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Miami Valley Regional
Planning Commission

400 Miami ValleyTower
40 West Fourth Street
Dayton,Ohio 45402-1827
(513)223-6323
Fax (513) 223-9750
Ohio Relay Service
(1-800-750-0750TTY/lDD)

Chair
RichardW. Little

ExecutiveDirector
Nora E. Lake

June 28, 1996

Gerald B. Eyink, P.E.
District Deputy Director
ODOT District 7
1001 St. Mary’s Avenue PO Box 969
Sidney, OH 45365-0969

Dear lMr.Eyink:

Enclosed are 23 copies of the final state Fiscal Years 1997-2000 Transuor[ation Immo emen[v
Pro-ram (TIE)a and accompanying Transportation Committee (TC) resolutions that were adopted
on June 6, 1996. The resolutions adopting the TIP and certifying its conformity with the clean
air act amendment of 1990 are included in appendix C of the TIP. Also enclosed is a copy of
MVRPC’S “self certification” resolution. This resolution states that LMVRPCis following the
metropolitan transportation planning process and procedures that are set forth by Federal and
State governments.

Relevant information concerning the TIP conformity determination is contained in Section 2 of
the TIP. Support documentation is included in Appendix C of the final TIP. Results of the
documentation show that the projected hydrocarbon (HC) and oxides of nitrogen (No, ) are less
than the appropriate transportation conformity budgets for the Dayton/Springfield area. Table C-
4 shows the results of the TIP air quality conformity analysis. The TIP tables include a column
showing if a project was included in the air quality analysis or if it was exempt for all federally
funded highway, bikeway, and transit projects. Tables C- 1 through C-3, which include all
federal, state, and local regionally significant projects, detail the previous and current analysis
status of all analyzed projects

In response to the ISTEA final Metropolitan and Statewide Planning Regulations, the TIP
includes a ranked list of projects grouped by year and type of federal funds and a financial
capacity determination. MVRPC’S ISTEA Program Policies and Procedures were used to rank
and program all federally funded highway, bikeway, and transit projects included in the TIP. The
final TIP has been revised to reflect current project information and comments received from
ODOT and FHWA on the Draft TIP.



According to final guidance for the FHWA Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement
Program (CMAQ), projects that are programmed utilizing this fund type are required to undergo
a CMAQ Air Quality Emissions Analysis. The final SFY 1997-2000 TIP includes several
CMAQ projects which were subject to this analysis. Copies of these analyses, as performed by
MVRPC, are included for informational purposes in Appendix E.

Public comment, which is a key component of ISTEA, was incorporated into development of the
TIP. (See appendix A for MVRPC’S Public Involvement Process for Transportation Planning).
The TIP public involvement process is throughly documented in the final TIP.

IMVRPCrequests that ODOT, District 7, forward 20 copies of the enclosed TIPs and resolutions
to ODOT Central and FHWA offices. MVRPC has sent a copy of the TIP and accompanying
resolutions to ~A for their review and approval. A copy of the TIP has also been forwarded to
the OEPA.

If you have any questions with respect to these documents, please contact our office.

Sincerely,

@Noa . e
Executive Director

NEL/agk

enclosure

cc: Linda Gephart, ODOT District 7 (w/attachments)
lMichael Morris, ODOT District 8 (w/attachments)
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Miami Valley Regional
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June 28, 1996

400 Miami ValleyTower
40 West Fourth Street
DayIon,Ohio 45402-1827
(513)223-6323
Fax(513) 223-9750
Ohio Relay Service
(1-800.750-0750llY/lDD)

Chair
RichardW. Little

ExecutiveDirector
Nora E. Lake

Gary M. Ketron,P.E.
DistrictDeputyDirector
ODOTDistrict 8
PO BOX 272

Lebanon, OH 45036-0272

Dear Mr. Ketron:

Enclosed are 3 copies of the final state Fiscal Years 1997.~y-jOTransportation Imwovemen~
Pro~ram (TIP) and accompanying Transportation Committee (TC) resolutions that were adopted
on June 6, 1996. The resolutions adopting the TIP and certifying its conformity with the clean
air act amendment of 1990 are included in appendix C of the TIP. Also enclosed is a copy of
NIVRPC’S“self certification” resolution. This resolution states that MVRPC is following the
metropolitan transportation planning process and procedures that are set forth by Federal and
State governments.

Relevant information concerning the TIP conformity determination is contained in Section 2 of
the TIP. Support documentation is included in Appendix C of the final TIP. Results of the
documentation show that the projected hydrocarbon (HC) and oxides of nitrogen (NoX) are less
than the appropriate transportation conformity budgets for the Dayton/Springfield area. Table C-
4 shows the results of the TIP air quality conformity analysis. The TIP tables include a column
showing if a project was included in the air quality analysis or if it was exempt for all federally
funded highway, bikeway, and transit projects. Tables C-1 through C-3, which include all
federal, state, and local regionally significant projects, detail the previous and current analysis
status of all analyzed projects

In response to the ISTEA final Metropolitan and Statewide Planning Regulations, the TIP
includes a ranked list of projects grouped by year and type of federal funds and a financial
capacity determination. MVRPC’S ISTEA Program Policies and Procedures were used to rank
and program all federally funded highway, bikeway, and transit projects included in the TIP. The
final TIP has been revised to reflect current project information and comments received from
ODOT and FHWA on the Draft TIP.

According to final guidance for the FI-IWACongestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement
Program (CMAQ), projects that are programmed utilizing this fund type are required to undergo
a CMAQ Air Quality Emissions Analysis. The final SFY 1997-2000 TIP includes several
C~MAQprojects which were subject to this analysis. Copies of these analyses, as performed by
MVRPC, are included for informational purposes in Appendix E.
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Public comment, which is a key component of ISTEA, was incorporated into development of the
TIP. (See appendix A for MVRPC’S Public Involvement Process for Transportation Planning).
The TIP public involvement process is throughly documented in the final TIP.

We have requested ODOT, District 7, to forward copies of the enclosed TIPs and resolutions to
the appropriate ODOT departments and FFIWA office. A copy of the TIP and accompanying
resolutions have been forwarded to FTA for their review and approval. A copy of the TIP has
also been forwarded to the OEPA.

If you have any questions with respect to these documents, please contact our office.

Sincerel ,

*Noa . e
Executive Director

NEL/agk

enclosure

cc: Linda Gephart, ODOT District 7 (w/attachments)
Michael Morris, ODOT District 8 (w/attachments)
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Miami Valley Regional
Planning Commission

June 28, 1996

400 Miami ValleyTower

40 West FourthStreet
Dayton,Ohio 45402-1827
(513)223-6323
Fax (513) 223-9750
Ohio Relay Service
(1-800-750-0750llY/TDD)

Chair
RichardW. Little

ExeeutiveDirector
Nora E. Lake

Joel Ettinger, Area Director
Federal Transit Administration
US Department of Transportation
55 E Monroe Street, Suite 1415
Chicago, IL 60603

Dear Mr. Ettinger:

Enclosed is 1copy of the final “ 1 .2 ran~- V
prouram {TIP) and accompanying Transportation Committee (TC) resolutions that were adopted
on June 6, 1996. The resolutions adopting the TIP and certifying its conformity with the clean
air act amendment of 1990 are included in appendix C of the TIP. Also enclosed is a copy of
.MVRPC’S“self certification” resolution. This resolution states that MVRPC is following the
metropolitan transportation planning process and procedures that are set forth by Federal and
State governments.

Relevant information concerning the TIP conformity determination is conmined in Section 2 of
the TIP. Support documentation is included in Appendix C of the final TIP. Results of the
documentation show that the projected hydrocarbon (1-IC)and oxides of nitrogen (NoX) are less
than the appropriate transportation conformity budgets for the Dayton/Springfield area. Table C-
4 shows the results of the TIP air quality conformity analysis. The TIP tables include a column
showing if a project was included in the air quality analysis or if it was exempt for all federally
funded highway, bikeway, and transit projects. Tables C-1 through C-3, which include all
federal, state, and local regionally significant projects, detail the previous and current analysis
status of all analyzed projects

In response to the ISTEA final Metropolitan and Statewide Planning Regulations, the TIP
includes a ranked list of projects grouped by year and type of federal funds and a financial
capacity determination. MVRPC’SISTEA Program Policies and Procedures were used to rank
and program all federally funded highway, bikeway, and transit projects included in the TIP. The
final TIP has been revised to reflect current project information and comments received from
ODOT and FHWA on the Draft TIP.

According to final guidance for the FHWA Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement
Program (CMAQ), projects that are programmed utilizing this fund type are required to undergo
a CLMAQAir Quality Emissions Analysis. The final SFY 1997-2000 TIP includes several



CMAQ projects which were subject to this analysis. Copies of these analyses, as performed by
MVRPC, are included for informational purposes in Appendix E.

Public comment, which is a key component of ISTEA, was incorporated into development of the
TIP. (See appendix A for MVIWC’s Public Involvement Process for Transportation Planning).
The TIP public involvement process is throughly documented in the final TIP.

If you have any questions with respect to these documents, please contact our office.

