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Coordination Between State Transportation Agencies in
Multi-State Metropolitan Planning Areas: A Survey of State
Practice
The purpose of this TRS is to serve as a synthesis of pertinent completed research to be used for further study and
evaluation by MnDOT. This TRS does not represent the conclusions of either CTC & Associates or MnDOT.

Introduction
With the passage of MAP-21 and the increased emphasis on
performance-based planning, greater coordination is expected
between state departments of transportation when a
metropolitan planning organization’s metropolitan planning
area covers more than one state. (Signed into law in July
2012, MAP-21 funds surface transportation programs and is
the first long-term federal highway authorization enacted
since 2005.) MnDOT is interested in learning how other state
DOTs address multi-state MPO oversight and is seeking
information about agreements that define participants’ roles,
the distribution of federal funds, best practices and any areas
of concern identified by the states when coordinating multistate MPO activities.
To meet this need, CTC & Associates conducted a survey of a select group of states expected to have experience
with multi-state MPOs to identify the state of the practice with regard to coordination between state DOTs
participating in a multi-state MPO.

Summary of Findings
Survey of State Practice
An email survey was distributed to 11 state DOTs that MnDOT identified as having experience with multi-state
MPOs. Of the 11 states contacted—Delaware, Georgia, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri,
Nebraska, Ohio, Tennessee and West Virginia—only Delaware and Indiana failed to respond.
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The email survey sought information in five topic areas related to state DOT participation in multi-state MPOs:
 Formal agreements with other states
 Distribution of federal funds
 Differences in planning and reporting requirements
 Areas of concern in coordinating multi-state MPO activities
 Best practices for coordinating multi-state MPO activities
The following summarizes findings in each topic area.
Formal Agreements with Other States
Seven of the nine respondents have agreements with other states participating in a multi-state MPO. (See the
appendices to this report for the agreements provided by respondents.) Typical provisions in the agreements
include definition of roles and responsibilities of participating entities; coordination of MPO work products;
technical committee composition and participation; and designation of the lead state under the agreement.
The timing of updates to the agreements varied, ranging from no set schedule (Tennessee and West Virginia) to
reviews conducted after each federal certification review (Kansas) and reviews conducted after changes in federal
regulations (Georgia, Kentucky and Missouri).
The two states not engaging in formal agreements with other states involved in a multi-state MPO—Maryland and
Ohio—indicated that there has never been a need for such agreements. In Maryland, a self-certification process
requires each state to report on appropriate coordination by participants in the multi-state MPO.
Distribution of Federal Funds
Eight of the nine respondents provided information about the treatment of federal funds distributed to the MPO.
(The Georgia respondent did not provide this type of information.)
Six respondents identified the type of grant received by the state—separate grants for Federal Highway
Administration and Federal Transit Administration funds, or a consolidated planning grant that combines funds
from FHWA and FTA in a single grant:
 Separate FHWA/FTA grants: Kentucky, Nebraska and Tennessee
 Consolidated planning grants: Kansas, Missouri and West Virginia
The Maryland and Ohio respondents did not specify the type of grant received by their states.
When asked if the funding was distributed as individual grants to each state or if federal funds were transferred to
a single state that is then responsible for administering the funds, all respondents reported that each state receives
a separate grant.
Differences in Planning and Reporting Requirements
Respondents were asked how MPOs address differences in planning or reporting requirements. Six of the nine
respondents—Georgia, Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, Nebraska and Tennessee—reported that the MPO
supports differences between the states. Highlights from additional comments offered by respondents follow:
 Differences are rare (Georgia).
 Requirements are kept flexible to more easily manage conflicts (Kentucky).
 Other states have adopted policies similar to the lead state to make coordination easier for the MPO
(Tennessee).
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Three states—Kansas, Ohio and West Virginia—attempt to align planning and reporting requirements as much as
possible. All three respondents noted that the lead state sets the precedent or makes the final decision when
requirements cannot be readily aligned.
Areas of Concern in Coordinating Multi-State MPO Activities
Only one of the nine respondents—Ohio—indicated no areas of concern with multi-state MPO activities. Other
respondents reported a range of concerns, including:
 Differences in the way data are collected and stored (Kentucky)
 Differing interpretations of federal or state requirements or regulations (Maryland, Missouri and West
Virginia)
 Coordination of different schedules or deadlines required for documents (Kentucky, Missouri and
Tennessee)
 Uncertainty about the performance-based planning and target-setting requirements required under
MAP-21 (Maryland and Nebraska)
 Separate reporting requirements for each state (Tennessee)
Best Practices for Coordinating Multi-State MPO Activities
Four of the nine respondents—Kansas, Kentucky, Missouri and Ohio—shared best practices for effective
coordination of multi-state MPO activities:
 Ensure effective communication. Create a “no surprises” environment by ensuring all affected entities
are present and involved in MPO activities (Missouri). An MPO manual outlines the roles and
responsibilities for federal partners, MPO staff and the state DOT (Kansas).
 Find common ground (Ohio).
 Be flexible and build strong partnerships (Kansas).
 Establish a mutual understanding of each state’s requirements and procedures (Kentucky).
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Survey of State Practice
Survey Approach
An email survey was distributed to 11 state DOTs—Delaware, Georgia, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Maryland,
Missouri, Nebraska, Ohio, Tennessee and West Virginia—that MnDOT identified as having experience with
multi-state MPOs. The survey consisted of the following questions:
1. Does your agency have a formal agreement such as a memorandum of understanding with the other
state(s) within a multi-state metropolitan planning area that defines each state’s roles and responsibilities?
a. If yes:
 What topics are addressed in the agreement?
 How often is the agreement revisited?
 Please provide copies of relevant agreements.
b. If no, why not?
2. How are federal funds distributed to the multi-state MPO? For example, does each state participating in
the multi-state MPO have a separate federal planning grant (either a consolidated planning grant in which
Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit Administration funds are combined or separate
FHWA and FTA grants) with the MPO? Or are the federal planning funds transferred to one state for
grant administration and oversight? Please describe.
3. How are differences in state planning and reporting requirements addressed? For example, is the final
decision deferred to the lead state? Or does the MPO need to follow separate requirements for each state?
Please describe.
4. Have you identified any areas of concern in coordinating multi-state MPO activities? Please describe.
5. Have you identified best practices for coordinating multi-state MPO activities? Please describe.
6. Do you have any other comments you’d like to share?

Summary of Survey Results
Survey results from nine of the 11 possible survey respondents—Georgia, Kansas, Kentucky, Maryland,
Missouri, Nebraska, Ohio, Tennessee and West Virginia—are summarized below. Delaware and Indiana did not
respond to the survey. Responses are organized in the following topic areas related to multi-state MPO
coordination:
 Formal agreements with other states
 Distribution of federal funds
 Differences in planning and reporting requirements
 Areas of concern in coordinating multi-state MPO activities
 Best practices for coordinating multi-state MPO activities
The full text of the survey responses begins on page 9 of this report.
Following is a summary of findings by topic area.
Formal Agreements with Other States
[Note: The agreements provided by survey respondents and the summary below include references to federal
certification reviews. In Transportation Management Areas (areas that have an urbanized area population of
over 200,000), FHWA and FTA jointly review and evaluate the transportation planning process at least once

Prepared by CTC & Associates

4

every four years to determine if the process meets the requirements of applicable federal law. If the process meets
those requirements, the federal agencies jointly certify the TMA’s transportation planning process.]
Seven of the nine respondents have agreements with other states participating in a multi-state MPO. The
agreements address a range of issues, including:
 Roles and responsibilities of parties to the agreement
 The lead state under the agreement
 Provision of maps and traffic count data
 Coordinated development of MPO work products
 Definition of planning partners and processes
 MPO governance and structure
 Technical committee composition and responsibilities
 Federal certification reviews
The timing of agreement updates varies among respondents:
 Update as needed/reviews not formally scheduled: Tennessee and West Virginia
 Review after changes in federal requirements: Georgia, Kentucky and Missouri
 Review one year after federal certification review: Kansas
 Review at least every four years: Nebraska
Below are brief summaries of each of the seven states’ agreements.
Georgia. Georgia’s memorandum of understanding clarifies what is expected from each entity involved
(MPO, state DOTs, transit agencies, counties and regional planning agencies). Items addressed in the MOU
include:
 Providing available maps and traffic count data
 Coordinating with the MPO in developing the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program
and Statewide Transportation Plan
 Providing the MPO and local agencies with current information
The agreements are updated as needed. The most recent updates were to address changes brought about by the
2010 census and new MPO boundaries, and to reflect language from MAP-21.
Kansas. In addition to defining the planning partners and MPO governance and structure, the Kansas MOU
describes MPO committee structure and decision-making processes. The agreement also outlines the planning
process and responsibilities, including the roles for each entity for producing the federally required core
documents and functions. These documents and functions include the unified planning work program,
metropolitan transportation plan, public participation plan and the congestion management process.
Typically, the MOU is revisited one year after the certification review.
Kentucky. The specific topics covered vary from one agreement to the next and may include:
 Representation on the MPO committees
 Identification of the lead state
 Procedures for resolving conflicts between states
 A description of how funding for the MPO activities will be divided between the states
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Provisions for incorporating the MPOs’ Transportation Improvement Programs into the STIP
A description of how data will be shared

The agreements will be updated in the coming months. Because some of the performance measures have yet
to be finalized, Kentucky Transportation Cabinet has not yet identified the data to be shared with the MPOs.
KYTC is trying to make the agreements fairly general, but they may be updated to reflect more specific
language after U.S. DOT issues detailed regulations.
Missouri. For most of Missouri’s bi-state MPO areas, both Missouri and the other state participating in the
MPO are included in the MPO’s MOU that defines roles and responsibilities. The MOU also includes local
jurisdictions and agencies. The respondent noted that each MPO administers its MOU differently; his
responses are based on the practices of the Kansas City MPO (Mid-America Regional Council).
The agreement addresses the role of each entity for producing MPO work products, identifying area
boundaries and travel demand modeling. The agreement is revisited with each new federal authorization,
adding partners to the agreement as needed and specifying federal certification reviews.
Nebraska. Nebraska Department of Roads and Iowa DOT are parties on a memorandum of agreement with
the MPO (Metropolitan Area Planning Agency, an association of local governments in eastern Nebraska and
western Iowa). The MOA outlines participation in the planning process, with both states maintaining
membership on an MPO transportation technical advisory committee that addresses transportation and
transportation-related issues.
The agreement is reviewed at least every four years.
Tennessee. Tennessee’s agreements address:
 Determination of lead state
 Representation at MPO meetings
 Process for review and comment on transportation planning documents
 Coordination with FHWA offices
 Participation in the federal certification process
 Coordination regarding air quality agreements
Updates to the agreement are not formally scheduled.
West Virginia. West Virginia’s agreements address:
 State funding split
 Designation of the lead agency
 Applicable federal requirements
The agreement is updated as needed using no set schedule.
Two states have not executed a formal agreement between state DOTs that addresses responsibilities within a
multi-state planning area.
 Maryland. In four of Maryland’s five multi-state MPOs, each state has a separate master agreement
with the MPO. The survey respondent indicated that his agency has never been asked to develop
agreements between states, and has not found a need for such agreements. A self-certification process
involves generation of an annual memo that is provided separately by each state to report on
appropriate coordination by participants in the multi-state MPO. The agreement for Maryland’s fifth
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multi-state MPO includes signatories from Maryland, Virginia, Washington, D.C., and the MPO on a
Master Agreement for the National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board. This agreement is
included in the appendix to this report.
Ohio. The Ohio respondent wrote that “there has never been a need for such an agreement/MOU.
West Virginia, Kentucky, Michigan and Ohio, and the respective multi-state MPOs, have always
engaged in a collaborative and mutually beneficial planning program without the need for formal
agreements.”

Distribution of Federal Funds
Respondents were asked to describe how federal funds are distributed to the multi-state MPO. The table below
summarizes survey responses. (The Georgia respondent did not provide details of the state’s grant type or
distribution.)
(Consolidated planning grants combine funds from FHWA and FTA into a single grant.)

Distribution of Federal Funds to States in a Multi-State MPO
Type of Grant
State

Separate FHWA/FTA
Grants

Consolidated Planning
Grant
X

Kansas
Kentucky

X

Maryland

Not specified

Not specified
X

Missouri
Nebraska
Ohio
Tennessee

X*
Not specified

Not specified

X

West Virginia

X

*Nebraska has considered a consolidated planning grant but has decided to keep transit
and planning funds separate; Iowa has a consolidated planning grant.

All respondents reported that each state participating in the MPO receives a separate grant rather than having
federal funds transferred to a single state that is then responsible for administering the funds. Maryland
highlighted a complicated MPO funding/billing arrangement based on population and air quality conformity
status.
Differences in Planning and Reporting Requirements
The tables on the next page summarize the approaches taken by MPOs to address differences in state planning
and reporting requirements: supporting the differences between states or attempting to align state requirements.
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MPO Supports Differences in State Planning and Reporting Requirements
State

Comments

Georgia

MPOs follow recommendations from FHWA offices for respective states; differences
are rare.

Kentucky

States try to keep requirements flexible so conflicts can be more easily managed; issues
are resolved on a case-by-case basis.

Maryland

No specified lead state; MPOs may use the de facto lead state (state with the largest
population) to resolve issues.

Missouri

None.

Nebraska

No uniformity between the states; each state takes the lead, as appropriate under the
respective MOA, in approving unified planning work programs.

Tennessee

While the MPOs follow separate requirements for each state, in some cases, the other
states have adopted policies similar to Tennessee’s (the lead state) to make coordination
easier for the MPOs.

MPO and States Attempt to Align Planning and Reporting Requirements
State

Comments

Kansas

If an agreement to align requirements cannot be made, the lead state (Missouri in the
sample agreement provided) has the final decision.

Ohio

States collaborate to establish a mutually acceptable solution when conflicting
requirements become a problem; the state with the most population is recognized as the
lead state.

West Virginia

Working relationship among states has led to a fairly consistent set of requirements;
most issues are addressed in the MOU. The lead state sets the precedent.

Areas of Concern in Coordinating Multi-State MPO Activities
Only one of the nine survey respondents—Ohio—indicated no areas of concern in connection with multi-state
MPO activities. The following summarizes the concerns reported by the remaining respondents.
 Certification reviews. Georgia and Kansas noted that recommendations for improvement are made
during federal certification reviews. For Kansas, any issues identified may be addressed directly with
the MPO or involve the other participating state if the identified concern affects that state.
 Data. Kentucky reported that differences in the way data are collected and the formats used to store
data present challenges when processing and analyzing transportation data from various states.
 Differing interpretations. Three states—Maryland, Missouri and West Virginia—reported concerns
about differing interpretations of federal or state requirements or regulations. In Maryland, concerns
have arisen about potential conflicts between Maryland’s state laws and codes and other states’ laws
and codes. The Maryland respondent noted that his agency often gets conflicting advice from federal
partners or none at all.
 Differing schedules. Challenges in coordinating the different schedules or deadlines required for
state-mandated processes or documents such as the STIP, TIP, long-range transportation plan and
unified planning work program are reported by three states—Kentucky, Missouri and Tennessee.
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Performance measures. Two states—Maryland and Nebraska—noted that uncertainty about the
performance-based planning and target-setting requirements required under MAP-21 presents
potential areas for concern.
Separate reporting requirements. Tennessee commented that it is sometimes a burden for the
MPOs to have separate reporting requirements for each state.

