of Governments

The North Central Texas Council of Governments 
(NCTCOG) established a quarterly revision cycle for TIP 
changes. Administrative amendments are TIP modifications 
that do not require action of the Regional Transportation 
Council (Policy Board) for approval. Instead, the Director of 
Transportation for the MPO approves TIP modifications that 
meet a multitude of conditions, which can be found in the 
full policies and procedures. Administrative amendments 
are allowed for cost increases up to the following percent-
ages based on the total project cost.
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CMMPO. Although the document lays out the minimum 
thresholds, the state and CMMPO may set stricter thresholds 
or require additional actions.

The following are cost and/or percentage thresholds 
that trigger an amendment for FHWA- and FTA-financed 
projects.

FHWA

<$10 million 		  $1 million increase

>$10 million		  10%

FTA

>10% of the total project cost

Florida DOT and MPOs

The Florida DOT and MPOs have collaborated on program 
management guidance for TIP processes, including revisions. 

Project cost change thresholds for an amendment are sim-
ply 20% of project cost and $2 million change; other thresh-
olds include major scope changes, adverse impacts to fiscal 
constraint, and inconsistency with the long-range transpor-
tation plan or adopted project priorities.

TIMELINESS OF REVISIONS

Although the ARRA stimulus money created urgencies to 
adopt TIP revisions, many MPOs and DOTs have had to 
deal with quick turnaround times to make changes to the 
TIP. Many MPOs noted that because their policy boards 
meet monthly, processing frequent changes is not a problem. 
However, in cases where a board does not meet as frequently 
or a change simply cannot wait, some MPOs and DOTs have 
agreed to procedures to expedite the process. One MPO has 
started to allow absentee voting when an action is required 
quickly to avoid project delays. Another MPO added a clause 
to its public participation plan that allows for major amend-
ments to be processed, in extenuating circumstances, without 
the 30-day public notice as long as 75% of the Policy Board 
is present and approves the change. A different MPO, which 
has a strict schedule for processing all of its TIP changes 
quarterly, will, in special circumstances, process an out-of-
cycle modification at the next available meeting. 

STAKEHOLDER AND PUBLIC AWARENESS AND 
ENGAGEMENT

MPOs noted that when new TIP revision processes are 
installed, it is important that these changes be communi-

time, but holds them for processing until the next scheduled 
opportunity. Its administrative modifications are processed 
by staff with no official action required by the ARC Board. It 
spells out what triggers a modification and notes that there is 
no formal comment period required to process administra-
tive changes. However, full advance disclosure of the pro-
posed changes is made to all agencies with a vested interest 
in the affected project.

The monetary threshold for a modification is as follows:

•	 Revising a project description without changing the 
overall project scope and intent (e.g., less than 10% 
change in project length), conflicting with the environ-
mental document or changing the conformity finding.

•	 Increasing the costs of project phases by less than $2 
million or 20% of the amount to be authorized. The 
20% scenario amount may not exceed $10 million.

Wasatch Front Regional Council

The Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC) spells out its 
modification process in the Appendix (Section X) of its 2010–
2015 TIP. To reduce the number of potential amendments and 
streamline the process to modify the TIP, all the MPOs in 
Utah, Utah DOT, the Utah Transit Authority, and FHWA col-
laborate on the TIP/STIP modification process. They estab-
lished “staff modifications,” “Board modifications,” and 
“full amendments.” The triggers for Board modifications are 
spelled out, and these require approval from the WFRC or 
WFRC delegated body and the Transportation Commission.

The following are thresholds and triggers for staff modi-
fications and Board modifications:

•	 Staff modifications are minor changes and require 
administrative approval from the MPO and DOT exec-
utive directors. The cost threshold for staff modifica-
tions are project activities where there was a change 
in funding source and a need for additional funding 
less than 25% (but not more than $250,000) of the pro-
grammed amount. 

•	 The cost thresholds for a board modification are requests 
for funding greater than 25% (or over $250,000) of the 
programmed amount.