Sincerely,

@INO . e
Ex~cutive Director

NEIJagk

enclosure

cc: Linda Gephart, ODOT District 7 (w/attachments)
Michael lMorris, ODOT District 8 (w/attachments)
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Miami Valley Regional
Planning Commission

June 28, 1996

400 Miami ValleyTower
40 West Fourth Street
Dayton,Ohio 45402-1827
(513)223-6323
Fax (513)223-9750

Ohio Relay Service
(1-800-750-0750lTY/TDD)

Chair
RichardW. Little

ExecutiveDirector
Nora E. Lake

Donald Schregardus, Director
OEPA Environmental Planning and Management
PO Box 1049, 1800 Watermark Drive
Columbus OH 43266-0149

Dear Mr. Schregardus:

Enclosed is 1 copy of the final ~ Fiscal Years 1997-7000 Tr nsporta ation Immo vem~
~gram (TIP) and accompanying Transportation Committee (TC) resolutions that were adopted
on June 6, 1996. The resolutions adopting the TIP and certifying its conformity with the clean
air act amendment of 1990 are included in appendix C of the TIP. Also enclosed is a copy of
MVRPC’S “self certification” resolution. This resolution states that MVRPC is following the
metropolitan transportation planning process and procedures that are set forth by Federal and
State governments.

Relevant information concerning the TIP conformity determination is contained in Section 2 of
the TIP. Support documentation is included in Appendix C of the final TIP. Results of the
documentation show that the projected hydrocarbon (HC) and oxides of nitrogen (NoX) are less
than the appropriate transportation conformity budgets for the Dayton/Springfield area. Table C-
4 shows the results of the TIP air quality conformity analysis. The TIP tables include a column
showing if a project was included in the air quality analysis or if it was exempt for all federally
funded highway, bikeway, and transit projects. Tables C- 1 through C-3, which include all
federal, state, and local regionally significant projects, detail the previous and current analysis
status of all analyzed projects

In response to the ISTEA final Metropolitan and Statewide Planning Regulations, the TIP
includes a ranked list of projects grouped by year and type of federal funds and a financial
capacity determination. MVRPC’SISTEA Program Policies and Procedures were used to rank
and program all federally funded highway, bikeway, and transit projects included in the TIP. The
final TIP has been revised to reflect current project information and comments received from
ODOT and FHWA on the Draft TIP.

According to final guidance for the FHWA Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement
Program (CMAQ), projects that are programmed utilizing this fund type are required to undergo
a CMAQ Air Quality Emissions Analysis. The final SFY 1997-2000 TIP includes several
CIMAQprojects which were subject to this analysis. Copies of these analyses, as performed by
iMVRPC, are included for informational purposes in Appendix E.



Public comment, which is a key component of ISTEA, was incorporated into development of the
TIP. (See appendix A for MVRPC’S Public Involvement Process for Transportation Planning).
The TIP public involvement process is throughly documented in the final TIP.

If you have any questions with respect to these documents, please contact our office.

Sincerely,

@No . e
Executive Director

NEL/agk

enclosure

cc: Linda Gephart, ODOT District 7 (w/attachments)
Michael Morris, ODOT District 8 (w/attachments)
Harry Judson, OEPA
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SFY1997-SFY2000
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGW

FINAL

June 1996

Prepared by: Miami Valley Regional Plaming Commission

This report is the product of a project financed in part by the U.S. Department of Transportation,
Federal Transit Administration and by the Federal Highway Administration in cooperation with
the Ohio Department of Transportation.

The contents of this report reflect the views of the Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission
which is responsible for the facts and accuracy of the data presented herein. The contents do not
necessarily reflect the official views or policies of the U.S. Department of Transportation.
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SECTION 1
SYNOPSIS

The Transportation Improvement Program, often referred to as the TIP, is a four-year
implementation schedule for transportation projects within the Greene, Miami and Montgomery
County Region. The locally developed State Fiscal Year 1997 through Fiscal Year 2000 TIP
shows plamed projects for which one or more phases will begin within the next four years. It
includes highway, bikeway and transit improvements which are within a reasonable estimate of
available funds.

Included within the TIP document are federal and state financed transportation improvements as
well as other regiomlly significant transportation projects which are shown for coordination and
air quality analysis purposes. This multi-modal program was developed by the Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) in cooperation with local and state officials, other agencies and
transit operators. It was reviewed and approved by the Council of Citizens (COC) and
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC). This year the TIP development followed
the MVRPC Public Involvement Process for Transpo rtation Planning (See Appendix A) This
process included three separate public involvement meetings; a kick-off meeting at the beginning
of the TIP Development Process (See Attachment F of Appendix C - MVRPC’s ISTEA Program
Policies and Procedures), a draft TIP meeting and a final TIP meeting. Appropriate public
notices, news releases or press releases stating the meeting time and location as well as
announcing the availability of each version of the TIP for public review were prepared and
distributed (See Appendix B). Following these reviews, the TIP was then reviewed and approved
by elected officials acting through the Metropolitan Plaming Organization’s transportation policy
board--the Miami Valley Regioml Planning Commission’s (MVRPC) Transportation Committee
(TC).

Highway, bikeway and other projects are shown in Section 4 of the report. Basically, each of
these projects must go through three stages of project development: 1) Preliminary Engineering
(PE); 2) Right-Of-Way Acquisition (R); and 3) Construction (C). Each stage is fimded separately
and requires program approval from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) if funded with
federal funds. Prior to approval, FHWA requires that each stage be included in the TIP. Once
the specific project phase receives federal approval for federal funds that specific project phase
is no longer identified in the TIP even though the actual work may remain incomplete.

For this reason, project implementation is easily monitored through the TIP process. As a result,
progress in implementing the 1.orw Ram!e TransDortatlon Plaq is monitored through this TIP
process. Section 3 of the report summarizes past progress which has been made in implementing
the Lorw Range Trammortatlon PIarL major projects from the previous TIP that were implemented
and also any significant delays in the planned implementation of major projects.
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The final SFY1997-SFY2000 TIP will also include information pertaining to the TIP’s conformity
with Ohio’s State Implementation Plan (SIP) under the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments.
Documentation of the TIP conformity analysis is included in Section 2 of the report. Transit and
transportation demand mamgement (TDM) projects listed in Sections 4 and 5 respectively, will
also help to improve the air quality of the three-county region.

Transportation efficiency and demand reduction projects are contained in both the highway and
transit programs. A discussion of these type of activities will be included in Section 6 of the final
report.

Recent airport trends as well as scheduled capital improvements during calendar year 1996 will
also be documented in Section 7 of the fiml TIP.
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SECTION 2
INTRODUCTION

ORGANIZATION FOUNDATION

The Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission (MVRPC) is responsible for insuring
comprehensive and coordinated development of the regional transportation system which serves
the three-county area.

The continuing transportation planning program is carried out under the guidance of the
MVRPC’s Transportation Committee, which is composed of thirty-five representatives (sixty-four
votes) from Greene, Miami and Montgomery Counties (including member communities located
therein), three voting governmental organizations (one vote each), three voting non-governmental
members (one vote each) and one non-voting member from Clinton County.

PURPOSE

The purpose of the TIP is to ensure a closer relationship between the urban transportation
planning process and the program of projects advanced for implementation with federal and state
assistance and other regionally significant projects funded with other funds.

Because the TIP spans several modes of transportation, it is extremely important to properly
review and coordinate the program development with other agencies, governmental units and
transit operators for all federal, state and other regionally significant projects. The enclosed
program for State Fiscal Years 1997 through 2000 was developed with input and assistance from
various state and local officials. The resulting four-year Transportation Improvement Program
is consistent with the region’s needs and priorities.

REQUIREMENTS AND REGULATIONS

In 1993, DOT and USEPA issued three separate final rules implementing Clean Air Act
Conformity provisions and ISTEA planning and management requirements. On October 28, 1993
the Department of Transportation (Federal Highway Administration and the Federal Transit
Administration) released joint Statewide and Metropolitan Planning regulations (23 CFR Part 450
and 49 CFR Part 613). On November 24, 1993 USEPA issued final rules for determining
conformity of general federal actions to State and Air Quality Plans. On December 1, 1993 DOT
issued an Interim Final Rule on Management and Monitoring System. This section provides a
section by section summary of applicable elements of the these new regulations.

Planniniz Boundaries

The new plaming regulations require the boundaries of the metropolitan planning area to include
the area classified as nonattainment for ozone or maintenance, which includes Montgomery,
Greene, Miami and Clark Counties. Clark County is served by the Clark-Springfield
Transportation Coordinating Committee and Greene, Miami and Montgomery Counties are served
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by the Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission (MVRPC). MVRPC officially expanded its
transpotiation plating boundaW toinclude Miami County in July 1992.

Priorities and Financial Canac tvi

The TIP must be consistent with the area’s needs and priorities. The final plaming regulations
require that the TIP include a priority list of projects grouped by year. In December 1991, the
MVRPC Transportation Committee adopted ISTEA Program Policies and Procedures which are
used to rank and program all federally funded highway, bikeway and transit projects in the TIP.
A copy of MVRPC ‘S ISTEA Program Policies and Procedures is included in Appendix D of this
report. Tables 4.6a-4.6d in the highway section-Section 4 and Tables 5.1A-5.2A, 5.3A, 5.4. Al-
5 .4.A5 in the transit section-Section 5 include a column showing project priority. These tables
were revised from the SFY 1996-SFY 1999 TIP to incorporate new or deleted projects (projects
which have sold or were moved into plan status). Other than these modifications, no major
changes from last years TIP rankings were made.