Best Practices for Coordinating Multi-State MPO Activities
The following summarizes the best practices offered by four of the nine respondents—Kansas, Kentucky,
Missouri and Ohio.
 Communication. Respondents from Kansas and Missouri said communication was critical to
maintain effective working relationships.
o In Missouri, this means creating a “no surprises” environment by ensuring all affected entities
are present and involved in MPO activities. The Missouri respondent did note, however, that
MPOs and states have unique challenges. What works for one area might not work for
another.
o Kansas DOT has developed an MPO manual that outlines the roles and responsibilities of
federal partners, MPO staff and Kansas DOT.
 Common ground. The Ohio respondent recommended “playing nice” and finding common ground.
 Flexibility. The Kansas respondent noted that flexibility is key to building strong partnerships and
working effectively within a multi-state MPO.
 Mutual understanding. For the Kentucky respondent, understanding the other state’s requirements
and procedures is helpful when coordinating MPO activities.

Survey Results
The full text of each survey response is provided below. For reference, an abbreviated version of each question is
included before the response. The full question text appears on page 4 of this report.

Georgia
Contact: C. Ryan Walker, Transportation Planning Specialist 2, Office of Planning, Georgia Department of
Transportation, 404-631-1793, crwalker@dot.ga.gov.
1.

Formal agreement? Yes.

1a.

Topics addressed: The MOU clarifies what is expected from each entity involved (MPO, state
DOTs, transit agencies, counties, regional planning agencies). In regards to the state DOT roles, some
items in the MOUs include, but are not limited to: provide available maps as needed to maintain the
transportation study; provide traffic count data; maintain a cooperative process with the MPOs in
developing the STIP [Statewide Transportation Improvement Program]; coordinate with the MPO in
development of the Statewide Transportation Plan; make periodic reviews and evaluations of
projected transportation needs; provide the MPO and local agencies with current information
concerning the status of planning and implementation of projects within the MPO; and provide other
assistance as mutually agreed upon.
Timing of updates to agreement: As needed, the most recent update(s) were to address changes
brought about by the 2010 census and new MPO boundaries and to capture language from the new
authorization bill (i.e., reflect language in MAP-21).
Why agreements are not maintained: N/A.

1b.
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2.

Distribution of federal funds: FHWA determines the distribution of funding according to current
and previously approved federal transportation acts (MAP-21, SAFETEA-LU, etc.). The distribution
of federal funds is dependent on the program and the type of funds. As mentioned in the response to
question #5 below, all of Georgia’s multi-state MPOs are TMAs [Transportation Management
Areas]. Therefore, each MPO receives the appropriate apportionment of funding according to that
specific program (STP [Surface Transportation Program] urbanized > 220K or TAP [Transportation
Alternatives Program]) or type of funds (Planning, or PL, funds are separate). Separate agreements
also exist for bridges which cross the state line.

3.

Addressing differences in state planning and reporting requirements: The MPOs follow the
planning process to accommodate their stakeholders and try to adhere to separate requirements for
each state (if different). If different, typically the MPOs will follow separate requirements in each
state via recommendations from their respective state’s FHWA office. It should be noted that
differences between states are a rare occurrence.

4.

Identified areas of concern? No. However, it should be noted FHWA provides suggested areas of
improvement during past on-site TMA certifications reviews.

5.

Identified best practices? All of Georgia’s multi-state MPOs are TMAs (Columbus, Augusta,
Chattanooga) and past on-site TMA certifications reviews were successful and allowed for effective
multi-state MPO efforts.
Other comments: Not at this time. Thank you.

6.

Sample Agreements:
Metropolitan Planning Organization Memorandum of Understanding for the Augusta Regional
Transportation Study, May 15, 2012.
See Appendix A.
The agreement is executed by four cities and one county in Georgia, three cities and two counties in
South Carolina, the U.S. Army Signal Center at Fort Gordon, Georgia, and Georgia and South
Carolina DOTs in connection with the Augusta Regional Transportation Study. The agreement
identifies the responsibilities of critical committees (technical coordinating and citizens advisory
committees) and provides the responsibilities for each party to the agreement. The study covered by
the agreement will be assessed at least once every five years.
Metropolitan Planning Organization Memorandum of Understanding for the ColumbusPhenix City Transportation Study, June 3, 2014.
See Appendix B.
The agreement is executed by one city and two counties in Georgia, one city and two counties in
Alabama, Fort Benning, Georgia, and Georgia and Alabama DOTs in connection with the ColumbusPhenix City Transportation Study. This agreement follows the same general template as the
agreement above.

Kansas
Contact: Davonna C. Moore, Metro Planning Unit Manager, Kansas Department of Transportation,
785-296-0346, davonna@ksdot.org.
The state of Kansas has two multi-state MPOs:
 St. Joseph Area Transportation Study Organization (SJATSO) includes a small area within Kansas
(Elwood and Wathena); see http://stjoempo.org/.
 Mid-America Regional Council (MARC), in the Kansas City metro area, includes Leavenworth,
Johnson, Wyandotte and Miami counties; see http://www.marc.org/.
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1.

Formal agreement? Yes.

1a.

Topics addressed: Define planning partners; MPO governance/structure: describes MPO committee
structure and decision-making process; planning process and responsibilities: outlines roles for each
entity for the federally required core documents and functions (UPWP, MTP, PPP, CMP) [unified
planning work program, metropolitan transportation plan, public participation plan, congestion
management process]; and periodic review of MOU.
Timing of updates to agreement: Typically the MOU is revisited one year after the certification
review.

1b.

Why agreements are not maintained: N/A.

2.

Distribution of federal funds: The federal planning dollars (which are FHWA and FTA
consolidated) called CPG [consolidated planning grant] grant is distributed separately for each MPO
including multi-state MPOs. KDOT’s CPG formula does not consider “multi-state” status as a factor
in distributing funds.

3.

Addressing differences in state planning and reporting requirements: MARC, KDOT and
MoDOT work cooperatively to align reporting requirements (where possible). If there is no opinion
or somehow an agreement can’t be made, the lead state (Missouri in this case) has the final decision.

4.

Identified areas of concern? Most areas of concern are identified during the MPO federal
certification review. If there [are issues] that KDOT will have with the MPO, we address it to the
MPO staff directly. These are typically issues that affect the Kansas side. If the MPO staff decides
the issue may affect the Missouri side, we then all sit at the table to develop a solution.

5.

Identified best practices? Communication. KDOT has developed a[n] MPO manual that clearly
outlines the roles and responsibility of federal partners, MPO staff and KDOT. This allows the MPO
staff to understand KDOT’s expectations.

6.

Other comments: Strong partnerships and flexibility are key in working with multi-state MPOs.
When the MPOs understand that we are in tune to their challenges as a multi-state MPO, issues are
often settled quickly.

Sample Agreement and Other Documentation:
Memorandum of Understanding: Conducting the Continuing, Cooperative and Comprehensive
Transportation Planning Process for the Kansas City, MO-KS Metropolitan Area, October 1,
2007.
See Appendix C.
Parties to this agreement include Johnson County Transit, Kansas City Area Transportation
Authority, Kansas and Missouri DOTs, MARC and Unified Government Transit. The agreement
outlines the responsibilities of the parties to the agreement with regard to:
 The planning process
 Studies
 Long-range transportation plan
 Functional classification system
development and maintenance
 Travel demand modeling
 TIP development and maintenance
 Congestion management process
 Annual listing of obligated projects
 Participation plan
 Financial plans for the long-range
 Regional intelligent transportation
transportation plan and TIP
systems architecture
 Boundaries for the MPO planning and
 Coordinated public transit-human
urbanized areas
service transportation plan
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Metropolitan Planning Organization Manual, Kansas Department of Transportation, amended
January 2013.
See Appendix D.
From the introduction: The Kansas Department of Transportation Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) Manual was created as a best practices manual to outline federal guidelines and
KDOT/MPO roles and responsibilities as it relates to the administration of the Consolidated Planning
Grant (CPG) funds.

Kentucky
Contact: Thomas Witt, Transportation Engineer Specialist, Division of Planning, Kentucky Transportation
Cabinet, 502-564-7183, thomas.witt@ky.gov.
1.

Formal agreement? Yes, we have formal agreements with other states in several of our MPO areas.

1a.

Topics addressed: The specific topics covered vary somewhat from one agreement to the next and
include, for example, representation on the MPO committees, identification of the lead state,
procedures for resolving conflicts between states, a description of how funding for the MPO
activities will be divided between the states, provisions for incorporating the MPOs’ TIPs into the
STIPs, and a description of how data will be shared.
Timing of updates to agreement: Agreements are updated as needed. Follow-up response: I’m
hoping that they’ll be updated within the next few months. One issue is that we don’t know exactly
what data we’ll need to be sharing with the MPOs since some of the performance measures have yet
to be finalized. At this point, we’re trying to make the agreements fairly general, but they may have
to be updated again to make them more specific once we have more detailed regulations from
U.S. DOT.
Why agreements are not maintained: N/A.

1b.
2.

Distribution of federal funds: Each state provides separate grants to the multi-state MPOs.
Kentucky FHWA and FTA grants are administered separately (FHWA grants by the Division of
Planning and FTA grants by the Office of Transportation Delivery).

3.

Addressing differences in state planning and reporting requirements: The MPOs generally need
to follow the separate requirements of each state. However, we try to keep our requirements flexible
enough that conflicts with other states’ requirements are minimized. Any conflicts would have to be
resolved on a case-by-case basis.

4.

Identified areas of concern? One of the biggest challenges is coordinating the MPOs’ activities to
simultaneously satisfy the different schedules required by each state’s STIP and long-range plan
update cycles. Another major challenge is processing and analyzing transportation data from various
states, which may not be collected in the same way or stored in the same format.

5.

Identified best practices? It’s helpful to maintain a good working relationship with the
representatives of other states that are involved in a multi-state MPO and to maintain an
understanding of those states’ requirements and procedures.

6.

Other comments: As you’re probably already aware, MAP-21 significantly increases the amount of
data that needs to be shared between the states and MPOs. We are currently in the process of
updating agreements to reflect this.

Sample Agreements:
Tri-State WV-KY-OH Memorandum of Understanding, July 1, 2013.
See Appendix E.
This agreement recognizes the designation by the states of Ohio, West Virginia and Kentucky as bodies of
KYOVA, an association of local governments in northeastern Kentucky, southwestern West Virginia and
southern Ohio. The MOU allocates costs associated with elements of the work program and operations by
percentage:
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Kentucky—31 percent
West Virginia—50 percent
Ohio—19 percent

The MOU identifies West Virginia as the lead state in the operation of the KYOVA MPO, and indicates that
any additional planning funds from the three participating states that are not used for funding shared work
elements of the UPWP can be used to fund state-specific planning activities.
Memorandum of Understanding Between the Evansville Metropolitan Planning Organization, the
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet and the Henderson Area Rapid Transit, March 2010.
See Appendix F.
The Evansville MPO is the designated MPO for the Evansville, Indiana, and Henderson, Kentucky, urbanized
area. This agreement is between parties in Kentucky and does not include the state of Indiana.
Memorandum of Agreement Between Tennessee Department of Transportation and Kentucky
Transportation Cabinet Relative to MPO Transportation Planning for the Clarksville Metropolitan
Planning Organization, October/November 2007.
See Appendix G.
The agreement identifies the state of Tennessee as the lead state for overall coordination of the MPO. This
determination is made “because the majority of the urbanized area population, as defined by the U.S. Bureau
of the Census, is within the State of Tennessee.” Issues addressed in the agreement include:
 Meetings of the MPO
 Review, comment and approval of plans, programs and other studies or documents
 Coordination among the MPO, state DOTs, FHWA and FTA
 State DOT participation in the federal certification process at least every four years
 Coordination regarding MPO air quality agreements
 Transportation planning products that will be developed by the MPO with the cooperation and
assistance of the state DOTs
 Modification and termination of the agreement

Maryland
Contact: Mike Nixon, Manager, Metropolitan Planning Organizations, Office of Planning and Capital
Programming, Maryland Department of Transportation, 410-865-1295, mnixon@mdot.state.md.us.
1.

Formal agreement? No.

1a.

Topics addressed: N/A.
Timing of updates to agreement: N/A.

1b.

Why agreements are not maintained: In Maryland there are no separate agreements between the
states in multi-state MPOs. Five of Maryland’s seven MPOs are multi-state. The closest thing that we
have to an agreement between the states is the Master Agreement for the National Capital Region
Transportation Planning Board (TPB) which is signed by Maryland, Virginia, Washington D.C. and
the MPO. With the other four multi-state MPOs, the states each have separate Master Agreements
with the MPO. We do not have agreements between states because we have never needed to do so or
been asked to do so. This is also specified in our self-certification letters which are provided
(separately by each state) in the MPO self-certification process.

2.

Distribution of federal funds: Each state has a completely separate planning grant. We do not even
see any other state grants. The MPO is responsible for keeping track internally of the separate
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invoicing for each state. There is a complicated funding/billing arrangement based on population and
air quality conformity status.
3.

Addressing differences in state planning and reporting requirements: The MPO has separate
requirements for each state. There are no “lead states” in any MPO, although in some MPOs the de
facto informal “lead” is the state with the largest population.

4.

Identified areas of concern? There have been no major issues to date. The MPO is the lead for the
Metropolitan Planning Process, and we provide support to enable us all to carry it out. Each state has
separate (and often complicated) laws and legal issues that must be respected and adhered to first and
foremost. None of the Maryland MPOs have funding authority (i.e., all funding comes from the state
and locals; the MPOs do NOT administer ANY funding). MPOs do not have the resources to be
implementing agencies; they strictly provide planning support. That being said, MDOT has MANY
concerns about the upcoming MAP-21 performance-based planning and target-setting requirements.
MDOT has been doing performance-based planning and target setting for over 10 years through our
Attainment Report, and we are skeptical as to how this will play out across state lines and with the
MPOs.
Personally I think the PL funding constraints will drive the MPO process, and they will look to the
states for resources and leadership (again, the MPOs have no funding authority or ownership of
projects).
Identified best practices? No, we have not identified any best practices.

5.
6.

Other comments: We would like to see the results of your survey. We are very concerned about the
potential conflicts between our state laws and codes with other states’ laws and codes, and how the
federal “interpretation” process may play out. We currently have major issues with how each federal
partner interprets legislation differently (we often get conflicting “advice,” or none at all).

Sample Agreements and Other Documentation:
Appendix A: Statement of Self-Certification, 2014 Statewide Transportation Improvement Program, Office
of Planning and Capital Programming, Maryland Department of Transportation, September 11, 2104.
http://www.mdot.maryland.gov/Office_of_Planning_and_Capital_Programming/STIPandTIP/2014_STIP_Ind
ex/Appendix_A.pdf
This statement of self-certification includes the following:
As MDOT oversees its modal agencies, there is close coordination in all aspects of project delivery. For
the purposes of Self-Certification, SHA and MTA submit an annual memo to MDOT which details all of
their responsibilities/requirements and how they are being met.
First Amendment to the Agreement By and Between the District of Columbia Department of
Transportation, the Virginia Department of Transportation, the Maryland Department of
Transportation and the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, August 2008.
See Appendix H.
The original agreement (see below) specifies a review of the agreement no less frequently than every five
years. This 2008 amendment changes the way invoices are handled and adds language with regard to the
MPO’s provision of a disadvantaged business enterprise policy to the state/district DOTs.
Agreement By and Between the District of Columbia Department of Transportation, the Virginia
Department of Transportation, the Maryland Department of Transportation and the Metropolitan
Washington Council of Governments, October 30, 2003.
See Appendix I.
This MOU establishes the National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board as the entity designated by
the MPO to “guide the administration and direction of a transportation planning process for the Washington
metropolitan area.” The agreement describes the handling of projects, budgets and financing, and identifies
responsibilities. Other clauses address the timing of projects, the handling of compensation, method of
payment, accounting, audit and inspection of records.
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Missouri
Contact: Ben Reeser, Long-Range Transportation Planning Coordinator, Missouri Department of Transportation,
573-526-0123, ben.reeser@modot.mo.gov.
1.