Central Massachusetts MPO

The Central Massachusetts MPO (CMMPO) lays out its 
amendment/adjustment procedures in its Draft 2011–2014 
TIP. An amendment is called for when there is a significant 
change to the TIP (triggers for this are detailed in the docu-
ment). It will require formal action by the Policy Board. An 
adjustment is called for when lesser actions affecting the 
TIP (triggers for this are detailed in the document) may be 
accommodated through an administrative procedure of the 
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cated both internally and externally. The ARC has developed 
the Blueprint, a comprehensive guide to LRTP, TIP, and 
other processes that it manages. This document also con-
tains information specific to public–private partnerships, 
congressional earmarks, and other program elements. The 
ARC has also developed an interactive map of TIP projects, 
a project submittal form, and a significant portion of its web-
site to help engage stakeholders and the public. 

In an environment of frequent TIP revisions, especially 
multiple revisions to the same project, it is important to help 
the public understand what has prompted these changes and 
why they are necessary. Consolidating the TIP revisions to 
one specific meeting, instead of holding a meeting for each 
revision, and providing detailed project data in a standardized 
template are strategies cited for improving public awareness 
and engagement when there are multiple project adjustments.
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CHAPTER FOUR

CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH NEEDS

This synthesis identified three subject areas in particular—
technology, procedures, and standardization—that encap-
sulate the major techniques and practices that metropolitan 
planning organizations (MPOs) have adopted to streamline 
the TIP revision process.

•	 Technology advancements. For the larger MPOs sur-
veyed, a trend appears to be emerging that allows TIP 
revisions (particularly administrative modifications) 
to be initiated and managed through adoption in a 
web-based program dedicated to this purpose. Where 
a dedicated program was unavailable, project revision 
forms or templates were made available for download-
ing and submission.

•	 Procedural changes. The MPOs studied often group 
together Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
revisions for processing at a single, regularly scheduled 
set of board meetings. Similarly, an annual update of 
the TIP captures the revisions made during the preced-
ing year. In some instances, MPOs have enacted spe-
cial meetings or even absentee voting to process TIP 
revisions more quickly, whereas others have modified 
their public participation requirements to move a TIP 
revision forward.

•	 Standardization. To provide the level of information nec-
essary to process TIP revisions efficiently, some MPOs 
have developed a template that contains the project 
name, scheduling, annual costs, and other information. 

Several MPOs surveyed for this synthesis have reached 
agreement with their federal and state partners on project 
cost thresholds that distinguish between administrative 
modifications and full amendments. Such thresholds help 
those MPOs avoid more time-consuming amendment pro-
cesses because all the regulatory agencies are in agreement 
about what constitutes a minor change that can be made in a 
streamlined fashion. 

Some MPOs have adopted procedures, with agreement 
from their state and federal partners, that allow them to make 
revisions to the TIP without having to publish a new paper 
version. They produce only one hard copy a year, regardless 
of how many revisions are made in that time.

MPOs are increasingly processing and disseminating 
TIP revisions electronically for administrative modifica-

tions as well as formal amendments. Electronic processing 
enables MPOs to keep the TIP current without having to 
reprint it after its initial release, relying instead on digital, 
web-based dissemination of updated TIP information. This 
can also be a good data management tool for the MPO to 
comply with key state and federal project tracking require-
ments. Of course, compliance with Section 508 of the Reha-
bilitation Act of 1973, as amended (29 U.S.C. 794d), and the 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 is required even 
with electronic dissemination. 

Several MPOs are providing detailed guidance to proj-
ect sponsors regarding the information required to process a 
TIP revision. In some cases, this guidance takes the form of 
an electronic submittal form; in others, it is simply providing 
project sponsors with a clearer understanding of the infor-
mation needed to efficiently process a revision and reduce 
the time spent getting clarification. 

Finally, MPOs noted that there are a number of oppor-
tunities to share information on the TIP revision process at 
meetings and conferences targeted to MPOs, such Asso-
ciation of Metropolitan Planning Organizations planning 
conferences and TRB sessions for MPOs. Some states have 
statewide organizations and MPO planning conferences that 
are a good forum for sharing strategies and lessons learned 
for making the TIP revision process more efficient.