The regulations also require a financial capacity determination which realistically assesses
available implementation finds for improvements.. Table 4.7 in Section 4 shows fiscal analysis
for all MVRPC controlled funding sources. Fiscal analysis for transit is shown in the transit
tables (See Section 5) for each individual project sponsor. Consistent with federal regulations for
TMA’s (urbanized areas greater than 200,000 population), MVRPC limits projects shown in the
first two years of the TIP to those with funds available or committed.

Public Involvement

Public involvement is a key component in ISTEA. The main purpose of the ODOT
Transportation Development Process (TDP) is to ensure that the social, economic, and
environmental effects of projects are identified early in the planning process in order to provide
some of the information required to select the most beneficial alternative. Central to the success
of the TDP is the early involvement of private citizens, public officials, and interested agencies
who represent a wide range of discipline and areas of expertise. Specific project proposals are
publicized through the early coordination and Intergovernmental Review process. Affected
segments of the community are identified and tentative problems and/or issues concerning the
projects are defined. These problems and issues are continuously refined as project development
progresses. The TDP involvement is solicited through public meetings held on proposed projects,
meetings with affected property owners, and circulating and/or advertising the availability of the
draft environmental document. Formal public hearings may also be held in accordance with
applicable local, state, and federal laws. Public transit project follow a similar public involvement
process.

In addition to the public involvement conducted on individual projects, the Transportation
Committee adopted ~~ for Tran rtation Plannin (See
Appendix A). This document describes MVRPC’s proactive and ongoing public involvement
procedures for all major transportation plaming activities, including the TIP.
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The TIP public input process includes three separate public input meetings throughout the TIP
development process (See Attachment F of Appendix D - MVRPC’S ISTEA Program Policies and
Procedures). The first public meeting was a kick-off meeting at the beginning of the TIP
Development Process, the second public meeting was held during the development of the draft TIP
and the final meeting was held during the final TIP development. Appropriate public notices,
news releases or press releases stating the meeting time and location as well as amounting the
availability of each version of the TIP for public review were prepared and distributed (See
Appendix B). The public notices were published in one regiomlly circulated newspaper (Dayton
Daily News) and one additional newspaper in each of the three counties (Greene County - Xenia
Daily Gazette, Miami County - Troy Daily News and Montgomery County - Kettering-Oakwood
Times) prior to TC adoption of the final TIP. A press release and public service amouncements
were also prepared and distributed.

To increase the participation of citizens and organizations in the transportation planning process,
MVRPC has developed and will maintain a mailing list notifying various groups of scheduled
public involvement meetings. By amounting scheduled public involvement meetings
approximately two weeks before the meeting date, the goal of this mailing list is to include groups
not directly involved through the transportation-related committee structure. In addition to groups
identified in the ISTEA legislation, MVRPC will add those interested parties requesting
placement on this mailing list. A copy of each meeting notices (three separate) for the TIP
public involvement meetings is included in Appendix B.

All comments received during the TIP public involvement process and their corresponding
responses are summarized and included in Appendix B.

The MVRPC TIP is part of ODOT State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) and as such
was also made available as part of the state public involvement process. Two STIP pub]ic
involvement meetings were conducted in the MVRPC plaming area. ODOT District 8 held a
public involvement meeting on April 16 and ODOT District 7 held a public involvement meeting
on April 18. Comments received as a result of the state public involvement process are
documented in the STIP.

Operation and Maintenance of Exit&g Transpor tation System

TIPs are required to demonstrate that existing transportation facilities are being adequately
operated and maintained by showing the operation and maintenance funds. Section 3
Accomplishments includes a discussion on how the region’s exiting transportation system is being
adequately operated and maintained. We estimate that the region is spending approximately 610/0
of its total roadway expenditures on operation and maintenance and approximately 83°/0of its transit
expenditures on operation and maintenance. This is an increase from last year’s TIP analysis which
estimated that approximately 52°/0of total TIP expenditures were for system preservation type
projects. System preservation projects are essential to the long term viability of the region’s
transportation system.

5 MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING Commission

I



The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 and subsequently the EPA/DOT Conformity Regulations
require a Transportation Plan and TIP conformity determination for areas such as the Dayton-
Springfield region, which was classified as moderate non-attainment for ozone. SIP submittals
were made in 1993 and 1994 for redesignation to attainment, the required 15% VOC reduction,
and a 1996 attainment demonstration. Approval of the redesignation was published May 5, 1995
in the Federal Register. No adverse comments wer received, a violation of the ozone standard
did not occur, and the redesigmtion request for Dayton became effective July 5, 1995. A NOX
exemption became effective for the Dayton-Springfield area on February 21, 1995. This
exemption relieved the area from the requirement for NOX emission reductions in the 1995
submittal, but a change in the law reinstated the necessity of meeting a Nox budget in this years
submittal. Copies of the Federal Register documentation can be found in Appendix C.

Quantitative analysis of the entire MVRPC TIP and the Clark County-Springfield TCC TIP/LRP
were jointly undertaken by MVRPC, Clark County-Springfield TCC, and ODOT. Based upon
the region’s current status as a maintenance area, the analysis for the 1997-2000 TIP was
conducted as follows: 2005 and TIP/LRP HC budget and NOX budget analyses.

Both MVRPC and TCC maintain regioml transportation planning models. Dayton’s model covers
all of Greene and Montgomery Counties. Miami County is not included in an urban transportation
model. Springfield’s model covers nine tenths of Clark County. The Miami County emissions
burden and one tenth of Clark County’s emission burden were generated using the 1990 HPMS
data and growth factors were applied to forecast future VMT and pollutant levels. The modeled
results were factored and combined with the HPMS results for the entire maintenance area.

MVRPC adopted a new Regional Transportation Plan on July 7, 1994, including a quantitative
conformity determination. These results along with the Clark County-Springfield TCC Long
Range Plan adopted December 9, 1994 quantitative results are included in Table C-4 in Appendix
c.

Results of the documentation show that the projected HC and NOX emissions are less than the
appropriate transportation conformity budgets for the Dayton/Springfield area. Results of the TIP
conformity analyses are shown on Table C-4 in Appendix C.

The MVRPC list of federal and state (ODOT) funded TIP highway/bikeway projects (Tables 4.1,
4.2 and 4.3) and transit capital projects (See Section 5) include a column showing if a project was
included in the air quality analysis or if it was exempt. In addition, Tables C-1, C-2, and C-3
detail the previous and current analysis status of all analyzed roadway projects. Projects
transferred from the “build” scenario of previous TIPs to the “no build” scenario of the current
TIP as well as projects which have been implemented are identified. These tables include federal,
state and local regionally significant transportation projects. Tables C-1 thru C-3 also include
regionally significant transportation-related projects not funded under Title 23, USC, or Transit
Act, but needing Federal approval.

Documentation of the Mobile 5Ah assumptions used in the analyses are outlined in Appendix C.
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Appendix C contains the ODOT recommended conformity documentation.

Status of Major Proiects in SFY1996 -SFY1999 TIP

Table 3.3 in Section 3 includes SFY1996-SFY1999 projects that experienced significant delays.
The table shows the date of construction and reason for delay. Most of the projects listed were
delayed due to slow project development. No significant delays were experienced for transit
projects. Some projects were delayed due to changes in local jurisdiction priority.

Congestion Mana~ement Svstern (CMS\

ISTEA requires urban areas over 200,000 population to prepare Congestion Mamgement Systems
(CMS) by 1997. ODOT and the state MPOS have developed a work plan for the final CMS which
must be filly operational in non-attainment Transportation Management Areas (TMAs-urbanized
areas over 200,000 population) by October 1, 1997. The National Highway System designation
legislation made the ISTEA mamgement systems, including the CMS, optioml at the State level.
However, the ISTEA metropolitan planning rule continues to require a CMS in TMAs. MVRPC
will include a line item in its SFY 1997 Work Program to address this requirement.

Congestion Mitiization and Air Quality Funded Projects

The final TIP includes eight CMAQ funded projects, all of which have received eligibility
determinations from FHWA. In compliance with FHWA’S previous request, a copy of the air
quality analyses for these projects are included in Appendix E.

Consistency With The Long Rarwe Tran.mort ation Plan and co nformance With State
Implementation plan

As previously mentioned, MVRPC’ S ISTEA Program Policies and Procedures is included in
Appendix D of this report. These policies and procedures state that all projects must meet all of
the pre-screening criteria prior to being evaluated for inclusion into the TIP (See Attachment F -
TIP Development Process). The three pre-screening criteria are: (1) consistency with Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP), (2) consistency with management plans, and (3) consistency with
ISTEA emphasis areas. Some smaller projects, such as system preservation projects, may not be
specifically listed in the LRTP but they are consistent with the LRTP goals and policies. All
projects listed in the TIP are consistent with the LRTP.

Results of MVRPC TIP project air quality conformity analysis are documented in Appendix C.
The conformity documentation will formally endorsed by the MVRPC Transportation Committee
by resolution which will be included in Appendix C.

Certification of the Metro~o litan Planning Process

The final planning regulations requires the Secretary of Transportation to certify the metropolitan
plaming process for TMAs at least every 3 years. In addition, the regulations also require the
State and MPO to amually certi& the FHWA and FTA that the planning process is addressing
the major issues facing the area and is being conducted in accordance with all applicable federal
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the major issues facing the area and is being conducted in accordance with all applicable federal
requirements. A separate resolution certifying conformance with applicable federal requirements
will be submitted with the final TIP.
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SECTION 3
ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Amually, the Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission prepares and updates the TIP in
cooperation with state and local officials, local and regional transit operators and other affected
transportation and regional planning and implementing agencies. As a result of this cooperative
effort, the TIP acts as the primary mechanism for implementation of the new TransDortation
Vision and Lorw Range Transpo rtation Plan (LRTP), which was adopted by the MVRPC
Transportation Committee on July 7, 1994 as an update of the Regional TransDortat”on Plaq
(RTP). The area’s progress in implementing the highway and transit elements of the ne~ LRTP
is summarized in this section as are other highway improvements and calendar year (CY) 1995
highway expenditures.