Formal agreement? For most of Missouri’s bi-state MPO areas, both Missouri and the other state
are included in the MPO’s memorandum of understanding that defines roles and responsibilities. The
MOU also includes local jurisdictions and agencies. Each MPO administers their MOU differently. I
provided responses based primarily on the Kansas City MPO (Mid-America Regional Council, or
MARC).

1a.

Topics addressed: The role of each entity for MPO work products (MTP, TIP, UPWP), area
boundaries, travel demand modeling, etc.
Timing of updates to agreement: Revisited with new federal authorization, adding partners to the
agreement, federal certification reviews (see page 11 of the MOU below).

1b.

Why agreements are not maintained: N/A.

2.

Distribution of federal funds: Each participating state has a separate planning grant with the MPO.
In Missouri, we use consolidated planning grants.

3.

Addressing differences in state planning and reporting requirements: The MPO follows
requirements for each state.

4.

Identified areas of concern? It can be challenging, at times, to provide consistent direction to the
MPO related to differing interpretations of federal requirements/regulations, or different statemandated processes.

5.

Identified best practices? Create a “no surprises” environment by ensuring communication,
meetings, committees, etc. are inclusive of all impacted entities. Providing consistent approaches
from the state/federal level are very beneficial to the MPO.

6.

Other comments: MPOs and states have unique challenges. What works for one area might not
work for another.

Sample Agreement:
Memorandum of Understanding: Conducting the Continuing, Cooperative and Comprehensive
Transportation Planning Process for the Kansas City, MO-KS Metropolitan Area, April/May 2014.
See Appendix J.
This agreement is similar to the MOU provided by the Kansas respondent (see Appendix C), with one major
difference: the inclusion of a city as a party to the agreement. Parties to this agreement include the city of
Independence, Johnson County Transit, Kansas City Area Transportation Authority, Kansas and Missouri
DOTs, MARC and Unified Government Transit. The agreement outlines the responsibilities of the parties to
the agreement with regard to:
 The planning process
 Boundaries for the MPO planning and
urbanized areas
 Metropolitan transportation plan
development and maintenance
 Functional classification system
 TIP development and maintenance
 Travel demand modeling
 Annual listing of obligated projects
 Congestion management process
 Financial plans for the metropolitan
 Participation plan
transportation plan and TIP
 Regional intelligent transportation
 Performance-based planning and
systems architecture
decision-making
 Coordinated public transit-human
 Studies
service transportation plan
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Nebraska
Contact: Brad Zumwalt, Highway Planning Manager, Planning & Project Development Division, Nebraska
Department of Roads, 402-479-4623, brad.zumwalt@nebraska.gov.
Note:

While Brad Zumwalt indicates in his survey response that there is not a formal
agreement between states, the agreement he provided does include as parties to
the agreement the two impacted state DOTs (Iowa and Nebraska) and the MPO
(Metropolitan Area Planning Agency, or MAPA).

1.
1a.

Formal agreement? No.
Topics addressed: N/A.
Timing of updates to agreement: N/A.

1b.

Why agreements are not maintained: We have a[n] MOA with the multi-state MPO. Iowa is a
party on the MOA, but the MOA is with the MPO.

2.

Distribution of federal funds: Each state has a separate program with the MPO. Iowa has a
consolidated planning grant. Nebraska has considered a CPG but, at this time, has decided to keep
the transit and planning funds separate (distributed separately with separate agreements and
invoices).

3.

Addressing differences in state planning and reporting requirements: MPOs follow separate
planning and reporting requirements for each state. There is no uniformity between the states. Each
state does take a lead in approving UPWPs and UPWP amendments (i.e., Iowa is the lead for
SIMPCO (Sioux City) [Siouxland Interstate Metropolitan Planning Council; see http://simpco.org/];
Nebraska is the lead for MAPA (Omaha/Council Bluffs) [see http://www.mapacog.org/]).

4.
5.

Identified areas of concern? Not really, but this may change as we develop performance measures
and performance measure reporting.
Identified best practices? No.

6.

Other comments: Not at this time.

Sample Agreement:
Memorandum of Agreement for Transportation Planning and Programming By and Between the
Metropolitan Area Planning Agency, Metro Transit, Iowa Department of Transportation, and
the Nebraska Department of Roads, February 2014.
See Appendix K.
Nebraska and Iowa are parties to this agreement with the MAPA, an association of local governments
in eastern Nebraska and western Iowa. The agreement outlines participation in the planning process,
with an MPO transportation technical advisory committee that addresses transportation and
transportation-related issues. Both states maintain membership on this committee. The TTAC offers
recommendations on the unified planning work program, TIP, long-range transportation plan, and
policies and programs of the MPO. The agreement is reviewed at least every four years.

Ohio
Contact: Dave Moore, Statewide Planning Manager, Ohio Department of Transportation, 614-466-0754,
dave.moore1@dot.state.oh.us.
1.
1a.

Formal agreement? No.
Topics addressed: N/A.
Timing of updates to agreement: N/A.
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1b.

Why agreements are not maintained: There has never been a need for such an agreement/MOU.
West Virginia, Kentucky, Michigan, Ohio and the respective multi-state MPOs have always engaged
in collaborative and mutually beneficial planning programs without the need for formal agreements.

2.

Distribution of federal funds: The respective states maintain separate metropolitan planning
program fiscal processes with each MPO. The MPOs document the states’ fiscal participation in their
annual work programs.

3.

4.

Addressing differences in state planning and reporting requirements: In general, reporting
requirements are well aligned (work program development and budgeting schedules, progress
reporting, audit schedules). The state with [the] most population is typically recognized as the lead
state. In the event that a conflicting “planning” or “reporting requirement” becomes a problem, the
states collaborate to establish an outcome that meets each of our needs. The state with the most
population functions as lead state.
Identified areas of concern? No concerns.

5.
6.

Identified best practices? Play nice, find common ground.
Other comments: [No response.]

Sample Agreement: None provided.

Tennessee
Contact: Angie Midgett, Manager, Regional Planning Office, Long Range Planning Division, Tennessee
Department of Transportation, 615-741-3431, angela.midgett@tn.gov.
1.

Formal agreement? Yes.

1a.

Topics addressed: Determination of lead state; representation at MPO meetings; process for review
and comment on transportation planning documents; coordination with FHWA offices; participation
in federal certification process; and coordination regarding air quality agreements.
Timing of updates to agreement: There is no set time period for updates to the agreement.
Why agreements are not maintained: N/A.

1b.
2.

Distribution of federal funds: Each state is in charge of the federal funds that are allocated to their
state. The TN FHWA and FTA funds are not combined in a consolidated planning grant. We have
discussed combining the FHWA and FTA funds, and if we do this it will only be the federal funds
that are allocated to TN.

3.

Addressing differences in state planning and reporting requirements: The MPOs have to follow
separate requirements for each state. TN is the lead state for all of our bi-state MPOs and in some
cases the other states have adopted similar policies to make the requirements easier for the MPOs.

4.

Identified areas of concern? It is sometimes a burden for the MPOs to have separate reporting
requirements for each state, as well as different deadlines for documents such as the UPWP and TIP.

5.

Identified best practices? We have not identified any best practices for coordinating multi-state
MPO activities.
Other comments: No other comments.

6.

Sample Agreement:
Memorandum of Agreement Between Tennessee Department of Transportation and
Commonwealth of Virginia Relative to MPO Transportation Planning for the Bristol
Metropolitan Planning Organization, September/October 2008.
See Appendix L.
This agreement follows a template that appears to have been used for the sample agreement provided
by Kentucky in connection with the Clarksville MPO (see Appendix G). The state of Tennessee is
identified as the lead state for overall coordination of the MPO. This determination is made “because
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the majority of the urbanized area population, as defined by the U.S. Bureau of the Census, is within
the State of Tennessee.” Issues addressed in the agreement include:
 Meetings of the MPO
 Review, comment and approval of plans, programs and other studies or documents
 Coordination among the MPO, state DOTs, FHWA and FTA
 State DOT participation in the federal certification process at least every four years
 Coordination regarding MPO air quality agreements
 Transportation planning products that will be developed by the MPO with the cooperation
and assistance of the state DOTs
 Modification and termination of the MOA

West Virginia
Contact: Perry J. Keller, Unit Leader, Statewide & Urban Planning, West Virginia Department of Transportation,
304-558-9591, perry.j.keller@wv.gov.
1.

Formal agreement? Yes.

1a.

Topics addressed: State funding split, who is the lead (cognizant) agency, applicable federal
requirements, etc.
Timing of updates to agreement: As needed. Probably not often enough.
Why agreements are not maintained: N/A.

1b.
2.

Distribution of federal funds: We typically do consolidated planning grants from all states
involved. In one case the one state has a planning grant for both FHWA and FTA funds.

3.

Addressing differences in state planning and reporting requirements: Most of that is worked out
in the MOU. The lead state is the one that sets the precedent, although the working relationship
among states has led to a fairly consistent set of requirements.

4.

Identified areas of concern? Multijurisdictional FHWA and FTA differences in opinions on certain
matters.

5.

Identified best practices? We have a long history of working with our state partners and have
worked well together.
Other comments: [No response.]

6.

Sample Agreement: None provided.
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Amendment #1-October 2011
•
•
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•
•
•

Page 8—Include Major Projects and Significant Delay requirement
Page 9 --Updated UPWP section to include language about separating the Additional Funds from
CPG Allocation and Allowable Carryover
Page 9—include language stating summary of changes must be included in an amendment and
update amendment vs. administrative modification
Page 15--Clarified Excess Funds section
Page 17--Update Procurement Process to account for DBE
Page 21—Update Annual Report section to include Expenditures Report
Page 22--Update match section to reflect recent changes by FHWA and add toll credits
Page 25—Update Annual Listing of Obligated Projects section for consistency with federal regs
Page 35—Update AQ section
Added Appendix D: KDOT’s Procurement Process Tables
Eliminated Old Appendix C-Procurement Procedure Forms
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Amendment #2-January 2013
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Page 3—Eliminate incorrect wording regarding MPO Designation
Page 4—Update MPA section
Page 13—Update CPG Formula section
Page 14—Overhaul of Excess Funds Policy
Page 22—Updated Annual Listing information
Page 25—Updates to the Urban Area Boundary section
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Kansas Metropolitan Planning Organizations Manual

INTRODUCTION
The Kansas Department of Transportation Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) Manual was
created as a best practices manual to outline federal guidelines and KDOT/MPO roles and
responsibilities as it relates to the administration of the Consolidated Planning Grant (CPG) funds.
KDOT is the grant administrator of the planning funds (PL) and 5303 funds received from the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), respectively. KDOT
combines these two funding categories to form the Consolidated Planning Grant; these funds are
distributed to the MPOs to perform federally required transportation planning activities. The
expectation from KDOT, FHWA Kansas Division and FTA District 7 is that the CPG funds will be spent in
an appropriate and timely fashion by the MPOs. To ensure that this expectation is fulfilled, FHWA
Kansas Division and FTA Region 7 requested that KDOT, specifically the Metro Planning Unit, oversee the
management of the CPG funds.

Purpose of the KDOT MPO Manual
o

o
o

To describe in greater detail the roles, responsibilities, and expectations of the Metropolitan
Planning Organizations (MPOs) and Kansas Department of Transportation (KDOT) while working
under the Continuing, Cooperative, and Comprehensive (3-C) Process.
To establish an understanding between KDOT’s Metro Planning Unit staff and the MPO’s staff to
assist in metropolitan transportation planning and programming processes.
To provide cooperative guidance for developing the core MPO products and administrative
tasks such as billings, audits, et cetera.

Description of the Content
The KDOT MPO Manual is divided into several sections that pertain to the core activities of the MPO,
financial reporting, grant management, and data that is helpful to the daily functions of the MPO.
Where applicable, the correlating regulation is listed, followed by the MPO’s roles/responsibilities,
KDOT’s roles/responsibilities and a deadline.

Kansas Metropolitan Planning Organizations
Currently six (6) MPOs exist in the State of Kansas: Mid-America Regional Council (MARC), Wichita Area
Metropolitan Planning Organization (WAMPO), Metropolitan Topeka Planning Organization (MTPO),
Lawrence-Douglas County Metropolitan Planning Organization (L-DC MPO), Flint Hills Metropolitan
Planning Organization (Flint Hills MPO) and St. Joseph Area Transportation Study Organization (SJATSO).
These MPOs are the forums for cooperative transportation decision-making in metropolitan areas.

Kansas Department of Transportation
KDOT’s Metro Planning Unit has been charged with being the direct contact for all of the Kansas MPOs.
The Metro Planning Unit assists the MPOs with advancing the transportation planning process by
serving as a cooperative partner, being party to certain agreements, and communicating oversight
expectations.
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METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLANNING PROCESS (3-C
PROCESS)
The metropolitan transportation planning process should be a continuous, cooperative, and
comprehensive process allowing for effective ideas, collaborative decision making, and sound
implementation to merge and create an enhanced and dependable transportation system. Please
reference Appendix A for elements of the 3-C Process.
Reference

MPO Role/
Responsibility

KDOT Role/
Responsibility
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23 CFR §450.306: The metropolitan transportation planning process shall be continuous,

cooperative, and comprehensive, and provide for consideration and implementation of
projects, strategies, and services that will address the eight planning factors outlined in MAP21 and summarized below:
1. Support economic vitality.
2. Increase the safety of the transportation system.
3. Increase the security of the transportation system.
4. Increase accessibility and mobility.
5. Protect and enhance the environment, energy conservation & improve quality of life.
6. Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system across modes.
7. Promote efficient system management and operation.
8. Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system.
o Assume the lead role in carrying out the 3-C process
o Foster a mutual understanding about how transportation policy decisions and
transportation investment decisions affect community development patterns,
environmental justice and the physical environment
o Foster a mutual understanding about how local land use decisions can have regional
transportation impacts, and vice versa,
o Recognize that mutual adjustment of individual plans and programs may be necessary to
accomplish metropolitan-wide community development and transportation goals and
objectives
o Establish planning goals, define priorities, and assess transportation investment decisions
o Support the MPO and participate in the 3-C process
o Provide assistance to the MPOs as a cooperative partner
o Provide guidance and oversight to the MPOs as it applies to grant administration and MPO
document approval (i.e., TIP, TIP amendments, UPWP, UPWP amendments, etc.)
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MPO DESIGNATION
Designation of an MPO is required for all urbanized areas of 50,000 or more population as determined
by the U.S. Census Bureau following each decennial census. MPO designations in Kansas are by
agreement among the Secretary of KDOT and the units of local governments (i.e., cities and counties)
representing at least 75 percent of the population in the affected metropolitan area (including the
largest incorporated city). The designation agreement clearly identifies that the Policy Board will act as
the forum for cooperative decision-making; taking the required approval actions as the MPO.
Reference