This synthesis focused specifically on the TIP revision 
process as conducted by MPOs. It revealed a number of gaps 
in the body of knowledge related to efficient TIP revision 
processes. Following is a list of suggested future research 
to fill those gaps and a brief description of what form that 
research might take: 

•	 The relationship of voting structures to TIP revi-
sion efficiencies. Studying the presence or absence of 
weighted voting and how those voting schemes might 
impact the timeliness of TIP revisions may provide 
additional clarification on the ability to call special 
meetings to expedite fast-paced approval processes.

•	 Conduct an analysis of MPO, along with the roles 
played by their respective state department of trans-
portation (DOT), and federal agencies (FHWA/FTA) 
in managing the TIP revision procedures. State DOTs 
and MPOs do not manage TIPs in a vacuum. The TIP 
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revision process informs and is informed by MPO, 
state DOT, FHWA, and FTA processes. This synthesis 
indicates that these processes at the state and federal 
levels vary as they do at the MPO level. Truly under-
standing efficient TIP management practices at the 
MPO level then entails understanding the correspond-
ing state DOT, FHWA, and FTA processes. Research 
tracing the TIP management process vertically through 
unique MPO–state DOT–federal relationships would 
shed important light on efficiencies practiced at higher 
levels than the individual MPO.

•	 Analysis of the perceived purpose of the TIP by MPOs 
and state and federal agencies, and the ways these 
perceptions influence how each agency manages the 
revision process. This synthesis suggests that different 
agencies intend to accomplish different things with the 
TIP. Varying interpretations of the purpose of the TIP—
letter of the law versus spirit and intent of the law—may 
contribute to inefficiencies in how the TIP is managed. 
Additional research on these differences and their influ-

ence on various approaches to TIP reviews and processes 
can shed light on areas for increased efficiency.

•	 Impact of electronic media on the TIP revision pro-
cess. Based on the frequency of changes and revisions 
in some TIP documents, the traditional view of the TIP 
as a primarily printed document that is infrequently 
changed is inaccurate. Several MPOs publish changes 
only on a website until the TIP is updated. This 
more flexible and dynamic digital medium—where 
TIP revisions are approved by one agency, reviewed 
by another, then adopted by a federal agency almost 
entirely through digital means with minimal delays—
may imply a change in the role of the TIP for transpor-
tation agencies and is an area of potentially important 
research. The speed of these transactions, combined 
with the lack of public engagement noted by several 
MPOs, may also have implications for how well the 
MPO and state and federal partners communicate their 
future plans, particularly to populations with restricted 
access to the Internet. 

Transportation Improvement Program Revision Process

Copyright National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.

http://www.nap.edu/14557


22�

GLOSSARY

Administrative Modification of the Transportation 
Improvement Program: A minor revision to a long-
range statewide or metropolitan transportation plan, 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), or State-
wide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) that 
includes minor changes to project/project phase costs, 
funding sources of previously included projects, and proj-
ect/project phase initiation dates. It does not require pub-
lic review and comment, redemonstration of fiscal 
constraint, or a conformity determination (in nonattain-
ment and maintenance areas).

Amendment of the Transportation Improvement Pro-
gram: A revision to a long-range statewide or metropoli-
tan transportation plan, TIP, or STIP that involves a major 
change to a project included in a metropolitan transporta-
tion plan, TIP, or STIP, including the addition or deletion 

of a project or a major change in project cost, project/
project phase initiation dates, or design concept or scope 
(e.g., changing project termini or the number of through 
traffic lanes). Changes to projects included only for illus-
trative purposes do not require an amendment. It requires 
public review and comment, redemonstration of fiscal 
constraint, or a conformity determination (for metropoli-
tan transportation plans and TIPs involving “nonexempt” 
projects in nonattainment and maintenance areas). In the 
context of a long-range statewide transportation plan, it is 
approved by the state in accordance with its public 
involvement process.

TIP Revision: In the context of this report, a revision inclu-
sive of all adjustments to the Transportation Improve-
ment Program, regardless of magnitude.
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