LONG RANGE TRANS PORTATION PLAN (LRTP} PROJECT ACCOMPLISHME NTS

The LRTP serves as a guide indicating when various projects that are required for the optimum
fimctioning of the regional transportation network could be implemented given realistic funding
availability. The implementation of the LRTP is a cooperative and continuous process which
involves the MVRPC’s Transportation Committee, local jurisdictions which are directly involved
in project implementation, the Ohio and U.S. Departments of Transportation, and citizens
immediately affected by a project.

Highwav Accom~lishments

The LRTP, which was adopted by MVRPC Transportation Committee on July 7, 1994, includes
176 projects. During CY 1995, six projects (3.4%) of the 176 total projects included in the 20
year span of the LRTP were fully or partially implemented. To date eleven (6.3 ‘%)of the 176
total projects in the LRTP are fully completed or under construction.

Table 3.1 lists 158 highway projects completed or under construction in CY 1995. Of these
projects, 137 were completed in 1995 and 21 were under construction during that year. Six
highway LRTP projects were completed or under construction in 1995. Locations of these
projects are shown on Map 4.1 through 4.3.

Transit Accomplishments

Progress continued toward implementation of the transit elements of the LRTP. The Miami
Valley Regional Transit Authority (MVRTA), the Miami County Transit System and City of
Piqua Transit System continues to refine the region’s transit systems, which are included in the
Regional Plan.

REVIEW OF CY1995 HIGHWAY EXPENDITURES

Since the Transportation Committee’s adoption of the FY 1996-1999 TIP, several revisions have
been made, with amendments or deletions being initiated by local jurisdictions or ODOT.
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Table 3.2, CY1995 Highway Erperuiitures, shows the amount of expenditures which occurred in
1995 within the Interstate Maintenance, National Highway, Surface Transportation, Hazard
Elimination and Safety, Congestion Mamgement/Air Quality, and Bridge
Replacement/Rehabilitation.

The total amount expended on highway projects in the three-county area totaled $40,935,447.
Federal expenditures totaled $9,313,792 (22.8%) of the total expenditures in the region. State
funds accounted for $4,404,484 (10.8%) of the total funds expended. Approximately
$27,217,171 (66.5 %) in local finds were also spent in combination with State and Federal funds.

SFY1996-SFY1999 TIP STATUS

In order to improve the use of the TIP as an effective management tool, the FTA and FHWA TIP
guidelines require the TIP to note those projects whose implementation was delayed. In compliance
with those guidelines, Table 3.3 includes SFY 1996-SFY 1999 projects that experienced significant
delays. It shows the anticipated construction date and reason for delay. Most of the delays on this
list were due to the project’s development. Five projects were delayed due to finding shortages, and
seven delays were due to a change in priority.

No significant delays were experienced for SFY1996-1999 TIP transit projects. Any minor
adjustments to the project implementation schedule were the result of updating the MVRTA Long
Range Plan, Capital Plan, Environmental Strategic Plan, Overall Strategic Plan, reinforcement of
efforts to modernize and expand the electric trolley bus system, and changes in Federal funding
levels.

Operation and Maintenance of Existing Transr)ortation Svstem

TIPs are required to demonstrate that existing transportation facilities are being adequately operated
and maintained by showing that operation and maintenance funds. Annually MVRPC surveys all
jurisdictions in order to compile a list of highway projects completed during the previous calendar
year (See Table 3.1 in Section 3). Expenditures for these projects are then summarized in Table 3.2.
From this information, MVRPC is able to generally track the type of projects and the amount of
funds being used within the region. Previous analysis estimated that the region was spending
approximately 52°/0of its roadway expenditures on operation and maintenance and approximately
100?40of its transit expenditures on operation and maintenance.

This year, as part of our annual jurisdiction project survey we requested each jurisdiction to estimate
the amount of finds they spent on operation and maintenance versus capital improvements. Table
3.4 summarizes the results of our survey. For the roadway portion of the survey, 24 jurisdictions
provided estimated CY 1995 expenditures. These jurisdictions account for approximately 63?40of
the region’s total roadway mileage. The survey results show that the region is spending
approximately 610/0of its total roadway expenditures on operation and maintenance.

For the transit portion of the survey, three public transit agencies provided estimated CY 1995
expenditures. These agencies account for 100% of the region’s public transit system.
Approximately 83% of TIP transit expenditures were for operation and maintenance.
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Overall, maverage of70%oftotal TIPexpendities wereused foroperation mdmaintenmce. This
is an increase from last year’s TIP which averaged approximately 52°/0of total TIP expenditures for
system preservation type projects. System preservation projects are essential to the long term
viability of the region’s transportation system.
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TABLE 3.1: cW995 ACCCNUIPLISIiMENTS
.,, .,.,.,.,,,.,.,,.,.,.,.. ,..,. ,.. “.’.’.’:.,.,................... ::::::::::::: ...... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .....’.. ........ ,.,.,.,., . ............ ... .....

.................................................................. . . . . . . ... ... . . . . ........... .,.:.:,:,:.:,x,.:,:,.,,,,,,,,,,,,.,......

BROOKVILLE ARLINGTON RD/ Resurface $68,000.00 CAP IMP Complete IO-OI-95
WESTBROOK RD

BROOKWLLE WALL ST - Hay Rd to Vine St Reconstruction $150,000.00 LOCAL Complete 9-30-95

CASSTOWN LAFAYE’ITE STREET Reconstruction $53,000.00 ISSUE 2, Complete 3-31-95
LOCAL

CEDARVILLE EAST ST BRIDGE REPAIR Bridge Replacement $50,000.00 OPWC Complete 8-1-95
Rehabilitation

CENTERVILLE S MAIN ST PHASE II - Reconstruction $240,000.00 LOCAL Complete 9-1-95
Edenhurst to SheehanRd.

CENTERV[LLE SOUTH SUBURBAN RD New Construction $130,000.00 ED/GE Complete 12-15-95
CONNECTOR - S Suburban to

C[yo Rd

DAYT’ON BUS LINE REHABILITATION Reconstruction $130,000.00 ISSUE 2, Ulc 1995
LOCAL

DAYTON HANDICAPPED RAMP Other $500,000.00 ISSUE 2, Complete 4-1-95
INSTALLATION - Various LOCAL

DAYTON HARSHMAN RD - Dayton Resurface $553,524.85 MAM Complete 8-31-95
SCL to Brant Pike

DAYTON RADIO RD - to Glendean New Construction $179,56000 EDIGE Complete 6-8-96

DAYTON SPRINGFIELD ST - Findlay to Reconstruction $1,074,000.00 ISSUE 2, Complete 12-01-95
E Corp Line LOCAL

DAYTON VALLEY ST - Stanley to ECL Reconstruction $ I ,040,000.00 ISSUE 2, Complete 10-31-95
LOCAL

DAYTON VMS REPLACEMENT - City Miscellaneous $359,906.00 STP Completed 1995
wide

GERLfANTOWN SR4/BUTTER ST Reconstmction $235,114.00 EDIGE WC I995
IMPROVEMENTS

GRI:I:NE COUN”rY BEACH HILL - entire Ienght Resurface $ I2,000.00 LOCAL Complete 8-30-95

GREENE couN”rY GERHARDT CIRCLE - entire Reconstruction $60,840.00 LOCAL Complete 8-30-95

Iengh

GREEhI; couh’r~ lIELLER DRIVEJN Reconstruction $642,900.00 OPWC Utc 1995

ORCHARD

GREENE COUN”IY HOOP RD AND BICKETT Intersection $16,000.00 MVGT (.UC I995

Improvement

GREENE COUNTY LOWER BELLBROOK RD - Bridge Replacement $20,000.00 LOCAL Complete 8-3 I-95

Glxiy Run Tributa~ Rehabilitation 13RIDGE

GREENI: couwr~ [JPPER BELLBROOK RD - Reconstruction S600,000.00 ISSUE 2 Complete 9-01-95

Feedwater& S Alpha Bellbrook

GREENE COUNTY ROYAL WOODS - entire Resurface $9,000.00 LOCAL Complete 9-30-95

length

GREENE coufww VARIOUS PavementMarking $104,327.00 732 FUNDS, Crsmpletc9-15-95
776 FUNDS

GREENE COUNTY VARIOUS PavementMarking $72,671.00 STATE Complete 1995

GREENE COUNTY VARIOIJS Two-Lane Resurfacing $504,600.00 STATE Complete 9-30-95

GREENE COIJNTY WASHINGTON MILL RD - Reconstruction $523,955.00 OPWC/ LC)CA1. Complete 9-01-95

Stewart to Township Line near

Sugar Hill Lane

I [ARRISON TWP KEENAN AVE AT N DIXIE Reconstruction $271,415.00 OPWC/CiEN Complete 8-01-95

DR

I IARRISON ‘TWP KEENAN AVE AT WEBSTER Rcconstroction $205,605.00 OPWC/G[;hr Complete I0-30-95