MPO Role/
Responsibility

KDOT Role/
Responsibility

Deadline

§450.310: MPO designation shall be made by agreement between the Governor and units of
general purpose local government that together represent at least 75 percent of the affected
population (including the largest incorporated city, based on population, as named by the
Bureau of the Census) or in accordance with procedures established by applicable State or local
law.
o Develop a process that ensures the MPO participants are clearly identified during the
development of the MPO Designation Agreement
o Identify the composition of the decision making body for Transportation Management
Areas (TMAs) which must consist of at least:
• Elected officials
• Officials of public agencies that administer or operate major modes of transportation
• Appropriate State officials
o Work with necessary parties to assist in the development of the MPO Designation
Agreement
o Review each MPO Designation Agreement, in conjunction with the MPO
o Execute agreement by receiving the Secretary’s signature and forwarding the agreement to
the Attorney General for signature
After each new federal transportation authorization bill and/or decennial Census

MPO REDESIGNATION
Reference

MPO Role/
Responsibility

KDOT Role/
Responsibility

23 CFR §450.310: MPO designation shall be made by agreement between the Governor and
units of general purpose local government that together represent at least 75 percent of the
affected population (including the largest incorporated city, based on population, as named by
the Bureau of the Census) or in accordance with procedures established by applicable State or
local law.
o Redesignation is required whenever the MPO proposes to make:
• A substantial change in the proportion of voting members on the existing MPO
representing the largest incorporated city, other units of general purpose local
government served by the MPO, and the State; or
• A substantial change in the decision-making authority or responsibility of the MPO, or
in decision-making procedures established under MPO by-laws
o Work with necessary partners to develop the redesignation process and agreement to
ensure the original partners in the original Designation Agreement and new partners are a
part of the agreement
o Assist in establishing a process that determines need for the MPO to redesignate and assist
the MPO in working through the redesignation process.
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METROPOLITAN PLANNING AREA BOUNDARY
The metropolitan planning area (MPA) boundary identifies the area for which the MPO is responsible for
transportation planning and programming. The planning area must include at a minimum the urbanized
area, as designated by the U.S. Census Bureau, plus the surrounding area that is likely to become
urbanized over the next 20 years. The boundary is used for planning and programming purposes only
and does not have any funding level implications for federal-aid.
The MPO boundary is set by agreement between the MPO Policy Board and KDOT’s Secretary. At a
minimum, the boundary should be reviewed after the release of decennial Census data or major
updates to land-use forecasts. Potential boundary changes are to be discussed at the MPO subcommittee level, with KDOT, and potentially affected cities and counties before any decisions are made
as to how the boundary will be changed. Following the approval of the MPA boundary by the MPO and
KDOT, it should be forwarded on to FHWA and FTA for informational purposes.
Reference
MPO Role/
Responsibility

KDOT Role/
Responsibility

Deadline
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23 CFR §450.312: The boundaries of a metropolitan planning area (MPA) shall be determined
by agreement between the MPO and the Governor.
o Ensure an agreement is reached with KDOT concerning the setting or modification of the
boundary
o Work cooperatively with KDOT to discuss data concerning boundary setting or modification
o Initiate the MPA boundary review with the other planning partners following each
decennial census. The MPO will use decennial Census data to determine the boundary.
MPO subcommittees are a resource tool to discuss decisions and changes.
o Enter into agreements with the Governor of Kansas (or their designee) to establish the MPA
boundary
o In cooperation with the other planning partners, the MPO will prepare and maintain a
detailed description and map of the current MPA, and make it available to the other
planning partners
o Ensure an agreement is reached with the MPO concerning the setting or modification of the
boundary
o Cooperate with other planning partners to maintain/adjust the MPA boundary
o Cooperate with MPO to prepare, process, and maintain agreements between the Governor
(or their designee) and the MPO to establish the MPA
o Utilize the current MPA boundary in data systems and planning activities to accurately
reflect the area within which the MPO planning, programming and decision-making
processes are to be followed
Review after each decennial Census
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COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS
A Cooperative Agreement is an arrangement between KDOT, the MPO, and the local transit provider(s)
to determine each agency’s roles and responsibilities in the MPO planning process.
Reference
MPO Role/
Responsibility

KDOT Role/
Responsibility
Deadline

23 CFR §450.314: The MPO, the State(s) and the public transportation operator(s) shall
cooperatively determine their mutual responsibilities in carrying out the metropolitan
transportation planning process.
o Newly designated MPOs will coordinate and partner with necessary parties to develop the
Cooperative Agreement
o Ensure the Cooperative Agreement contains all required and applicable provisions outlined
in CFR §450.314
o Hold meetings with all necessary parties to identify each partner’s roles and responsibilities
o Notify cooperative partners when a Cooperative Agreement requires changes or updates
o Work with necessary parties to develop the Cooperative Agreement
o Review each MPO Cooperative Agreement as necessary in conjunction with the MPO
o Provide necessary information regarding KDOT’s roles and responsibilities in the
Cooperative Agreement
After Designation or Redesignation of an MPO, or as needed.

GRANT ADMINISTRATION
As mentioned earlier, KDOT receives PL funds from FHWA and 5303 funds from FTA and then transfers
the PL funds to FTA, thus creating the Consolidated Planning Grant. KDOT then applies to FTA for the
entire amount of the CPG. FTA will not approve our grant application without approved UPWPs that
account for the funding requested. The effective date for eligible costs to be incurred is the date the
UPWP is jointly approved by FTA and FHWA. Costs incurred prior to approval of the final UPWP by
OneDOT are not eligible.
Administration of the CPG is governed by the Common Rule 49 CFR Part 18. The following items focus
on the framework in which KDOT monitors the CPG and agreement.
o 18.20 Standards for financial management systems
o 18.23 Period of availability of funds
o 18.26 Non-Federal audits
o 18.30 Changes
o 18.36 Procurement
o 18.40 Monitoring and reporting program performance
o 18.41 Financial reporting
o 18.43 Enforcement
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MPO CORE ELEMENTS
As part of the transportation planning process, MPOs develop several products that guide them in
fulfilling their responsibilities and implementing the 3-C planning process: Metropolitan Transportation
Plan (MTP), Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP), and
Public Participation Plan (PPP). To assist the MPOs in the development and implementation of these
products, FHWA and FTA (also referred to as OneDOT) provide planning funds in the form of PL and
5303 funds, respectively. These funds are distributed by KDOT to the MPOs in the form of an annual
Consolidated Planning Grant (CPG).

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN (MTP)
Reference
MPO Role/
Responsibility

KDOT Role/
Responsibility

Deadline

23 CFR §450.322: The metropolitan transportation planning process shall include the
development of a transportation plan addressing no less than a 20-year planning horizon…
o Completion of the MTP that clearly contains all required elements; including goals and
objectives for the region over at least the next 20 years
o Operate as the lead agency in the development of the MTP
o Determine the scope of the MTP
o Create a steering committee that will guide the MTP development process
o Adhere to federal guidelines and planning factors (§450.306 to develop the MTP
o Ensure the MTP project listing is fiscally constrained through appropriate documentation in
the financial plan
o Ensure established public involvement procedures are followed
o Support the MPO in the development of the MTP
o Participate in MPO activities regarding the development of the MTP.
o Participate in the review of the MTP before public release.
o Monitor internal plans to identify potential MTP amendments.
o Make efforts to include all MPOs in KDOT’s local consultation process to enhance the
project selection process.

MTP should be adopted before the document lapses. Every 4 to 5 years depending on air
quality status.

MTP Financial Demonstration
In accordance with federal regulations each MPO will develop a financial plan as part of the MTP
process. The financial plan compares estimated revenue from existing and proposed funding sources to
the estimated costs of constructing, maintaining and operating the total existing and planned
transportation system in the region. An illustrative list may be prepared (but is not required) to include
additional projects that would be included in the adopted transportation plan if additional resources
beyond those identified in the financial plan were to become available. (See table on following page)
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Reference
MPO Role/
Responsibility

KDOT Role/
Responsibility

Deadline

23 CFR §450.322: The metropolitan transportation plan shall, at a minimum, include a financial
plan that demonstrates how the adopted transportation plan can be implemented.
o Develop a financial plan as incorporated into the MTP that contains system-level estimates
of costs and revenue sources that are reasonably expected to be available to adequately
operate and maintain Federal-aid highways and public transit
• The financial plan shall include recommendations on any additional financing strategies
to fund projects and programs included in the metropolitan transportation plan. In the
case of new funding sources, strategies for ensuring their availability shall be identified.
• Revenue and cost estimates that support the metropolitan transportation plan must use
an inflation rate(s) to reflect “year of expenditure dollars,” based on reasonable
financial principles and information, developed cooperatively by the MPO, State(s), and
the public transportation operator(s).
• For the outer years of the metropolitan transportation plan ( i.e. , beyond the first 10
years), the financial plan may reflect aggregate cost ranges/cost bands, as long as the
future funding source(s) is reasonably expected to be available to support the projected
cost ranges/cost bands.
o Supply the MPO with the State DOT’s revenue forecast information as well as assumptions
made.
o Identify historic and future trend estimate of state revenues that will be available to support
metropolitan transportation plan implementation
Every 4 to 5 years depending on attainment status; financial plan should be completed as part
of the MTP before it lapses.

Cooperative Revenue Forecast
As cooperative partners, state DOTs and transit operators must provide MPOs with estimates of
available Federal and State funds that the MPOs shall utilize in developing financial plans. The KDOT
Revenue Forecast contains much of the historic data the MPO will need to perform the necessary
financial analysis to develop a fiscally constrained Metropolitan Transportation Plan and Transportation
Improvement Program. The historical data includes a listing of federal funding that has been provided
to the MPO since ISTEA, such as STP, Bridge, CMAQ, and TE funds. The forecast also includes historical
information that includes State funds that have been spent in the MPO since the Comprehensive
Highway Plan (CHP). This information, along with inflation rate tables and data from the STIP allow the
MPO to project the amount of funds reasonably expected to be available over the next 20 plus years.
23 CFR §450.324
Reference
o After each MPO has had time to review the current Revenue Forecast and has compiled
MPO Role/
local information; KDOT suggests that the cooperative partners, working as part of the MTP
Responsibility

KDOT Role/
Responsibility

Steering Committee, meet to make decisions about assumptions that will need to be made
in order to project revenues out twenty years for updating the MTP and five years for
updating the TIP.
o Provide MPOs with estimates of available Federal and State funds and historical funding
amounts that the MPO shall utilize in developing financial plans for the MTP and TIP

Deadline

Completed concurrently with MTP and TIP updates
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TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PLAN (TIP)
Reference

MPO Role/
Responsibility

KDOT Role/
Responsibility

Deadline
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23 CFR §450.324: The MPO, in cooperation with the State(s) and any affected public
transportation operator(s), shall develop a TIP for the metropolitan planning area. The TIP shall
cover a period of no less than four years, be updated at least every four years, and be approved
by the MPO and the Governor. However, if the TIP covers more than four years, the FHWA and
the FTA will consider the projects in the additional years as informational.
o Develop a TIP with a project listing that includes all federally funded and regionally
significant projects
o Include a list of major projects from the previous TIP that were implemented and identify
any major projects from the previous TIP that were significantly delayed
o Ensure document is fiscally constrained within the limits of funding that are reasonably
expected to be available
o Ensure public involvement procedures are followed
o Ensure Project Selection Criteria is aligned with goals and objectives of the MTP
o Support the MPO in the development of the TIP
o Work with the MPO to develop a definition for what constitutes a major project
o Provide necessary financial information
o Participate in MPO activities in the development and approval of the TIP
o Submit or update project information as needed
Required to be updated every 4 years, however it is a common practice among the Kansas
MPOs to update the TIP every 2 or 3 years.
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UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM (UPWP)
Per federal requirements, MPOs are allowed the flexibility to make minor changes to their UPWPs
without having to undergo a formal amendment; however, an MPO may elect to use formal
amendments for minor modifications. Any changes made administratively should be reflected with the
next UPWP Amendment. The following are instances in which an amendment must occur:
o Programming additional funding
o Transferring of funds between tasks/activities which are cumulatively in excess of one percent
of the current total approved CPG portion of the budget or $5,000, whichever is greater
o Addition or deletion of a project/activity
o Removing funds allotted for training allowances or transferring them to another task
o Revising the scope or objectives for a project
o The addition of certain costs that require prior federal approval (such as foreign travel)
o Changes in the source or amount of matching funds
o Changes in key persons performing the work (however KDOT would advise not tying tasks to
specific staff members, only identify the agency responsible for the task if other than the MPO)
o Contracting out, subgranting, or otherwise obtaining the services of a third party to perform
activities central to the work program
o Making any changes to existing contracts with a third party (i.e. consultants)
KDOT encourages the MPOs to contact their MPO liaison if it is unclear whether an amendment or
administrative modification is necessary to make changes to the UPWP.
When amending the UPWP, the MPO must include a summary of changes and justification for why the
changes are warranted. This summary should be included in the letter sent to KDOT requesting
approval of the amendment.
Reference

MPO Role/
Responsibility

23 CFR §450.308: Each MPO, in cooperation with the State(s) and public transportation
operator(s) shall develop a UPWP that includes a discussion of the planning priorities facing
the MPA. The UPWP shall identify work proposed for the next one- or two-year period by major
activity and task (including activities that address the planning factors in §450.306(a)), in
sufficient detail to indicate who (e.g., MPO, State, public transportation operator, local
government, or consultant) will perform the work, the schedule for completing the work, the
resulting products, the proposed funding by activity/task, and a summary of the total amounts
and sources of Federal and matching funds.
o Prepare a work program that clearly outlines the MPO’s work activities for the fiscal year
and includes the following:
• Funding amount for each task
• Lead agency/role identification
• Timeframe
• Clearly stated end products/deliverables
• Schedule for completing the work
• Develop a work program with all required elements.
• Identification and description of the various products of the 3-C Process.
• Subtasks or activities listed in the UPWP
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o

o
KDOT Role/
Responsibility o
o
o

Deadline

• Clearly identify in the budget summary and under each task/sub-task all sources of
funding including Non-Competitive or Competitive funds
• Submit request of approval to KDOT after Policy Board approval
• Funding breakdown by sub-task/line item
Properly manage the content of the UPWP by:
• Proper notification on intent to amend the UPWP (MPOs should allow KDOT an
opportunity to review UPWPs and amendments prior its inclusion in subcommittee or
Policy Board meeting packets)
• Include summary of changes and justifications of those changes with each amendment
• Actively track progress of work activities in meeting schedules
• Confirm budget balance throughout the work year
Assist in overall development of the UPWP
Provide estimated CPG available balances to the MPOs for budgeting purposes
Track and monitor the progress of UPWP activities through involvement in the MPO
process and quarterly/annual progress reports submitted to KDOT.
Request concurrence for approval of the UPWP as necessary from OneDOT
st

Final approval from KDOT and OneDOT will be by December 31 of each year (in order to
st
begin incurring costs starting January 1 ). Any costs incurred without an approved UPWP by
the deadline are the responsibility of the MPO.

Table 1: UPWP Development and Approval Timetable

By …
Mid May

End of June
End of August
End of
September
End of
November
End of
December
Mid January

UPWP Activity
MPOs schedule meeting with KDOT and public transit providers
to initiate the next UPWP development process
MPOs meet with KDOT, FHWA, FTA and public transit providers
to discuss planning priorities for the region; MPOs may initiate
discussion about possibility of funding from KDOT for special
planning projects during this meeting
MPOs submit draft UPWPs to KDOT, FHWA, FTA & public transit
providers with estimated CPG amounts.
KDOT and public transit providers complete review of draft
UPWPs and provide comments back to MPOs.
MPO approval of final UPWP. MPO submits final UPWP to
KDOT.
KDOT approves final UPWPs and requests concurrence
(approval) from FHWA/FTA
FHWA/FTA approval of UPWPs – effective date made as of
st
January 1 , or MPO approval date, whichever is later.
Note: KDOT will not make any payments until after FHWA/FTA
approves the UPWP.

Beginning of
April
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CPG Activity

KDOT sends CPG agreements
to MPOs.
KDOT submits application to
FTA for CPG.
MPOs return CPG
agreements to KDOT.
FTA approves CPG.
CPGs are amended to include
federal adjustments and
carryover funds
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN (PPP)
Reference
MPO Role/
Responsibility

23 CFR §450.316: The MPO shall develop and use a documented participation plan that defines
a process for providing…interested parties with reasonable opportunities to be involved in the
metropolitan transportation planning process.
o Develop a PPP that clearly outlines the MPO’s goals, objectives, and activities pertaining to
public outreach activities
o Provide public outreach opportunities that go beyond traditional public involvement
o Cooperate with the other planning partners to develop and maintain the Public Participation
Plan for use in the metropolitan planning process
o Initiate periodic reviews of the effectiveness of the PPP strategies and suggest updates to the
Plan in cooperation with the other planning partners
o Follow the PPP in its planning and programming work so that the public is engaged in
meaningful and appropriate planning and project development activities in the region
o Support the MPO in plan development and ensure the process established by the MPO in the
PPP is followed related to MPO planning document approval

KDOT Role/
Responsibility
Deadline
Reviewed and updated at least every 5 years, following the passage of each new federal
surface transportation program; and, if possible, in advance of the MTP updates.

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROCESS (CMP)
Congestion of roadways is a problem experienced to some degree by all metropolitan areas. Recurring
congestion typically occurs when vehicle demand exceeds the capacity of the road facility to move
traffic. In the past, transportation agencies sought to solve the congestion by adding capacity in the
form of additional lanes or upgrading the road facility type (e.g. from an arterial to a freeway).
Experience has shown that, while the widening frees up the corridor for a time, the demand usually
rises accordingly until the corridor is congested again. While widening is not ruled out by the CMP to
alleviate this congestion, it is considered as one of many options as the advantages and disadvantages of
each alternative are objectively explored. In addition, the CMP provides a more thorough way of
identifying and evaluating congestion over a metro area, as opposed to a reactionary approach.
Federal regulations require the transportation planning process in a Transportation Management Area
(TMA) to address congestion management through a process that provides for safe and integrated
management and operation of the multimodal transportation system based upon a cooperatively
developed and implemented metropolitan-wide strategy. For this reason, all TMAs are required to have
a Congestion Management Process (CMP) in place. Congestion management processes provide a
toolbox that includes alternative strategies to improve performance and manage congestion and its
effects. The Regional ITS Architecture provides a specific, tailored structure for facilitating institutional
agreement and technical integration for the implementation of ITS projects in the region. It defines how
systems functionally operate and the interconnection of information exchanges that must take place
between these systems to accomplish transportation services. This congestion management process
should produce multimodal system performance measures and strategies that can be reflected in the
MTP and the TIP.
The end result is to provide more effective and efficient use of limited resources to address congestion
problems. The key elements of a congestion management process are:
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o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Area of application—the geographic area where congestion levels will be monitored, and
strategies evaluated and implemented
Transportation system definition—the network of modes and facilities to be monitored
Performance measures—provide the mechanism for locating and quantifying the level of
congestion
Performance monitoring plan—continuous data collection and analysis responsibilities over
time
Identification and evaluation of strategies—screens and evaluates strategies for potential
effectiveness
Monitoring of strategy effectiveness—gathers data, evaluates, and reports on the effectiveness
of the strategies that have been implemented
Implementation and management of CMP activities—coordinates CMP processes and products,
and also reviews the system for improvement

There are several classes of strategies which may be employed by the CMP:
o Travel Demand Management—may include ridesharing, incentives/disincentives,
pedestrian/bike improvements, or alternative work arrangements
o High-occupancy Vehicle treatments—lane priority, signal priority, support facilities for vehicles
carrying 2 or more passengers
o Transit—enhancements to routing, service quality, marketing, or new modes
o Congestion pricing
o Growth management—land use policies, or design standards
o Transportation System Management—geometric or operational improvements
o Access Management—driveway or median control
o Incident
Management—improvements
to
detection,
response,
clearance,
or
information/routing
o Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)
o General purpose lanes

KDOT Role/
Responsibility

23 CFR §450.320 and also refer to the new CMP Guidebook titled, “Advancing Metropolitan
Planning for Operations” by the U.S. Department of Transportation.
o TMAs will develop and maintain a congestion management process and update the process
on a regular basis
o The TMAs will coordinate with appropriate federal, state, and local agencies and other
stakeholders in development of the CMP
o The TMAs shall develop and implement procedures and responsibilities for maintaining the
CMP, as needs evolve within the region
o Participate in updates of the CMP
o Use CMP information as a resource in pertinent KDOT studies

Deadline

Created or updated as needed to serve the regional transportation system.

Reference
MPO Role/
Responsibility
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CERTIFICATIONS AND REVIEWS
SELF-CERTIFICATION
The MPO must certify to KDOT that the metropolitan transportation planning process is addressing the
major issues facing the metropolitan planning area and that the process is being conducted in
accordance with all applicable state and federal requirements.
Reference

23 CFR §450.334: For all MPOs, concurrent with the submittal of the entire proposed TIP to
the FHWA and the FTA as part of the STIP approval, the State and the MPO will certify at least
every four years that the metropolitan transportation planning process is being carried out in
accordance with all applicable requirements.

MPO Role/
Responsibility

o Submit the Self-Certification Form to KDOT for signatory approval prior to finalization of the
TIP. A template of the certification is located in Appendix B.
o Develop a process for self-certifying their metropolitan planning process
o Once the MPO submits the Self-Certification Form to KDOT and the TIP is finalized, KDOT
will certify to FHWA and FTA that the metropolitan transportation planning process is
meeting the 3-C planning requirements.
o Certify to FHWA and FTA, that the MPO has met all self-certification requirements

KDOT Role/
Responsibility
Deadline

Self-Certifications must be submitted in conjunction with each new TIP or at least every 4
years.

FEDERAL CERTIFICATION/PLANNING REVIEWS
Certification Review
Every four years FHWA and FTA will conduct a Certification Review of the transportation planning
process for the TMAs to determine if it meets the requirements of 23 USC § 134 and 49 USC § app 1607.
Reference 23 CFR § 450.336 for more information.

Planning Review
Certification Reviews are not required for Non-TMAs; however, FHWA and FTA may elect to conduct a
similar review for the smaller MPOs. FHWA and FTA will select an area of emphasis for the Planning
Review.
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CONSOLIDATED PLANNING GRANT
KDOT is responsible for administering and overseeing PL and 5303 funds, granted by FHWA and FTA
respectively. FHWA has agreed to transfer Kansas’s share of PL funds to FTA to be administered
together with the 5303 funds as part of a Consolidated Planning Grant (CPG). The CPG funds are
allocated to the MPOs to carry out the 3-C planning process and implement the work activities
presented in their UPWPs.

GRANT AGREEMENT
Currently, annual grant agreements are entered into between KDOT and each MPO. Before CPG funds
can be available for reimbursement, the MPO must have a USDOT approved UPWP in place. Further,
KDOT must have an executed planning grant agreement with each MPO. This allows for the
encumbrance of federal CPG funds, used to implement UPWP activities. The agreement contains grant
management and administration requirements under 49 CFR Part 18, 23 CFR Part 420, and OMB Circular
A-133.
If the current year’s final federal authorization levels are unknown at the time the agreement is to be
mailed, the agreement will reflect one-quarter of the current amount programmed in the UPWP. The
grant agreement will be amended after the end of the first quarter to reflect the current year’s funding
and any carryover funds from the previous year.
23 CFR §420.109 and 2 CFR §225
Reference
o Responsible for having a USDOT approved UPWP in place in order for grant agreements to
MPO Role/
be executed
Responsibility
o Develop grant agreement and conduct the agreement process
KDOT Role/
Responsibility

FORMULA
KDOT’s formula for distributing the Consolidated Planning Grant (CPG) funds, which includes PL and
5303 funds, is as follows:
o
o
o
o

Base Allocation of $100,000 (the St. Joseph MPO would receive a base amount of $2,500)
Transportation Management Areas (TMAs) receive an additional $50,000
Air Quality Non-attainment areas receive an additional $50,000
The remaining funds distributed based on population of the Census defined Urbanized Area

KDOT obligates PL funds at a percentage consistent with other federal programs KDOT manages. 5303
funds are obligated at 100%. The formula used to allocate the CPG funds to the MPOs was modified in
June of 2012. This formula modification was made through a consultation process including the MPOs’
staffs and Policy Boards, as well as input from FHWA and FTA.

14 | P a g e

Kansas Metropolitan Planning Organizations Manual

EXCESS FUNDS POLICY
MPOs are allowed to carry over their CPG funds for three years. After the third year, the MPO will be
allowed to keep twenty (20) percent of the remaining balance as carryover and the remaining eighty
(80) percent will be placed in the KDOT Metro Planning Project. The three year bands will follow the
grant cycle KDOT has with FTA (2012-2014, 2015-2017, etc).
The only exception the excess funds policy stated above would be if the MPO is beginning or in the
middle of their TDM or MTP update. If this is the case, the MPO and KDOT will work together to reach
an agreement regarding the amount of funds to be retained by the MPO and the date in which those
funds will be expended. Any carryover funds identified to be used on the TDM or MTP that are not spent
will be placed in the KDOT Metro Planning Project.

Competitive Application Process
The funds recaptured by KDOT and placed in the Metro Planning Project will be made available to the
MPOs through a Competitive Application Process. The Competitive Process will be held after three year
grant cycle (provided there are an adequate amount of funds in the Metro Pot). KDOT will notify the
MPOs of the available balance at least 2 months prior to the applications being due. These funds may be
used for any eligible planning activity. A selection committee composed of various KDOT personnel will
review the applications and score each proposal using an evaluation form (the evaluation form will be
supplied to each MPO before the Competitive Round opens). Competitive funding awards are
contingent upon UPWP approval and continuing progress on activities listed in the UPWP. KDOT will
provide further guidance during the Competitive Application Process.
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PROCUREMENT
REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS/QUALIFICATIONS
Request for Proposals (RFP) and Request for Qualifications (RFQ) must identify all evaluation factors and
their relative importance as per 49 CFR §18.36. RFPs/RFQs must also include a statement in the RFP
encouraging the use of Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) firms and explicitly state the DBE
participation goal if one has been placed on the project. For additional details regarding the DBE
program as it pertains to the MPO process please see KDOT’s MPU DBE Program Guidance.

PROCUREMENT OF GOODS AND SERVICES
Outlined below is a general overview of KDOT’s Procurement Standards for both the solicitation of
goods and services. For a more comprehensive description and list of requirements, please see
Appendix C. Please note, that in most cases the MPO or MPO’s fiscal agent’s procurement standards are
more stringent than KDOT’s. The MPO should follow whichever set of standards is most strict. If the
local procurement procedures change, the MPO will provide KDOT the new policy.

Soliciting Consultant Services
Prior to the solicitation of any consultant services, the work activity must be programmed in an approved UPWP.

Under $5,000: MPOs are encouraged to solicit consultant services by obtaining comparative pricing via
phone, fax, letter, or email bids.
$5,000 to $25,000: Solicitation of services shall be made by advertising the activity for a minimum of 14
days and actively soliciting potential firms. The MPO is expected to contact KDOT prior to
advertising in order to determine if a DBE goal is appropriate.
o

Greater than $25,000: Either the KDOT Procurement Process or the MPO’s own process, if
more strict, should be followed.

Purchase of Goods
Any goods purchased over $5,000 must be in an approved UPWP.

Under $5,000: MPOs are encouraged to solicit consultant services by obtaining comparative pricing via
phone, fax, letter, or email bids.
$5,000 to $25,000: Comparative pricing shall be made via letter, fax or email bids. A minimum of (3)
three written bids are required to be obtained. A minimum three (3) day public posting is
required. The lowest bid meeting the MPOs specifications should be selected. If not,
justifications for doing otherwise should be documented.
Greater than $25,000: MPOs should follow their local procurement procedures. If such procedures are not in
place, or KDOT’s procedures are more stringent, the KDOT Procurement Process should be followed.
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KDOT PROCUREMENT PROCESS
Necessary amendments to the UPWP for consultant activities/purchases are to be done before the MPO initiates
the procurement process.

Reference
Procurement
Process

49 CFR §18.36

Notice to Proceed with RFP/RFQ

o The MPO will submit to KDOT the Notice to Proceed with RFP/RFQ at least 10 business days
before the RFP/RFQ is expected to be issued along with a draft of the RFP/RFQ and any
appropriate attachments. MPOs maintaining their own DBE goal setting process must still
submit RFP/RFQs to KDOT for review and approval.
o Upon KDOT’s Metro Planning Unit’s (MPU) review of the Notice to Proceed with
RFP/RFQ, the draft RFP/RFQ will be forwarded to KDOT’s Office of Civil Rights for review
and placement of a DBE participation goal as appropriate.
o Within 10 business days, KDOT’s MPU staff will return the Notice to Proceed with
RFP/RFQ to the MPO approving or requesting changes be made to the RFP/RFQ. The
Notice to Proceed with RFP/RFQ will indicate the dollar amount to be placed as the DBE
goal. Upon receipt of the approved Notice to Proceed with RFP/RFQ, the MPO may issue
the RFP/RFQ.
o The RFP/RFQ must be advertised for a minimum of 14 days. Once proposals are received,
the local project sponsor may conduct any short-listing that needs to occur and then
proceed with the next step in this process.

Notice to Proceed with Interviews
o

o

o

o

10 business days before consultant interviews are held, the MPO will submit to KDOT
the Notice to Proceed with Interviews form. This should include a list of all firms
submitting proposals and indicates if the DBE goal will be met or if Good Faith
documentation has been submitted. A copy of DBE Provision 07-19-80-R12 for each
submitting firm must be included with the Notice to Proceed with Interviews form.
Note: If the DBE goal is not met by a bidding consulting firm or team, Good Faith Effort
documentation must be provided and will be reviewed and approved by KDOT. Please
see KDOT’s DBE Program Guidance for more information.
KDOT will return the Notice to Proceed with Interviews to the MPO within 10 business
days. Once the MPO receives an approved Notice to Proceed with Interviews form and
no other changes are required, the MPO may proceed with the interview process.

Notice to Award

o Once interviews are held and a firm is selected, the MPO will submit to MPU Staff the Notice
to Award, a draft scope of work, draft contract, along with any other required attachments at
least 5 business days before awarding the contract.
o KDOT will return the Notice to Award within 5 business days. Once the MPO receives the
approved Notice to Award, the MPO can formally award the project and proceed with
finalization of the scope of work and contracts.
o The MPO shall provide KDOT with a copy of the finalized Scope of Work and contract, along
with any required attachments (including DBE attachments) within 10 business days after the
contract is signed. This should include copies of any and all contracts between the MPO and
prime consultant and subconsultants.