ST

t IUBtiR IIEIG}ITS BELLEFONTAINE ROAD - Resurface $120,000.00 LOCA 1. (JIC 1995

Taylorsvillc Rd to Atrz Rd

l{ UBI;R l[EIGll”rS BRANDT PK PHASE V - Reconstruction $165,00000 ISSUE 2, Complete 12-7-95

Longford Rd. to 1-70 LOCAI,, [’VT
ASMT
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TABLE 3.1: CY1995 ACCOMPLISHMENTS

................................... ....... . ,,,

HU13ERHEIGHTS CENTER POINT-70 BLVD PH New Constmction $403,876.17 LOCAL Complete 5-31-9S
V (TEC) - Art? Rd to 1200tl

south

HUBER HEIGHTS OLD TROYPK& Signal Improvement $1,560.00 LOCAL Complete I2-15-95
TAYLORSVILLE

JEFFERSON TWP BLAIRWOOD - Donlaw east to Resurface $500.00 LOCAL Complete 9-30-95
terminus

JEFFERSON TWP DONLAW - East to end Resurface $7,500.00 LOCAL Complete 9-30-95

JEFFERSON TWP HEMPLE RD - Diamond Mill Resurface $22,328.00 LOCAL Complete 9-30-95
Rd east to Lorain CL

JEFFERSON TWP LEADALE - Nomdave east to Resurface $1,500.OQLOCAL Complete 9-30-95
terminus

JEFFERSON TWP LIBERTY MEADOWS - Resurface $1,500.00 LOCAL Complete 9-30-95
Dayton Liberty S to Dordaw

JEFFERSON TWP NORMDAVE - Donlaw S to Resurface $7,500.00 LOCAL Complete 9-30-95
end

JEFFERSON TWP SCOFIELD - Normdave E to Resurface $ I ,500.00 LOCAL Complete 9-30-95
end

JEFFERSON TWP WEST THIRD ST - Victory Dr Reconstruction $785,000.00 ED/GE WC I995
to Lensdale Ave

KETTERING FORRER AVEJ SMITHVILLE Resurface $375,000.00 ISSUE 2JC1TY Complete 8-23-95
RD

KETTERING WOODMAN CENTER DR - New Construction S465,000.00 EDfGE WC 1995
Dorothy to terminus

METRO PARKS ENGLEWOOD METROPARK Bikeway $50,000.00 LOCAL Complete 9-1-95

BKWY - Linesch Rd to East

Park

P.11/\MlCOUNTY COVINGTON-GETTYSBURG Bridge Replacement) $549,327.00 OPWC, ODOT, Complete I 1-15-95
at Greenville Creek Rehabilitation LOCAL

,\IIAk!l COUNTY CRACK SEAL VARJOUS Other $3,368,000.00 Issuri 2, Complete 5-3 I-95
COUNTY ROADS FEDERAL,

LOCAL

i‘V![AMI couN”rY KLINGER RD - Rangeline to Resurface .S25,026.00LOCAL Complete IO-31-95

SR 48

MIALf I COUNTY MONROE-CONCORD RD - Resurface $24,059.00 LOCAL Complete IO-3i-95

Petersto Magnolia

MIAMI COUNTY NASHVILLE RD - SR 571 to Resurface $72,639.00 LOCAL Complete 10-3I -95

SR 55

MIAMI COUNTY PANTHER CREEK - at Panther Bridge Replacement/ S.74,485.00LOCAL Complete 9-23-95

Creek Rehabilitation

MIAMI COUNTY PETERS RD - Swailers to Troy Resurface $23,234.00 LOCAL Complete IO-31-95

Corp.

MIt\MI COUNTY RANGELINE - SOUth of SR 185 Bridge Replacement $26,153.00 LOCAL Complete 5-12-95

Rehabilitation

MIAMI COUNTY REPAIRS TO VARJOUS Bridge Replacement/ $20,304.00 LOCAL Complete 12-3I-95

BRJDGES Rehabilitation

MIAMI COUNTY SNYDER RD - E Alcony - Bridge Replacement/ $35,638.00 LOCAL Complete 7-21-95

Conover Rd Rehabilitation

MIA,MI COUNTY STRfP SEAL VARIOUS Other $35,638.00 LOCAL Complete 8-3 I-95

COUNTY ROAD

MIAMI COUNTY SUBER RD - at Sping Creek Bridge Replacement/ $40,921.00 LOCAL Complete 10-16-95

Rehabilitation

1MIAMI COUNTY SURFACE SEAL VARJOUS Other $68,853.00 LOCAL Complete 9-30-95

COUNTY ROAD

MIAMI COUNTY TROY-SIDNEY W) - Troy Resurface $28,777.00 LOCAL Complete IO-31-95

Corp to Piqua-Troy

MIAMI COUNTY VARIOUS BRIDGES AND Bridge Replacemenrf $86,583.00 LOCAL Complete 12-31-95

CULVERTS REPL Rehabilitation

MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
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TABLE 3.1: cw995 ACCOMPLISHMENTS

I

!41AMISBURG ALEXANDERSVILLE RD - ReconstructiorrWidenil
Maue-Lyons Rd to Leiter g

!41AMISBURG BELVO RD IMPROVEMENT - Reconstruction

Byers Rd to Rosina

rlONROE TWP BOONE RD Reconstmction

Montgomery DESMOND ST - Knox east to Resurface

;OUNTY terminus

Montgomery DIAMOND MILL RD - north to Reconstruction

;OUNTY us35

~ONTGOMERY HEMPLE RD - between Bridge Replacement/

;OUNTY Germantovm-Liberty and Union Relocation

(1ONTGOMERY NEEDMORE ROAD - over Bridge Replacement/

;OUNTY Great Miami River Rehabilitation

/MONTGOMERY STACEY RD - Germantown- Resurface

;OUNTY Liberty to Hemple

AORAINE CARDINGTON RD SIGNAL - Signal Improvement

at SR 741

140RAINE DRYDEN RD PHASES I & H - Resurface

Kreitzer to Broadway St. Bridge

t
NN.AINE INDUSTRIAL ESTATES Signal Improvement

SIGNAL UPGR -at SR 741

(1 ORAINE SELLARS RD - I 75 bridge to Resurface

Spriinglwro Pk.

/EW LEBANON ROAD REPAIR RESURFACE Resurface

lpFIASE 8- Church, Johns, I

Blosser, Sunset

)AKWOOD PARK AND OAKWOOD Reconstruction

PAVEMENT REPAIRS -

intersection of Oakwood and

Park

)AKWOOD 1995ASPHALT MILL & Resurface

OVERLAY - ridgewood, Mahrt

1 1

)AKWOOD 1995ASPHALT Resurface

REJWENATION - part of

Hathaway

)AKWOOD 1995 CONCRETE STREET Reconstruction

REPAIRS - Shroyer Rd.

~

1995 MICRO-SURFACING - Resurface

--1--
CO. METRO

PARK

$977,000.0 CAP. IMP.

PROG, OPWC

F
$240,000.0 CIP,ED/GE

$203,000. CIP,ED/GE

T

=F
$1,107,191. ODOT,

BRIDGE

CREDIT

$2,191,260. BR, STATE

T
$45,000. GENEIL4L

FUND

$78+300, LOCAL, OPWt

-t-

$5,100. LOCAL

T

F
$8,1180 LOCAL

$12,972. LOCAL

T

.RTP: #197 Ulc1995

Complete8- 16-95

Complete 5-31-95

Ulc1995

WC 1995

Complete 9-30-95

Complete 8-3 I-95

,RTP: #24 I Ulc 1995

WC 1995

Complete 9-OI-95

Complete 8-01-95

Complete 1O-OI-95

Complete 8-01-95

Complete 6-01-95

Complete 8-31-95

Complete IO-11-95

Complete 7-25-95

Complete 6-27-95

Complete i I-06-95

Complete 8-i 8-95

Complete 8-1 I-95

MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
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TABLE 3.1: CY1995 ACCOMPLISHMENTS

PHI - Schantz & Far Hills, Far ‘-

Hills & PeachOrchard

AKWOOD TRAFFIC SIGNAL UPGRADE Signal Improvement
PH2 - Oakwood & Far HIIIs,
Patterson& Far HIIIs

DNR

DOT DISTRICT 7

I i

DOT DISTRICT 7 COX ARBORETUM - various Resurface

I I
DOT DISTRICT 7 IUS 036- E form Darke CL to IResurface

Piqua CL
I

DOT DISTRICT 7 IUS 036 -at branch of Spring lBridge Replacement/
ICircle lRehabilitation

1

DOT DISTRICT 7 SR041 -IR75to SR48 Resurface

30T DISTRICT 7 SR 185 -at Bennet and OrT Bridge Replacement
Ditches Rehabilitation