Note:

This process does not preclude KDOT in its involvement and participation in the short listing and
interview process. All documentation will be maintained for a minimum of seven (7) years, which
includes; rationale for the method of procurement, the contractor selection/rejection for short
listing and interviews, the basis for the contract price, DBE documentation and contracts.
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FISCAL RESPONSIBILTIES
REIMBURSEMENT FOR TRAINING AND TRAVEL EXPENSES
Reimbursement for travel and training expenses will be limited to those costs incurred by MPO staff.
KDOT approves staff travel expenses already programmed in the UPWP and budget. Travel detailed in
the approved UPWP does not require further prior approval. Additional travel outside of the approved
UPWP must have KDOT’s prior approval in order to be eligible for a direct cost reimbursement. Proper
documentation of the costs incurred for this travel must be submitted as part of the request for
reimbursement. The rate of reimbursement will be in accordance with the MPO’s approved travel
policy.
2 CFR §225
Reference
o The MPO must include all travel and training in the UPWP
MPO Role/
Responsibility o If the MPO wishes to travel or attend training not listed in the UPWP, they must request

KDOT Role/
Responsibility

KDOT’s approval prior to travel.
o Any travel or training not identified in the UPWP or approved by KDOT in advance may not be
eligible for reimbursement.
o KDOT will review and notify the MPO of approval of travel request should additional requests
outside of travel listed in the UPWP be made.
o KDOT will reimburse approved travel and training in the next appropriate quarterly/monthly
billing.

BILLING FOR REIMBURSEMENT
2 CFR §225
Reference
o For each request for reimbursement submitted to KDOT, a corresponding progress report
MPO Role/
will be submitted at least quarterly for that same time period.
Responsibility

KDOT Role/
Responsibility
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o The accompanying progress report should follow the same general format as the UPWP and
include the status and estimated percent complete of each product listed in the UPWP. If
the activity is ongoing, state this and note what work has been completed.
o Documentation of expenses requested for reimbursement must be included with each
request. KDOT reserves the right to request additional documentation to the extent that
KDOT is comfortable.
o Detailed records and documentation for all expenses must be retained by the MPO and be
available for review by KDOT, FHWA or FTA staff at all times.
o Documentation of local match must be included whether the source is cash or in-kind.
o The MPO must retain all records for a minimum of three (3) years after grant close-out.
KDOT would recommend the MPO maintain records for seven (7) years.
o KDOT will reimburse the MPOs on a quarterly basis (as indicated in Table 2 on the following
page), with the exception of MARC and the Flint Hills MPO, which will be reimbursed
monthly.
o KDOT will review progress reports and all other necessary documentation to ensure that
projects and activities are moving forward appropriately.
o KDOT will strive to process the reimbursement within 15 days of receipt of a complete
report.
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QUARTERLY REPORTS
o The MPO is responsible for submitting the Quarterly Reports in a timely fashion and
MPO Role/
ensuring they are accurate and complete.
Responsibility

KDOT Role/
Responsibility
Deadline

o The following checklist is intended to serve as an aide for MPO staff members that prepare
quarterly reports and billings:
• Cover letter
• Quarterly Progress Report according to tasks in UPWP
• Tasks correspond with UPWP (same format as UPWP) and are allowable and eligible
expenses (this should include those specific items that are performed to complete the
individual work task item)
• Consultant invoices and progress report
• Summary payroll/timesheet (including how many hours spent on each work task per
staff member)
• Expenditure Report (comparison of estimated vs. expended amount by subtask)
• Documentation of local match
• DBE Payment information form
• Additional documentation needed (receipts, invoices, etc)
o Review each quarterly report and supplemental information to monitor the status of
planning activities and determine whether those activities are eligible for reimbursement
o Follow up on activities that are not meeting the proposed completion/implementation
dates

Quarterly reports should be postmarked by the date outlined in the Table 2: Timeline of
Quarterly Report Due Dates, below. If the quarterly reports are not postmarked by the time
frame indicated in Table 2, reimbursements will not be made until the following quarter,
provided that the following quarterly report is received on time.

Table 2: Timeline of Quarterly Report Due Dates

Quarter

Quarterly Report Due Dates

1st Quarter

January – March

May 15th

2nd Quarter

April – June

August 15th

3rd Quarter

July – September

4th Quarter

October – December

November 15th
February 15th

(of the following year)
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REPORTING UPWP DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS ENTERPRISE
ACTIVITIES
By August 1st of each year, KDOT must submit its Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) goal to FTA.
In order to meet this deadline, by July 15th the MPOs must provide KDOT with a list of the contracting
opportunities planned for the next UPWP period. The list should contain the project title, estimated
cost and the month the Request for Proposal (RFP) will be released. Each RFP must also include the
“Required Contract Provision DBE Contract Goal” form. Each bidder will use the form to identify any
proposed subconsultants.
Bi-annually KDOT must report to FTA on its progress towards meeting its DBE goal. In order for KDOT to
submit the reports in a timely manner, the MPOs that do not report directly to FTA must complete a
DBE Payment Information form and submit it quarterly with the UPWP progress report. The MPOs are
to report on consultants and any subconsultants. The form is available electronically by contacting the
KDOT Metro Planning Unit and can also be found in Appendix D along with instructions on how to
complete the form. For more information on DBE requirements, please see KDOT’s DBE Program
Guidance.

ANNUAL REPORTS
At the end of each year, the MPOs will provide KDOT with an Annual Performance and Expenditure
Report summarizing the progress of all activities and projects that were worked on during that year.
The Annual Reports will be thoroughly reviewed for consistency with the Quarterly Reports and to
ensure product completion. The 4th Quarter Report may be incorporated into the Annual Report. If an
MPO chooses to combine the two, all the elements listed for both the Annual Report and Quarterly
Report in this manual must be shown.
23 CFR §420.117
Reference
o The Annual Report should follow the UPWP format
MPO Role/
Responsibility o A status of expenditures report should be included with the Annual Report in a format

KDOT Role/
Responsibility

Deadline
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compatible with the UPWP budget for the total project cost (not just the CPG portion of the
UPWP). The expenditures portion of the report should compare the budgeted amount to
the actual cost incurred for each sub-task or activity. If the budgeted and actual costs are
significantly different, an explanation should be provided.
o A summary should be provided of the activities, projects, etc that have been worked on
over the last year (a summary of the quarterly reports)
• Each project or activity must have the percent of completion. If the project or activity is
not 100 percent complete, a brief summary must be provided stating why it is not
complete and how you plan to complete it in the following year.
• The projects or activities not completed must be included in the following year’s UPWP.
If the project is not in the following year’s UPWP, an explanation should be provided in
the report.
o KDOT will review the Annual Report to:
• Ensure that the projects and activities programmed in the UPWP are completed or
otherwise included in the following years’ UPWP
• Ensure that the MPO is completing core products
• Ensure that progress is made on work activities in which to implement the goals and
objectives of the MTP
th

The Annual Report is due 90 days after the end of the 4 quarter. Payments for the following
year’s grant will not be made until the Annual Report is received by KDOT.
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MATCHING THE CPG
There are several sources available to be used as contributions toward the Consolidated Planning Grant
local match requirement:
o
o
o

Local Contribution—local cash, part time MPO staff time or work performed by the fiscal agent
3rd Party In-Kind Contribution—any activity not funded by the MPO, the MPO’s fiscal agent or
KDOT
Costs Incurred by KDOT—any study KDOT provides funding for and serves as the project
manager

Local Contribution
Cash is the preferred method of match as it allows the MPO to have a more robust work program.
When showing cash match in the UPWP, the MPO may do an 80/20 split for each task to show the
federal share versus the local share. When local cash is used, the source of the cash does not need to
be identified.
Part-time MPO staff can be used by MPOs with a host agency who acts as their fiscal agent. To consider
an employee part-time MPO staff, the following must apply: the staff member receives their paycheck
from the fiscal agent, no part of their salary is paid for by the CPG or any other federal funding source,
the activities being claimed must directly benefit the MPO, and activities to be completed by the staff
person must be CPG eligible. The MPO should identify in the UPWP which activities are being completed
by part-time MPO staff. Any activity or study performed by the MPOs host agency who acts as their
fiscal agent can also be considered as a local contribution.

3rd Party In-Kind Contribution
The 3rd Party In-kind Contributor must agree to provide the MPO with the appropriate source
documentation to verify expenditures. The MPO will need to obtain sufficient source documentation
from the 3rd party detailing expenditures and when the costs were incurred. The MPO will also need to
obtain a letter from the 3rd party permitting the activity to be used as match prior to approval of the
source in the UPWP. This letter should also verify that the activity is not being used to match any other
federal grant and that no federal dollars are being spent on the activity. An example can be provided
upon request.

Costs Incurred by KDOT
A Cost Incurred by KDOT is any project or study in which KDOT serves as the project sponsor or funding
agency. The MPO must receive prior written approval from KDOT to use the activity as match.

Approval of Matching Source
If an MPO chooses to use toll credits or any of the three cost-sharing activities (CSA) described above
(part-time MPO staff, 3rd Party In-kind Contributions and costs incurred by KDOT), the MPOs should
follow a similar process to the one outlined below. It is recommended that the MPO have early
conversations with KDOT on any potential CSA to ensure its eligibility prior to the formal request to
KDOT and/or local project sponsor. The MPO should submit in a writing a request to KDOT to approve
the use of the CSA prior to the approval of the UPWP or UPWP amendment. This request should include
the following:
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o
o
o
o
o

The scope of the activity
How the activity furthers the transportation planning process in the region
How the activity feeds into the MPO’s regional plans and projects
The amount of match to be claimed from the activity and how the MPO arrived at this amount
If using 3rd Party In-kind Contribution, a letter from the 3rd party agreeing to the use of the
activity as match

Overall Requirements for Cost-Sharing Activity
Regardless of which Cost-Sharing Activity (CSA) the MPO is using (part-time MPO staff, 3rd Party In-kind
or Costs Incurred by KDOT), the following apply:
o The CSA must be an eligible and allowable transportation planning activity that benefits the
metropolitan planning process
o The CSA is necessary and reasonable for proper and efficient accomplishment of project
objectives
o The CSA is not being used as match towards another federal grant
o No federal funds are used to fund any portion of CSA (a penny of federal funds placed on a
project federalizes the CSA and means it can no longer be used as match toward any federal
funded grant)
o Any activities or work associated the CSA should be performed during the period in which it is
being used to match the CPG (if the CSA takes place in 2012, it should be used to match the
2012 UPWP)
o The value of the CSA and how this value was derived is verifiable from records and supported
with appropriate documentation.
o The grantee/sub-grantee or 3rd party has agreed to allow the value of the work to be used a
CSA to match the CPG
To be eligible to use a CSA as match, the MPO must keep both the source documentation and the letter
from the 3rd Party In-kind Contributor or KDOT in its files for seven (7) years. These records must be
available for review by KDOT and/or FHWA/FTA. This documentation must be submitted to KDOT with
the quarterly reports if any CSA is to be claimed. When invoices are submitted by the MPO to KDOT to
use as match, documentation must support the value of any matching activities. Only costs that are
actually incurred may be credited as match.

UPWP Requirements
When an MPO chooses to use any CSA as a contribution toward the local match requirement, it must be
specifically listed as an activity in the UPWP. The UPWP must include the specific dollar amount of
match, the source of funding, and a sufficient description of the activity. The MPO should work with
their KDOT MPO Liaison to ensure all matching sources are shown accurately in the UPWP.
The use of a CSA must be approved in advance by KDOT and FHWA/FTA and be identified in the MPO’s
UPWP prior to being used as match. Any costs incurred on the CSA prior to it being approved in the
UPWP are not eligible to be used as match. The MPO must submit invoices from the CSA to KDOT with
quarterly billings.
If at the end of the program year, the total value of the CSA is not sufficient to match the total
expenditures, the MPO will be responsible for the remaining match needed.
Please see KDOT’s Toll Credit Policy for information on using toll credits as match.
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ANNUAL LISTING OF OBLIGATED PROJECTS
The Annual Listing of Obligated Projects is one of the aspects of public accountability assigned to the
metropolitan transportation planning process. This document is an annual reporting of the federal
funds obligated to projects in the metropolitan planning area during the preceding year. The Annual
Listing shall include all federally funded highway and transit projects authorized or revised to increase
obligations in the previous program year. The listing will include at a minimum the TIP information
under Section 450.324 and shall identify for each project, the amount of federal funds that were
requested in the TIP, the federal funding that was obligated during the preceding year, and the federal
funding remaining and available for subsequent years. Particular attention should be called to those
projects that include pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities. A clear summary,
explaining the purpose of the list and any technical jargon, should precede the actual listings. The
Annual Listing of Projects should be available on-line and in hard copy format. It can be a standalone
document and/or included in the TIP and is left to the individual MPO’s discretion.
The list of all federally obligated highway and transit projects shall include:
o Project Name/Location
o Work Description
o TIP Number and KDOT Project Number
o Funding Source
o Amount of federal funds requested in the TIP
o Amount of federal funds obligated during the federal fiscal year
o Amount of federal funds remaining for subsequent years (TIP programmed amount minus
obligated amount)
o Projects should indicate if bicycle or pedestrian elements are included
Reference
MPO Role/
Responsibility

KDOT Role/
Responsibility

Deadline

23 CFR §450.332: In metropolitan planning areas, on an annual basis, no later than 90 calendar
days following the end of the program year, the State, public transportation operator(s), and
the MPO shall cooperatively develop a listing of projects…
o Lead the development of the Annual Listing of Obligated Projects in cooperation with the
other planning partners
o Publish the Annual Listing of Projects
o Coordinate with KDOT and the public transit provider to ensure transit funds are included in
the annual listing
o Establish the schedule for completing the Annual Listing of Obligated projects, taking into
account the schedules for releasing such information by KDOT and the public transit
provider and other sources of information
o Cooperate with the other planning partners in the development of the Annual Listing of
Obligated Projects
o Provide each MPO with information regarding any federally funded projects they
administered within the MPO’s metropolitan planning area boundary that have had federal
fund obligations during the previous year. This information is typically available in early
October.
o Establish internal procedures to provide necessary information each year to the MPOs
o Review the Annual Listing as submitted and provide comments as necessary
st

MPOs will publish the Annual Listing no later than 90 calendar days (December 31 ) following
the end of the program year in the TIP and/or as a standalone document.
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HIGHWAY FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION
Functional classification is the process by which streets and highways are grouped into hierarchical
classes according to the character of service they are designed to provide. It is important to understand
that individual roads and streets do not work independently, but as a network. Functional classification
defines the part that any particular road or street should play in serving the flow of trips through a
highway network.
The highway network is a critical medium for the movements of goods and services and for providing
individual travel mobility and access to property. Because cities and larger towns generate and attract a
large proportion of longer trips, arterial highways generally provide direct service for such through
travel and emphasize a high level of mobility for through movement. Collectors serve to connect
travelers to the arterial network, and collect traffic from the local roads. The local roads serve to provide
local access to properties, which is driven by the intensity of land use.
23 CFR § 470.105
Reference
o Cooperate with the other planning partners to establish and maintain the region’s functional
MPO Role/
classification system.
Responsibility

KDOT Role/
Responsibility

Deadline

24 | P a g e

o Establish and maintain policies to guide the maintenance of the region’s functional
classification system.
o Review and update the functional class map on annual basis, or as necessary, prior to a
programming round for sub-allocated federal funds (as applicable), and preferably prior to
the development of a new TIP.
o Forward any proposed changes to the region’s functional classification system to KDOT for
approval.
o Ensure that projects programmed in the TIP using federal funds for road construction are
collectors and above.
o Be involved in functional classification discussions within the rural and small urban areas
included in the MPO planning area.
o Cooperate with the other planning partners to establish and maintain the region’s functional
classification system, including assisting the MPO in ensuring that the classification meets
federal guidelines
o When KDOT’s-Bureau of Transportation Planning receives a request to change the functional
classfication, the appropriate staff in the agency will review the proposed changes,
documentation & maps then work to resolve changes and/or concerns with the MPO. KDOT
will then prepare and submit a recommendation to FHWA for approval.
o When there are changes on the State Highway System within the MPO’s planning area,
KDOT will coordinate those changes with the MPO.
o Reflect the region’s federally approved functional classification system in their statewide
functional classification systems

Annually, prior to the programming of sub-allocated federal funds, prior to development of a
new TIP, and as needed depending on MPO schedule
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CORRIDOR MANAGEMENT
The ability of highways to carry traffic efficiently and safely is impacted by the amount of development
along a given highway. As more businesses and homes locate along a section of highway (sometimes
using existing access points intended for agricultural use) the capacity of the highway degrades. Turning
traffic, multiple access points and the addition of traffic signals contribute to decline in performance of
the road. Poor access management also leads to a higher accident frequency on state highways, city
streets, and county roads. Access management techniques, such as shared and right-in/right-out
driveways, frontage roads, and turn lanes can help mitigate the impacts of traffic. KDOT works with
local units of government to appropriately and equitably deploy these countermeasures.
KDOT’s Corridor Management Program exists to promote a balance between mobility and accessibility.
This is accomplished through designation of “high priority” corridors and partnering with regional and
local authorities via corridor planning efforts and subsequent Memoranda of Understanding (Interlocal
Agreements). In this way, the combined regulatory authorities of state, regional and local units of
government can better ensure safe and efficient travel, access to developed areas, and better
stewardship over the multi-billion dollar public investment in streets and highways.
KDOT recommends the MPOs utilize the Transportation Research Board (TRB) Access Management
Manual, particularly chapters 4, 6, 7, 13 and 14, and, applicable National Cooperative Highway Research
Program (NCHRP) literature when developing regional corridor management strategies, goals, and
objectives.