IOT DISTRICT 7 MIA-PIQUA HISTORICAL Reconstruction
AREA - various

>OT DISTRICT 7 SR 004- south of Dayton CL Bridge Replacement/

Rehabilitation

)Ol_ DISTRICT 7 US 035- Union Rd to Resurface

)OT DISTRICT 7

)OT DISTRICT 7

>OT DISTRICT 7

IOT DISTRICT 7

)OT DISTRICT 7

Gettysburg

)OT DISTRICT 7 IUS 035- east from W 3rd to W New Construction

of Liscum

US 035- east from Liscum to New Construction
JH McGee

US 040- eastof Prcbie CL Bridge Replacement

Rehabilitation

US 040- east from W of Bridge Replacement/
Frederick Pk Rehabilitation

US 040 -at WCL of Vandalia Bridge Replacement

Rehabilitation

SR 048- north of Englewood Resurface

SCL,to N of 170

, 1

)OT DISTRICT 7 ISR 049- Curundu to Trotwood lResurface

s Corp. I
)OT DISTRICT 7 II 70- east for SR 202 to east of [Resurface

!SR4 I
1 1

XX’ DISTRICT 7 II 70-22,75/CLA-070-0,22 IReconstmction

)OT DISTRICT 7

)OT DISTRICT 7

)01 DISTRICT 7

>OT DISTRICT 7

I 75- Dayton S Corp. to north Resurface

of SR 4

SR 202- north of 170 to SR Resurface

571

SR 725- Miami River to Resurface

Lawrence

ISR741- Springboro Pk at Reconstruction
Lyons Rd

S53,872.00 LOCAL Complete IO-I7-95

$1,358,895.00 FEDERAL, STP Bikeway Plan Complete 9-30-95

, 1
$370,705.52 LOCAL Complete 9-15-95

Complete 8-3 I-95

$680,010.00’NH, STP, WC 1995
STATE, LOCAL

Complete 12-30-95

Complete 7-31-95

, 1 1
$149,257.75 STATE Complete 6-30-95

Complete 7-31-95

, 1 1
Complete 6-30-95

Complete 9-3 I-95

$216,905.00 FEDERAL, Complete 6-30-95

STATE

$326,174.33 STATE Complete 10-31-95

$6,393,515.33 FEDERAL LRTI).#156 Wc 1995

STATE

$34,395,970.00 FEDERAL LRTI?# 156 Complete 8-l I-95

STATE I
$694,477.00IFEDERAL [Complete 1I- 15-95

ISTATE I I1 I 1
$1,326,137.00jHES, STP, lLRTP#159 pJ/c I 995

STATE I
$287,922.431FEDERAL I lComplete IO-31-95

ISTATE I I
$51,3000c NH, STATE Ulc I995

I I 1

$264,364.83 STATE Complete 9-30-95

Complete 6-30-95

Complete 3-31-95

Complete 9-30-95

, , ,
$236,830.47 LOCAL Complete 6-30-95

1 1 1

$143,507.63 LOCAL Complete IO-3I-95

LRTP.#191 Complete IO-3I-95

MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
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TABLE 3.1: cy1995 iicGt3MPLIsHMENTs
..., ............................................................................... ........... ...............,,,,..,,,....,,,

)DOT DISTRICT 7 N BIKEWAY EXTENSION - Bikeway $593,867.28 BWM Bikeway Plan Complete 7-31-95
Shoup Mill: Riverside

)DOT DISTRICT 8 BUT-027-01 .00- VSIiOUS Signalization $66,286.00 STATE Complete 1995

)DOT DISTRICT 8 SR 004-various Guardrail $58,61400 STATE Complete I995
Reconstruction

)DOT DISTRICT 8 SR 042 -at ShawneeCreek Bridge Repair $820,810.00 STATE Complete 1995

)DOT DISTRJCT 8 SR 048-04.70 Miscellaneous $5 I ,067.00 STATE Complete 1995

)DOT DISTRICT 8 US 068 -at tributary of Caesars Bridge Replacement/ $243,234.40 LOCAL Complete 1I-15-95
Creek Rehabilitation

)DOT DISTRICT 8 SR 725- Vemco Dr to Little Other $0.00 LOCAL U/c1995
Sugar Creek Rd

IDOT DISTRICT 8 SR 725- Bellbrook CL to Two-Lane Resurfacing S386,400.00 STATE Complete 1995
intersection of US 42

IDOT DISTRICT 8 SR 725- tributary of Little Bridge Replacement/ $180,021.6CLOCAL Complete 6-30-95
Miami River--W of US 42 Rehabilitation

lDOT DISTRICT 8 SR 734- Jamestown E Corp Resurface $750,974.00 LOCAL Complete 7-31-95
west &on US 35

IDOT DISTRCIT 8 SEAMAN PARK & Resurface $45,237.72 LOCAL Complete 7-31-95
NARROWS RESERVE

lQIJA ANDERSON AND FOUNTAIN Resurface $270,000.00 LOCAL Complete 8-30-95
- full length

IQIJA WASHINGTON AVE AND Reconstruction $247,222.00 OPWC/ LOCAL Complete 12-01-95
PARK AVE - Broadway to SR

66

IQIJA WEST HIGH ST - Sunsetto Reconstruction $603,CO0.00OPW’CI LOCAL Complete 12-01-95
Westview

Ipp ~[1-y N HYAl_f PHASE 1- Main St Reconstmction LRTP:# 123 Complete 11-3I -95

to Park Ave

ROTWOOD BIKEWAY & BW BRIDGE Bikeway $6,00Q.00LOCAL Complete I0-30-95

IMPROVEME14T - Broadway

to Vickwood

ROTWOOD RESURFACE 1995- Resurface Complete 7-15-95

Broadmoor to Plat

rwrwwm SHILOH SPRINGS TURN Reconstruction $56,431.00 LOCAL Complete 11-17-95

LANE - Olive Rd to Dry Run

Creek

ROTWOOD STUCKHARDT Reconstruction S46,860.00 LOCAL Complete 9-30-95

RECONSTRUCTION - Main St

to Burman

ROY PETERS AVE Reconstmction Complete 6-30-95

RECONSTRUCTTON - SR 55

to Ridge Ave

ROY S MARKET STREET - SR 55 Reconstruction $800,000.00 ISSUE 2, Complete 8-OI-95

to Corp. Line LOCAL

NION BOITNOIT DR Resurface $2.995.00 LOCAL
I

Complete I0-30-95

NION MCCRAW DR Resurface $8,015.00 LOCAL Complete 10-30-95

‘ANDALIA HELKE RD WIDENING Reconstruction $329,000.00 LoCAI-/ PRIVI LRTP: #239 Complete 6-OI-95

PHASE II - south of Mariclair PERM TAX

to Stonequary

‘ANDALIA L1l-f’LE YORK RD - Brown Rcconstmction $483,150,38 Cl FUND, HES Complete 7-3 I-95

School Rd and Cassel

‘ANDALIA STONEQUARRY WIDENING Reconstruction $151,600.00 LOCALI OPWC Complete 6-30-95

PHASE II - Stoncy Springs to

HeIke

JASHINGrON “tWP 1995 RESURFACING Resurface $570,000.00 WASI 1IWI’ Complete %01-95

PROGRAM - Township Wide

MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
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TABLE 3.1: CY1995 ACCOMPLISHMENTS
.,.fi.,.,.,.,.,.,,.,, ,:.:.:,:.:.,.~::fi ,.:.:,,,:.:.:.:,.,.,.,.:.:.:.:.,:...::,.,.:.,,:................ ......... ......................................................... ................ .............................................................

ASHINGTON TWP 1995SIDEWALK PROGRAM New Construction Complete 9-01-95
Whipp Rd to Bethany Lutheran

WASHINGTON TWP PARAGON RD - Congress Park New Construction $218,821.00 LOCAL LRTP:#289 WC I995
to McEwen

WEST CARROLLTON ALEX RD - Trina Dr to Alex Reconstruction $155,00000 ISSUE 2,
court

Ulc 1995
LOCAL

WEST CARROLLTON ALEX-BELL ROAD - Central Reccmstruction/Widenin $3,346,678.35 FEDERAL, LRTP:#i95 WC 1995
Ave to SR 741 g LOCAL

WEST CARROLLTON HYDRAULIC ROAD Miscellaneous $558,220.00 STP, LOCAL Bikeway Plan u/c 1995
BIKEWAY - Alex Rd to W

Central Ave

WEST MILTON LOCUST LANE Reconstmction $70,000.00 LOCAL Complete I 1-01-9S
RECONSTRUCTION

WEST MILTON POPLAW FOREST STREETS Reconstruction S169,000.00 ISSUE 2 Ulc 1995

XENIA DAYTON AVE - Allison to W Reconstnrction $250,000.00 OPWC Complete 9-15-95
Corp Line

XENIA HILL ST BRIDGE -at Shawnee Bridge Replacement/ $125,000.00 FEDERAL, Complete 7-01-95
Creek Rehabilitation ISSUE 2

.YENIA INDUSTRIAL BLVD - New Construction $270,00WXl LOCAIJ ODOD u/c 1995
terminus to Cincinnati Ave

XEN[A TRAFFIC SIGNAL - Bellbrook Signal Improvement $18,000.00 LOCAL u/c1995
& Allison

18
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TABLE 3.2: CY 1995 HIGHWAY EXPENDITURES

Funding TW

~ederal-Aid Highway Funds

Bridge Replacement-On

Hazard Elimination

National Highway System

Surface Transportation Program

TOTALFEDERA1

tite Funds

State

other Funds (Includes Locat, OPWC,
andIssue 2 Funds in combination with
State & Federal Funds)

TOTAL LOCAL STATI

FEDERAL & STATE SUBTOTAl

WA Funds

L(xA (Includes all locally funded
projects including ED/GE as well as
other Federal Funds, i.e.: CDBG,
Revenue Sharing...)