SUB-ALLOCATED FUNDS CMAQ /STP (TMAS)
Reference

MPO Role/
Responsibility

23 U.S. C. 133: STP funds sub-allocated for urbanized areas with over 200,000 population may
be used for any of the eligible STP purposes set forth in 23 U.S.C. 133(b). Federal funds are
provided to the TMA region under several program categories. These funds include Surface
Transportation Program (STP) and Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement
Program (CMAQ).
o Responsible for working with the transportation providers to determine how the federal
funds should be programmed to meet the transportation needs of the region
o Coordinate and administer the project selection process
o Responsible for monitoring the progress of the programmed projects to ensure all of the
federal funds are obligated each year

o KDOT MPU monitors the use of federal funds used in a TMA region, while KDOT’s Bureau of
KDOT Role/
Local Projects is responsible for project management and serves as the manager of these
Responsibility
funds
o Provide the necessary support and information to assist the MPOs in developing plans and
programs. However, KDOT also has the responsibility of ensuring the federal funds
allocated to the MPOs are programmed in an appropriate manner and in accordance with
federal requirements.
o KDOT’s Bureau of Local Projects and Metro Planning Unit will participate in the project
selection process as cooperative partners during programming cycles.

Deadline

All federal funds for a given fiscal year MUST be obligated by mid-September of that year.
Project monitoring is ongoing in nature.
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URBAN AREA BOUNDARY
Urban area boundaries (UAB) are established by the US Census Bureau following each decennial census.
These boundaries distinguish between urban and rural places for funding and system classification
purposes. The Census-defined boundary is used to set the MPO/TMA threshold and is the basis for
funding distribution among specific sources of funds.
The MPO and KDOT, working together cooperatively, may adjust the Census-defined UAB to create
smooth, definable boundary lines between urban and rural places within the metropolitan planning
area. This adjusted boundary should follow census block lines, section lines or other geographical
borders already established and may be expanded to include growth expected within the next five to
ten years. The adjusted UAB cannot extend further than 2.5 miles beyond the Census-defined UAB. The
adjusted boundary, which is approved by FHWA, is used by the MPO and KDOT for roadway
classification and other purposes.
The Census-defined UAB is critical to the overall administration of the surface transportation program.
There are several key program impacts for metropolitan transportation planning which include:
o Designation of MPOs
o Designation of Transportation Management Areas
o Application of conformity requirements
o Funding availability (federal funds attributable urbanized areas over 200,000 population)
23 CFR §1.7 and 23 CFR §470.105
Reference
o Cooperate with the other planning partners in the review of census-defined urbanized area
MPO Role/
boundaries and make any adjustments for transportation planning purposes. The MPO will
Responsibility

o
o

KDOT Role/
Responsibility

o
o
o
o

Deadline
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initiate the process to adjust the census-defined urbanized area boundary following each
decennial census
Prepare and maintain descriptions and maps of the current census-defined and adjusted
urbanized area boundaries as well as make them available to the other planning partners
Consider the latest USDOT approved urban area boundary to be the current boundary for
MPO regional transportation planning purposes
Forward any boundary adjustments to KDOT for approval
Cooperate with the other planning partners in the review of census-defined urbanized area
boundaries and making any adjustments for planning purposes
Consider for approval all boundary adjustments approved and submitted by the MPO
After approving the adjustments to the urbanized area boundary, KDOT will submit the
approved adjustments to USDOT for final approval

After the Urban Area Boundary is determined by the decennial Census, adjustments should be
made as infrequently as possible and only when deemed absolutely necessary (i.e., new or
updated Census data)
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ITS ARCHITECTURE PLANS
In accordance with 23 CFR Part §940, a regional Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) architecture
must be developed for areas planning to deploy ITS projects in order to guide the development of these
ITS projects and programs. Any region that is currently implementing ITS projects should have had a
regional ITS architecture by April 8, 2005. Per federal regulations, all ITS projects that are funded in
whole or in part with highway trust fund monies on NHS and non-NHS routes must be included in the
region’s ITS Architecture Plan. While a regional ITS architecture plan must be developed for areas
planning to deploy ITS projects, it is not a specific MPO requirement. However, the Kansas MPOs have
taken on this responsibility with KDOT’s support and approval. Currently, all Kansas MPOs have
approved ITS Architecture Plans in place and are working to maintain and update them as necessary.
The MPO’s Regional ITS Architecture should provide a specific, tailored structure for facilitating
institutional agreement and technical integration for the implementation of ITS projects in the region. It
should define how systems functionally operate and describe the interconnection of information
exchanges that must take place between these systems to accomplish transportation services. The
Regional ITS Architecture must be consistent with ITS strategies and projects contained in applicable
transportation plans. The regional ITS architecture shall be on a scale commensurate with the scope of
ITS investment in the region.
In the development of the regional ITS architecture, provisions should be made to include participation
from the following agencies, as appropriate: highway agencies; public safety agencies (e.g., police, fire,
emergency/medical); transit operators; Federal lands agencies; State motor carrier agencies; and other
operating agencies necessary to fully address regional ITS integration. Development of the regional ITS
Architecture should be consistent with the transportation planning process. Furthermore, the National
ITS Architecture shall be used as a resource in the development of the regional ITS architecture and the
regional architecture should be consistent with the Kansas Statewide Intelligent Transportation Systems
Plan.
The regional ITS architecture shall include, at a minimum, the following:
o A description of the region;
o Identification of participating agencies and other stakeholders;
o An operational concept that identifies the roles and responsibilities of participating agencies
and stakeholders in the operation and implementation of the systems included in the regional
ITS architecture;
o Any agreements (existing or new) required for operations, including at a minimum those
affecting ITS project interoperability, utilization of ITS related standards, and the operation of
the projects identified in the regional ITS architecture;
o System functional requirements;
o Interface requirements and information exchanges with planned and existing systems and
subsystems (for example, subsystems and architecture flows as defined in the National ITS
Architecture);
o Identification of ITS standards supporting regional and national interoperability; and
o The sequence of projects required for implementation.
o Existing regional ITS architectures that meet all of the requirements shall be considered to
satisfy the requirements. The agencies and other stakeholders participating in the development
of the regional ITS architecture shall develop and implement procedures and responsibilities for
maintaining it, as needs evolve within the region.
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23 CFR §940: A regional ITS architecture must be developed to guide the development of ITS
projects and programs and it must be consistent with ITS strategies and projects contained in
applicable transportation plans.
o Review the regional ITS architecture on a periodic basis and will plan to update this at least
MPO Role/
once every five years, preferably ahead of or in conjunction with the updates of the
Responsibility
Metropolitan Transportation Plan.
• This update will ensure that the regional ITS architecture is remaining in compliance
with 23 CFR §940 and reflects new components and information exchanges that would
enhance transportation performance in the region
o Develop and implement procedures and responsibilities for maintaining the ITS Architecture
Plan as needs evolve within the region
o Establish a method for ensuring conformity of ITS projects submitted for inclusion in the TIP
with the regional architecture
o Provide assistance to project sponsors in identifying information exchanges for proposed ITS
and ITS-related projects
o Actively participate as a cooperative partner in development of the regional ITS Architecture
KDOT Role/
plan.
Responsibility
o Comply with 23 CFR Part §940 to plan, develop and evaluate proposed transportation
technology investments in the region.
o Actively participate in the reviews and updates to the regional ITS architecture.
o KDOT’s Metro Planning unit will serve as a liaison to KDOT’s ITS program as necessary.

Reference

Deadline
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Updates to the ITS Architecture will be made on a periodic basis but should be updated at
least once every five years—preferably before or in conjunction with the next update to the
Metropolitan Transportation Plan.
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TITLE VI PROGRAM
It is the responsibility of the MPO, as a recipient of federal funds, to maintain a Title VI Program in order
to ensure that no person is excluded from participation in, denied the benefit of, or subjected to
discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national origin under any programs that receive federal
funding (as provided by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Civil Rights Restoration Act of
1987). The Environmental Justice (EJ) Orders further amplifies Title VI by providing that "each Federal
agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its
programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.” It is important
to note that both Title VI and Environmental Justice apply to all planning and project development
programs, policies and activities of the MPO. Once an agency, firm, or local government receives
federal-aid funds, all programs and activities of that entity are covered by Title VI.
In order for the MPO, a sub-recipient, to ensure that Title VI and the Environmental Justice Order are
implemented in their transportation plans and programs, a Title VI Program shall be developed and
maintained. This is achieved by the development of a Title VI Program and complaint process,
compliance reviews administered by KDOT, and education of both MPO staff as to their roles and
responsibilities and the public of their rights.
It is the policy of KDOT to assure full compliance with Title VI by all sub-recipients. Further, KDOT is
required to monitor sub-recipients of federal aid for non discrimination compliance. This will be
achieved through periodic reviews of the Title VI program and ongoing involvement in the
transportation planning process.
Reference
MPO Role/
Responsibility

KDOT Role/
Responsibility

Deadline

Title VI of the Civil Rights act of 1964 (42 USC 2000 (d) and the Environmental Justice (EJ)
Executive Order 12898
o Develop a Title VI Program in accordance with FTA Circular 4702.1B. this includes, but is
not limited to, a Limited English Proficiency Plan, a signed assurance for the metropolitan
planning area that describes how the MPO intends to ensure that their planning process
upholds Title VI and a clear and concise complaint process is in place in the region
o Address any Title VI complaints received per the complaint process outlined in their plan
and coordinate with KDOT’s Office of Civil Rights and MPU as appropriate
o Participate in a review led by KDOT of the MPO’s Title VI Program. In the case of bi-state
MPOs, additional coordination with MoDOT will occur in order to conduct a joint review of
the MPO’s Title VI Program
o Evaluate the effectiveness of the Title VI process on a periodic basis and make any
necessary updates to their plan
o Develop and submit an Annual Progress Report to KDOT
o Participate as a cooperative partner and resource in the development of Title VI Programs
and subsequent updates
o Provide education and training opportunities in regard to non-discrimination and related
issues as available.
o Conduct a review of the MPO Title VI process every four years in order to be consistent
with federal certification reviews and planning reviews. However, KDOT reserves the right
to review Title VI Programs at any time, for any entity receiving federal-aid funds, in order
to ensure compliance.
o Where a bi-state MPO exists, KDOT will coordinate with MoDOT on review of the MPO’s
Title VI Program and all other Title VI issues as appropriate.
o Review the Title VI Annual Report and provide comments as necessary
Review and update current Title VI Program on a periodic basis. Annual Report is due by early
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September and/or as requested.

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY (LEP) PLAN
In order to receive Federal funds, recipients must comply with Title VI and LEP guidelines of the federal
agency from which the funds are provided. Executive Order 13166 ``Improving Access to Services for
Persons with Limited English Proficiency,'' aims to improve access to federally conducted and assisted
programs and activities for persons who are limited in their English proficiency. This Executive Order
states that under the Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, individuals who do not speak English well
and who have a limited ability to read, write, speak, or understand English are entitled to language
assistance.
“every Federal agency that provides financial assistance to non-Federal entities must
publish guidance on how their recipients can provide meaningful access to LEP persons and
thus comply with Title VI regulations forbidding funding recipients from ``restrict[ing] an
individual in any way in the enjoyment of any advantage or privilege enjoyed by others
receiving any service, financial aid, or other benefit under the program'' or from ``utiliz[ing]
criteria or methods of administration which have the effect of subjecting individuals to
discrimination because of their race, color, or national origin, or have the effect of defeating
or substantially impairing accomplishment of the objectives of the program in respect to
individuals of a particular race, color, or national origin.''
It is important to keep in mind that Title VI and E.O. 13166 covers a recipient’s entire program or
activity. More simply, any organization that receives federal financial assistance is required to follow
this Executive Order. In certain circumstances, failure to ensure that persons with LEP can effectively
participate in or benefit from federally assisted programs and activities may constitute a violation under
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. 2000d and Title VI regulations against discrimination
based on national origin.
The US Department of Justice LEP Guidelines, the basis for most Federal Agency LEP Guidelines states:
“Recipients are required to take reasonable steps to ensure meaningful access to their
programs and activities by LEP persons. While designed to be a flexible and fact-dependent
standard, the starting point is an individualized assessment that balances the following four
factors: (1) The number or proportion of LEP persons eligible to be served or likely to be
encountered by the program or grantee; (2) the frequency with which LEP individuals come
in contact with the program; (3) the nature and importance of the program, activity, or
service provided by the program to people's lives; and (4) the resources available to the
grantee/recipient and costs. As indicated above, the intent of this guidance is to suggest a
balance that ensures meaningful access by LEP persons to critical services while not imposing
undue burdens on small business, small local governments, or small nonprofits. After
applying the above four-factor analysis, a recipient may conclude that different language
assistance measures are sufficient for the different types of programs or activities in which it
engages. For instance, some of a recipient's activities will be more important than others
and/or have greater impact on or contact with LEP persons, and thus may require more in
the way of language assistance. The flexibility that recipients have in addressing the needs of
the LEP populations they serve does not diminish, and should not be used to minimize, the
obligation that those needs be addressed.”
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Reference
MPO Role/
Responsibility

KDOT Role/
Responsibility

Deadline

Executive Order (E.O.) 13166 ``Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English
Proficiency,'' (65 FR 50121).
o Develop a LEP Plan for the metropolitan planning area that describes how the MPO intends
to ensure that their metropolitan planning process upholds Executive Order 13166 so that
all individual regardless of English proficiency have access to the transportation decision
making process.
o Submit to KDOT a Title VI Annual report that includes details on the MPO’s effort in regards
to LEP compliance and activities by early September and/or as requested
o Handle any LEP complaints received per the complaint process outlined in the Plan and
coordinate with KDOT Office of Civil Rights and Metro Planning Unit as appropriate
o Participate in a review of the LEP Plan as part of the overall Title VI Review. This review will
occur every four years in order to be consistent with federal certification reviews and
planning reviews. In the case of bi-state MPOs, additional coordination with MoDOT will
occur in order to conduct a joint review of the MPO’s Title VI/LEP Plan
o Evaluate the effectiveness of the LEP Plan on a periodic basis and make any necessary
updates to the plan
o Participate as a cooperative partner and resource in the development of the LEP Plan and
subsequent updates
o Provide education and training opportunities in regard to LEP and related issues as available
in order to assist the MPO in implementing the LEP Plan
o Conduct a review of the LEP Plan as part of the overall Title VI Review every four years in
order to be consistent with federal certification reviews and planning reviews. However,
KDOT reserves the right to review the LEP Plan at any time, for any entity receiving federalaid funds for compliance. Initial Title VI/LEP reviews of MPOs will begin in fall 2010.
o Where a bi-state MPO exists, KDOT will coordinate with MoDOT on the above mentioned
reviews of the MPO’s Title VI Program and LEP Plan.
o Review the Title VI Annual Report with LEP compliance and activities included and provide
comments as necessary
Review and update current LEP Plan on a periodic basis. Annual Report is due by early
September and/or as requested.
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AIR QUALITY
**This section will be further updated and revised as details of attainment statuses and air quality conformity
responsibilities emerge.