TOTAL LOCAI

GRAND TOTAI

$3,400,620

$99,00C

S747,728

$3,881,268

$8,128,616

S2,040, 166

S175,500

s2,~15,6&j

S1O,344,282

S17,391,742

S17.391.742

$27,736,024

,,, .
.,

‘Greene

$559,688

$0

so

$0

$559,688

S1,725,81O

S104,327

$1,830,137

$2,389,825

S3,061,893

$3,061,893

$5,451,718

$496,456

so

$0

$129,032

S625,488

$233,965

$124,716

S358,681

S984,169

S6,763,536

S6,763,536

WMzz!E

Totkd

S4,456,764

$99,000

S747,728

S4,O1O,3OO

S9,3 13,792

S3,999,941

S404,543

S4,404,484

S13,718,276

$~7,217,171

S27,217,171

$40,935,447

Fed.

48$1

1%

89(

43%

100%

Toti

~3q

10%

1%

11%

34%

66%

66%

100%
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TABLE 3.4

Maintenance, Operation, and Capital Improvement Expenditures for CY 1995

Jurisdiction IMaintenance and I Maintenance and

IBrookville $260,000.00 77%

Centerville $1,800,000.00 64%

Harrison Twp $1,103,OOO.OO 70’%
Huber Heights $475,000.00 32%-——

KXEQ.!E– $5,615,603.00 62%

Madison TM $233,000.00 76%

kktfO Parks
(ruadwgsOnlyJ $500,000.00 100%...—..—
lMiamiCmm~ $3,671,000.00 76%
Miamisburg - $550,000.00 21%
Mont: mnery
COunty $7,700,000.00 60%
Mmaine N/A NIA. ..—-———.
Oakwo(xl S897,000.04_ 73%-———
Phil lJ1sbu:g__ S8,150.00 7%—.——
Piqua $398,000.00 18%.—...— ———
Riverside $1,093,950.00 92%———
TippCity S307,000.00 51%
Trotwml $84,468.00 ~~q(-. ———..———
tinioil $408,889.00 100%
Vandalia N/A N/A
Washi~tm Twp S3,256,000.00 - 64%
WestCtidltm $600.000.00 60%

Transit

Expenditures I I
CityOfPiqua I I

Transit $428,810.00 84%
MVRTA $41,492,000.00 83%
T(.)TALTransit
Expenditures S42,105,29O.OOI 839i
k: RANll TOTA1. ! $X5.2N?.634.251 70%

Capital Capital Total

Improvements Improvements

Percent of Total

$77,000.00 23% $337,000.OCI
$1,OOO,OOO.OO 36% $2,800,000.0C
$4,000,000.00 32% $I~,57(3400~

$1,041,430.00 62% $1,669,506.00
$0.00 o% $4~6,749.oS

$2,412,718.24 36% $6,759,777.4C
_$477,000.oo I 30% $1,580,000.OC

$1,025,000.00 ] -a% $1,500,000.00

SO.oo

1====
0% $500,000.———-.—_—

$1,161,000.00 2490 $4,832,000.
$2,050,000.00‘-”----–”---–1% S2,600,000.

S1OO.OOO.OOI 8%1 sl.193.950.odl

.$0.00 0% S408,889.00—
N/A ‘“—-“-”-—-----NIB NIA

~844,000.00 “---–--–--–-?6% $5,1OO,OOO.OO
S400,000.oo 40%- S1,000,OOO.00

N7A“–---—-”--–NIX NIA
$175,000.00—“-—––”-4-i% $425,000.OC

--l-+-l
$78,841.00

i ~
.-...-–.- . -----._-...__!mlZ!l_30%.—..

$80,608.00 16% $509,418@——— -
$8,410,000.00 1fqo “– .W,90MO0.OC

$8,569,449.00 17% S50,674,739.00

%35.726.319.7X -m% $121-014.954.03

,MIA.MI VAI.I.F,Y KEGIONA1. PLAXNIXG CO,M,MISSIOA’
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SECTION 4
THE HIGHWAY, BIKEWAY AND OTHER IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

Contained within the State Fiscal Years 1997 through 2000 TIP are transportation improvements
resulting from the continuing, comprehensive and coordinated transportation plaming program.
Shown in this section are highway, bikeway and other projects with anticipated federal, state or
local fund usage for the SFY1997 through SFY2000 time period.

Since the highway TIP is a realistic, staged four-year capital improvement program, it was
developed with recognition of a reasomble estimate of available federal/state/local fi.mds and
priority needs. The program for Greene, Miami and Montgomery Counties lists projects for
which some phase of work utilizing federal, state or local finds will be initiated..

For the highway, bikeway and other projects, all Federal funding sources were analyzed and
considered in developing the program. The ODOT, through periodic reviews of the current TIP,
provides project updates/amendments covering all State/Federal funding sources for highways.
Covered in the State’s program are improvements to be financed with Federal-Aid Interstate
Maintenance, National Highway System, Surface Transportation Program, Bridge Replacement
and Rehabilitation, Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality and other highway funding sources.

PLAN COO RDINATION

Projects advanced for implementation within the TIP were derived by several methods:

1. The need was established in the Lorw Ranpe Trans~o rtation Plan; or
?-. It was described in TSM reports prepared by MVRPC; or
3. The project resulted from inputs received from various agencies in the area and was

consistent with the policies of TSM reports and the Lon~ Rarwe Tran.mo rtation Plan.

Each highway, bikeway or other transportation improvement is specifically identified within the
TIP. Project air quality status, limits, cost, length, finding source, phase of work, schedule and
responsible jurisdiction are shown in the TIP Tables 4.1, 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4.

Bikeway and pedestrian projects are included in the TIP as part of proposed highway projects or
as separately funded projects. Bikeway or pedestrian projects being proposed as separate projects
are identified in the TIP tables. In addition, many local communities are implementing bikeways
and pedestrian projects with local financing. The TSM section of the report provides additional
information on bikeway and pedestrian projects.

The resulting TIP list represents a realistic look at all aspects of transportation plaming and is
based on the best available information. Many of the projects listed in the TIP are the result of
previous actions taken to fulfill TSM or air quality objectives.

22 MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
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FEDE RAL-AID STATE FY1997-FY2000 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
fHIGHWAYS. BIKEWAYS AND OTHER\

A realistic short-range program showing the region’s priority projects for highways, bikeways and
other projects has been developed in cooperation with all local governments, various agencies and
transit operators, and has been reviewed by the COC and endorsed by the area’s elected officials
acting through the MVRPC’s Transportation Committee. Included within the TIP is a list of
improvements for which some activity will be initiated during State Fiscal Years 1997 through
2000.

The MVRPC and ODOT recommended SFY1997-SFY2000 Transportation Improvement Program
for Highway, Bikeway and Other projects is shown in Tables 4.1 (Greene County), 4.2 (Miami
County), 4.3 (Montgomery County) and 4.4 (Areawide/Statewide and MVRPC Plaming Studies).
The format of Tables 4.1 through 4.4 follows the ODOT’s recommendations. A terminology
explanation chart of key abbreviations used in the highway/bikeway/flexible tables proceeds Table
4.1. A separate map showing the project locations appears after each table.

ODOT has upgraded their Project Development Management System (PDMS) which is used as a
tool for tracking highway project development milestones and establishing dates when projects will
require federal fi.mdingauthorizations through the STIP/TIP. Projects are entered into and tracked
through the PDMS by establishing a Project Identification (PID) number. A project is retained in
‘-planned status” until the project sponsor commits to a date when the project plans will be
completed. Once the commitment dates are established, a project moves to “programmed status”.
ODOT tracks programmed projects to ensure that a project development milestone and project
completion dates are met and that the STIP/TIP allocates federal funding as needed for PE, R/W and
construction activities. For this reason, ODOT prefers that federal funds be allocated only on
‘-programmed status” projects. However, when necessary, “planned status” projects which anticipate
using federal funding for PE or FUWcan be included in the fiscally constrained STIP/TIP. All
projects classified as “plan status” are shown in Table 4.5. These projects are shown for
information purposes and are not part of the fiscally constrained TIP.

Tables 4.6a through 4.6d groups all federally funded projects by fiscal year and type of finds,
which are then ranked. Projects are ranked by federal finding type utilizing the two step ranking
process included in MVRPC’S ISTEA Promam Policies and Procedures (See Appendix D). The
final planning regulations require this type of grouping in order to demonstrate that funds are
expected to be available. These tables were revised from the SFY1996-SFY1999 TIP to
incorporate new or deleted projects (projects which have sold or were moved into plan status).
Other than these modifications, no major changes from last years TIP rankings were made.

23 MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMM1SS1ON



Similar to last year, the STIP/TIP must be fiscally constrained. MVRPC’S and ODOT’S highway
fiscal analysis will be included in the final SFY1997-SFY2000 TIP. For the Highway/Bikeway
Program, the fiscal constraint will take the annual federal obligation limitation into account. The
obligation limitation is an annual spending ceiling established by Congress to control total federal
annual expenditures. For SFY1997-SFY2000, the obligation ceiling will be presumed to equal
100’XOof apportionments. Table 4.7- MVRPC’S Funding Plan shows TIP fiscal amlysis for
MVRPC’s controlled funding sources. Consistent with federal regulations for TMA’s (urbanized
areas greater than 200,000 population), MVRPC limits projects shown in the first two years of
the TIP to those with funds available or committed.

24 MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMLSS1ON
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SECTION 5

THE TRANSIT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

HUMAN SERVICES TRANSPORTATION

Federal Transit Administration Sectin 5310 funding

In FY1995, MVRPC received thirteen applications for Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
Section 5310 (formerly Section 16) funds for vehicles and other equipment for the transportation
of the elderly and disabled by private non-profit corporations.