Under the Clean Air Act of 1990, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) established National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for various pollutants that affect the public’s health and
welfare. One of these pollutants, ground-level ozone, is a concern for some of the MPOs in Kansas.
Mobile sources are major contributors to ozone and include automobile emissions as well as diesel
emissions from transport vehicles. This is a major concern because the number of vehicle miles traveled
continues to rise at a steady rate. Although new cars are built to meet higher standards for emissions,
increases in the number of vehicles on the road and miles traveled still lead to increased automobile
emissions that are one source of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOC).
Transportation options and land use policies greatly influence the level of auto-dependency in our cities.
New areas designated as non-attainment will be required to conform to their State Implementation Plan
(SIP). The SIP will be developed by Kansas Department of Health and Environment (KDHE) in
coordination with the MPOs and other agencies and then is approved by the EPA. The SIP documents
the actions that will be taken to achieve attainment. Further budgets for allowable levels of mobile
source emissions must be set to ensure that transportation plans and programs do not have an undue
adverse effect on air quality. Based on the responsibilities charged to the MPOs, the most
advantageous avenue to reduce emissions is to encourage a reduction in vehicle miles traveled. Once
the standard is met for three consecutive years and a maintenance plan is in place, the area may be redesignated as a maintenance area.
Ensuring compliance with the NAAQS is a rigorous process and has implications on the availability of
federal funds for transportation projects. Further, the Supreme Court recently held that the goals
identified in the SIP are binding and communities can be held legally responsible for meeting their
stated goals.
Reference
Clean Air Act can be found at www.epa.gov/air/caa
o If designated as non-attainment, the MPO will be required to determine conformity of their
MPO Role/
MTP and TIP
Responsibility
o Conformity must be determined at least every four years in non-attainment and
maintenance areas and prior to approval of the MTP, TIP, and certain MTP/TIP
amendments
o Participate as needed in the development of the State Implementation Plan (SIP) as
appropriate with KDHE as the lead for this planning process
o Participate in meetings with local air quality agencies and task forces
o Participate as needed in the development of the SIP

KDOT Role/
Responsibility
Deadline
Additional information and deadlines will be updated following final designations.
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COORDINATED PUBLIC TRANSIT-HUMAN SERVICES
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (CPT-HSTP)
Areas must have a Coordinated Public Transit - Human Services Transportation Plan (CPT-HSTP) in order
to be eligible to expend Job Access Reverse Commute, (JARC, 5316), New Freedom (NF, 5317) funds,
and FTA Section 5310 funds. Projects selected for funding under these federal transit programs must be
derived from this locally developed plan. The plan serves as the basis for the competitive selection.
The CPT-HSTP identifies the transportation needs of individuals with disabilities, older adults, and
people with low incomes, provides strategies for meeting these needs, and prioritizes transportation
services for funding and implementation. Also, a requirement of the plan is that it must be developed
through a process that includes representatives of public, private, and non-profit transportation and
human services providers and participation by members of the public.
The CPT-HSTP will also serve as a tool for region-wide planning of specialized transportation services
and will be incorporated into the MPOs regional transportation planning process. The CPT-HSTP will be
coordinated with the MPOs Metropolitan Transportation Plan and vice versa.
In Kansas, typically the Coordinated Transportation District (CTD) will act as the lead in implementing
this plan.
49 U.S.C. Sections 5302, 5303, 5310, 5311, 5314, 5316, and 5317
Reference
o Participate in the development of the region’s CPT – HSTP. The MPO may serve as the lead
MPO Role/
in developing the plan or as a partner in the coordinated process.
Responsibility

KDOT Role/
Responsibility

Deadline

o Provide assistance to public transit agencies and specialized transportation providers with
including selected projects in the TIP as needed and other assistance as requested to the
extent practical
o Work with the KDOT and the public transit agencies to help review and draft the CPT-HSTP
and keep it updated so that timely and accurate information from the CPT-HSTP can be
used in the MTP and the MPO planning process
o Integrate the CPT-HSTP with other transit and transportation planning activities in the
region and with the region’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan
o Participate in the development of the regional CPT-HSTP with the MPO and public transit
agencies
o Work with the MPO and the public transit agencies to help review and draft the CPT-HSTP
and keep it updated so that timely and accurate information from the CPT-HSTP can be
used in the MTP and the MPO planning processes

Planning requirements became effective in FY 2007 as a condition of Federal assistance
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3-C PROCESS ELEMENTS
KDOT has developed the following criteria as practical methods to work within the metropolitan
planning process. These criteria have been outlined for informational purposes only and are not meant
to infer any additional work on the behalf of the MPO.

Continuing
o
o
o

MTP, TIP & UPWP are developed on time.
The UPWP identifies future year activities necessary to keep process on track, if applicable.
Quarterly Progress Reports chart progress of MPO through the planning process.

Comprehensive
o
o
o
o

All modes of surface transportation are adequately addressed in the MTP & TIP, including the
connectivity between modes and systems.
The MTP and TIP consider the environmental, land use and environmental justice impacts of
transportation decisions.
The MTP and TIP are fiscally constrained. The fiscal constraint analysis considers the impacts of
inflation on both the availability of both financial resources and project costs.
Transportation planning includes meaningful efforts to involve the public.

Cooperative
o
o
o
o
o
o

Regular meetings are scheduled and held for the MPO Policy Board and TAC.
The regular meetings of the MPO are used to identify and discuss regional transportation issues,
priorities and needs and to provide guidance to MPO staff.
The MPO Policy Board and TAC have bylaws that are reviewed and updated as appropriate
following each federal transportation act.
The MPO Designation Agreement is reviewed and updated as appropriate following each
federal transportation act.
The MPO planning area boundary and Policy Board and TAC memberships are reviewed and
modified as appropriate, by the following MTP update after a decennial census.
The UPWP establishes what each cooperative partner will do as part of the metropolitan
transportation planning process.
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METROPOLITAN TRANSPORATION PLANNING PROCESS SELF-CERTIFICATION
(To be submitted with each Transportation Improvement Program)
The Kansas Department of Transportation and the ________
certify
that the metropolitan transportation planning process is being carried out in accordance with all
applicable requirements including:
1. 23 U.S.C. 134, 49 U.S.C. 5303, and this subpart;
2. In nonattainment and maintenance areas, sections 174 and 176 (c) and (d) of the Clean
Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7504, 7506 (c) and (d)) and 40 CFR part 93;
3. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2000d-1) and 49 CFR
part 21;
4. 49 U.S.C. 5332, prohibiting discrimination on the basis of race, color, creed, national
origin, sex, or age in employment or business opportunity;
5. Section 1101(b) of the SAFETEA-LU (Pub. L. 109-59) and 49 CFR part 26 regarding
the involvement of disadvantaged business enterprises in USDOT funded projects;
6. 23 CFR part 230, regarding the implementation of an equal employment opportunity
program on Federal and Federal-aid highway construction contracts;
7. The provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101 et
seq.) and 49 CFR parts 27, 37, and 38;
8. The Older Americans Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 6101), prohibiting discrimination on
the basis of age in programs or activities receiving Federal financial assistance;
9. Section 324 of title 23 U.S.C. regarding the prohibition of discrimination based on
gender; and
10. Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794) and 49 CFR part 27
regarding discrimination against individuals with disabilities.

Metropolitan Planning Organization

Date

State Department of Transportation

Date
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KDOT MPO Procurement Standards
Consultant Services

< $5,000

>$5,000 but < $25,000

>$25,000

Type of Bid

Notes

• Procurement of services under this $5,000 threshold do not have to go through KDOT MPU Procurement Process, but the task or activity must be
eligible and programmed in an approved UPWP prior to the start of any solicitation efforts.
• Advertising is not required.
MPOs are encouraged to solicit consultant services
• It is recommended that a general scope of the work activity be developed for the purposes of any solicitation efforts made.
with estimated costs of less than $5,000 by
• KDOT considers it a best practice to keep on file documentation in support of any solicitation efforts made and make this information available to
obtaining comparative pricing via telephone, fax,
KDOT and/or USDOT upon request for review. Documentation includes, but is not limited to, bid tabs, telephone bid sheets, email or fax quotations.
letter, or email bids.
• The setting of DBE goals will not apply for services procured under this threshold; however, the MPO is strongly encouraged to include contacts with
DBE firms in any solicitation efforts that are made.
•The minimum expectation for the procurement of consultant services is detailed to the left. The MPO shall actively solicit written proposals for
consultant services within this rage. Depending on the scope and nature of the work activity, however, the procurement of consultant services
amounting to greater than $5,000 but less than $25,000 KDOT may require a formal bidding and procurement process for the purposes of reviewing for
and the establishment of a DBE goal. The MPO is expected to contact KDOT prior to the initiation of the solicitation process in order to determine the
appropriate procurement method and process.
The solicitation of consultant services with
estimated costs of greater than $5,000 but less • MPO is expected to advertise the work activity for a minimum of 14 days through appropriate means and actively solicit potential firms. The MPO
than $25,000 shall be made by obtaining project must advertise a scope of the work activity along with the evaluation criteria that will be used to select the firm.
proposals. KDOT MPU Procurement Process may • Documentation of the solicitation efforts are required and must be kept on file and made available to KDOT and/or USDOT upon request for review.
Acceptable forms of documentation include, but are not limited to, submitted project proposals, procurement summaries, evidence of advertisement
be required depending on need for DBE Goal.
efforts, and all associated letters, emails or faxes. Documentation must include an evaluation of the proposals based on a set of evaluation criteria and
justification for the selection of the consultant based upon qualifications.
• The setting of DBE goals may or may not apply for services procured under this threshold as previously stated. If no goal is formally set for the work
activity, the MPO is strongly encouraged to include contacts with DBE firms in their solicitation efforts.

KDOT MPU Procurement Process, formal
competitive bidding process, and advertising is
mandatory

• Procurement of services greater than the $25,000 threshold must go through the KDOT MPU Procurement Process and DBE Goal Setting process.
• Documentation of the solicitation process is required and must be kept on file and made available to KDOT and/or USDOT upon request for review.
• All other additional requirements as to the procurement of consultant services found in the KDOT UPU Procurement Process and DBE Goal Setting
process, KDOT MPO Manual, CPG Agreement, and applicable federal and state guidance shall be followed.

Please note that if the the procurement procedures of the MPO or the MPO's fiscal agent are more strict than these standards, then the most stringent of the standards will apply.
In general, KDOT reserves the right to require a formal bidding and procurement process as determined by the scope and nature of the work to be performed.
The type of bid is also dependent on the scope of work to be performed. Work that is estimated to be just at or near a particular threshold may require a higher type of bidding. Alternatively, flexibility exists to conduct a bidding
process at a lower level. KDOT strongly encourages discussing the type of bid required with KDOT MPU staff in advance. KDOT reserves the right to require the procurement process when the scope and nature of the work could
present subcontracting opportunities upon which DBE goals may be placed.
Under any solicitation efforts, the MPO must demonstrate diversity in the firms from whom they are soliciting bids. Diversity includes both the active solicitation of DBE and non-DBE firms as well as the active solicitation of a variety of
different firms amongst all procurement processes conducted by the MPO.
The item or activity must be eligible and programmed in an approved UPWP. KDOT MPU staff must be aware of the purchase of such goods through approval of the UPWP and reimbursement is subject to review for eligibility and
allowability in requests for reimbursement.

KDOT MPO Procurement Standards
Purchase of Goods

< $5,000

>$5,000 but < $25,000

> $25,000

Notes
• For the procurement of goods under this $5,000 threshold the MPO is encouraged to solicit bids from an
appropriate number of bidders. This is considered a best practice and is consistent with KDOT procurement
procedures.
MPOs are encouraged to solicit goods with estimated • KDOT considers it best practice to keep on file documentation in support of any solicitation efforts made and make
costs of less than $5,000 by obtaining comparative pricing this information available to KDOT and/or USDOT upon request for review. Documentation includes, but is not
limited to, bid tabs, telephone bid sheets, email or fax quotations.
via telephone, fax, letter, or email bids.
• Advertising is not required.
• It is recommended that a general scope of the work activity be developed for the purposes of any solicitation
efforts made.
• For the procurement of goods within these thresholds there must be efforts made to solicit bids from an
appropriate number of bidders and a public posting of the bid item must be made. A minimum 3 day public posting
The solicitation of goods with estimated costs of greater of this solicitation is required and shall be publicized in a manner that reaches many potential bidders. Bids should be
than $5,000 but less than $25,000 shall be made by
received via sealed bid, fax, email, or similar written format.
obtaining comparative pricing via letter, fax, or email bids. •Specifications for the bid item shall be detailed in the public posting.
A minimum of three written bids are required to be
• Documentation of the solicitation efforts and public posting must be on file and made available to KDOT/USDOT
obtained.
upon request.
• The lowest bid meeting the MPOs specifications should be selected, and if not, justifications for doing otherwise
must be documented in the file.
MPO may follow the procurement procedures of their own agency or fiscal agent. Alternatively, the MPO may defer
Formal competitive solicitation of bids and advertising is the KDOT Procurement Procedures if no such local procedures exist. The MPO is encouraged to consult with KDOT in
advance in order to ensure competitive solicitation and advertising. Advertising for a minimum of 14 days is
mandatory
expected.

Please note that if the the procurement procedures of the MPO or the MPO's fiscal agent are more strict than these standards, then the most stringent of the
standards will apply.
The type of bid is also dependent on the scope and nature of work to be performed. Work that is estimated to be just at or near a particular threshold may require a higher type of bidding. Alternatively,
flexibility exists to conduct a bidding process at a lower level. KDOT strongly encourages discussing the type of bid required with KDOT MPU staff in advance.
Under any solicitation efforts, the MPO must demonstrate diversity in the firms from whom they are soliciting bids. Diversity includes both the active solicitation of DBE and non-DBE firms as well as the active
solicitation of a variety of different firms amongst all procurement processes the MPO conducts.
The item or activity must be eligible and programmed in an approved UPWP. KDOT MPU staff must be aware of the purchase of such goods through approval of the UPWP and reimbursement is subject to
review for eligibility and allowability in requests for reimbursement.
DBE goals typically are not placed on the purchase of goods.
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