Of those thirteen applications, and in a manner consistent with last year’s TIP recommendations,
ODOT awarded one van each to:

* Senior Citizens Associatoin of Metropolitan Fairbom
* Senior Citizens Alliance of Beavercreek
* Golden Age Senior Citizens Center

The remaining ten applications did not receive funding.

In addition, the Lutheran Social Semites Handivan project was discontinued. The two Section
53 10-funded vehicles held by Lutheran Social Services were then transferred, with Trotwood
Handivan receiving the older of the two vehicles and Broolwille Handivan receiving the newer.

MVRPC’s FY 1996 allocation for the Montgomery/Greene County urbanized area is
approximately $56,900. All applicants from Montgomery and Greene Counties compete for
MVRPC’S allocation, and for any statewide contingency funds that maybe generated after all
applications are reviewed statewide. All applicants from Miami County (which ODOT considers
rural for Section 5310 purposes) compete for the statewide rural pot of funds.

ln FY 1996, MVRPC received applications, for Section 5310 funds, from the following nine
private non-profit corporations:

Golden Age Senior Citizens Center
Mercy Siena Woods
Miami County Residential Living
MONCO
Paradigm ~
South Cornrnunity
Sunrise Center for Adults
Trotwood Handivan
YWCA of Dayton

Of the nine, seven were from the urbanized area and two from tk rural area.

----
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As shown on Table 5. 1.A., four of the nine FY1996 applications scored at least the minimum
required 65 points and were recommended for funding as follows:

* Paradigm’s request for a van and Trotwood Handivan’s request for a minivan
would be funded out of ODOT’S urbanized area allocation to MVRPC; $54,600 of
the region’s $56,900 urbanized area allocation would be used, with the remainder
to revert to the statewide contingency fund

* Golden Age Senior Citizen Center’s request for a van would be placed at the top
of the urbanized area contingency list, to be funded out of the statewide
contingency, should additional funds become available

* Miami County Residential Living’s request for a van would be eligible to
compete for the statewide rural pot of funds

The remaining four urbanized area applications would be placed on the urbanized area
contingency list, and the remaining one rural area application would be placed on the statewide
area contingency list. However, their low scores would probably preclude funding.

The Section 5310 portion of the TIP is fiscally constrained.

.. . . .
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Federal Transit Adm”mistration’s Nonurbanized Area Formula Promam -- Section 5311 {forrnerlv
Section 18):

There are two nonurbanized transit systems in the region: Miami County Transit Service and City
of Piqua transit service. Since both receive FTA Section5311 finds, their funding needs to be
in the TIP.

The Miami County Transit Service is operated by the Miami County Community Action Council
under contract to Miami County. Demand-responsive service is provided throughout the County,
except for trips originating in the City of Piqua. Intercounty connections can be made with the
RTA in Vandalia, Union and Huber Heights. The system carries approximately 71,000 passengers
annually, using a fleet of 17 vehicles, with an amual operating budget of approximately $459,000.

The City of Piqua transit service is operated by the Miami County Community Action Council
under contract to the City of Piqua. Demand-responsive service is provided within a two-mile
radius of the City limits and to Dettrner Hospital. The system carries approximately 51,000
passengers annually, using a fleet of 8 vehicles, with an annual operating budget of approximately
$1819000.

Tables 5.2.A through 5.2.D deal with Miami County Transit Service. Table 5.2. A shows capital
items; Tables 5.2.B and 5.2.C show operating figures; Table 5.2. D is a summary.

Tables 5.3 .A through 5.3 .D deal with City of Piqua transit service. Table 5.3 .A shows capital
items; Tables 5.3 .B and 5.3 .C show operating figures; Table 5.3. D is a summary.

The Nonurbanized Area Formula Transit -- Section5311 portion of the TIP is fiscally constrained.

Note that neither the Miami County Transit System nor the City of Piqua Transit System are
required to have ADA Paratra nsit Plan$, since both are considered demand ~esponsive services.
The ADA Parat ransit Plan requirements only apply to public fixed route transit services.
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MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL TRANSIT AUTHO RITY (RTA) PROJECTS:

OVERVIEW OF RTA’S FINANCIAL PICTURE:

The RTA cash flow amlysis (see table) describes the RTA’s projected financial picture for the
1996-2000 time frame, which covers the FY1997-FY2000 TIP.

The following paragraphs provide a summary of the assumptions in the cash flow amlysis and TIP
tables:

* OVera 11financial Dicture:

* the cash flow analysis reflects the November 24, 1995 FTA allocations

* the cash flow analysis reflects more conservative projections about the
level of Federal and State capital and operating funds than anticipated
by the State

* the TIP tables reflect rquests for certain levels of State funds, but footnotes
on those tables show that the RTA is capable of accommodating reduced
levels of State funding, per the cash flow analysis

* the cash flow analysis reflects when grant revenues are actually spent
(not FY in which they are allocated)

* 1996 begins with a cash balance of $78 million and 2000 ends with a cash balance of $37
million; net of debt, these balances are $55 million and $25 million, respectively

* the total five-year expenditures (operating + capital) are $356 million

* Operatirw exDenses;

* total operating expenses over the 5 year period are $219 million

* amual operating expenses increase by 9 % (from $42 million in 1996) over the five year
period

* ADA paratransit expenses which are included in the total annual operating expenses are
projected to increase from $2.4 million in 1996 to $3.1 million in 1997

* school service will continue through 1997

..”’
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* ODeratin~ revenues:

* passenger revenues provide a cost-recovery ratio of 16% of the total operating expenses
over 5 years

* annual passenger revenues are assumed to increase 9% (from 7$ million in 1996)

* annual sales tax revenue increase 1870 (from $29 million in 1996) over the 5 year period

* the amount of the total FTA Section 5307 (forrnerly Section 9) allocation that can be used
for operating will decrease 48% between FY95 and FY96 (from $2.6 million in FY96),
with continuous decreases thereafter except for a slight temporary upward blip in
FY1997 (to account for the extra trolley vehicle miles)

* amual State operating and special fare assistance are assumed to be flat at $2.4 million

* ca~ital ext)enses:

* capital improvements total $117 million over the 5 year period

* ADA paratransit capital expenses total $2.5 million over the 5 year period

* Capital revenues:

* the total Section 5307 (old Section 9) allocation will decrease 19% (ie, from $10.1
million to $8.2 million) from FY95 to FY96, decrease another 14% from FY96 to FY97,
and then bottom out and then very slowly increase thereafter (due to increase trolley
vehicle miles); there is carryover from past grants

* the total Section 5309 (old Section 3) allocation will decrease 25 YO(ie, from $1.7 million
to $1.3 million) from FY95 to FY96, and then begin to rise again (due to the increase
in trolley vehicle miles) to surpass FY95 levels in FY99 and thereafter; there is carryover
from past grants

* the RTA has been awarded a one-time $12.2 million Section 5309 (old Section 3) fixed
guideway discretionary funds for the purchase of electric trolleybuses

* a Section 5309 discretionary application (through the State of Ohio) will be used to fund
the South Montgomery County Transit Center/Park-n-Ride

* ISTEA Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality (CMAQ) flexible funds are to be provided for
park-and-ride/transit centers, diesel bus replacements and other clean air actions

..
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* a total of $87 million in Federal capital funds will be spent over the 5 year period

* State of Ohio capital funding will be $1 million in 1996 and $0 thereafter

* in the future, the cash flow amlysis assumes ODOT will not be providing a 10% match
(i.e., half of the non-Federal share) for any capital grants and as a consequence, the RTA
would provide the full non-Federal share in all Federally funded projects; the TIP tables,
however, show a 10% State
Match, with the footnote that the RTA would provide all the local share if
ODOT can not provide the 10%

* 25% of the total capital expenses are from non-grant (i.e., 100% local) sources

* the RTA will issue the last $5 million of $25 million in authorized capital bonds and will
pay $20 million in debt service

.-. . =
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PROJECTED USE OF FEDERAL GRANTS:

RTA’s Projected Use of FTA Funds

Type of grant Funding Date of Use of funds
source approv.

contract

approved OH-90-0075 1987 *2 ETBs in 1995
Section 5307 *2 ETBs in 1996
(old Section 9) OH go ~94

1988 *21 diesels in 1996--
grants

OH-90-0125 1990 *10 ETBs in 1997

OH-90-0141 1991 *trolley electrical distribution network
infrastructure work
*amenities

OH-90-0172 1993 *trolley elec. dist. network infra. work
*13 diesels in 1996
*renovate facility for maintenance services in
1995/6

OH-90-0207 1994 *Northwest Corridor park-n-ride/transit center
-- Phases I and II in 1996
*Wyoming Street substation
modemization/renewal in 1995/6
*radio system in 1996
*planning studies in 1995/6

OH-90-0240 1995 *radio system in 1996
*11 diesels in 1996
*17 demand response vehicles in 1996 [1]
*bus turn-a-round in 1996
*capital leases in 1996

[1] This project will help implement the RTA’s ADA Paratransit Plan.
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RTA’s Projected Use of FTA Funds (continued)

Type of grant Funding Date of Use of finds
source approv.

contract

Section 5307 FY1996 1996 *Downtown Dayton passenger station in 1996
(old Section 9) *trolley electrical distribution network
applications infrastructure work

*3 demand response vehicles in 1996 [1]
*engine rebuilds in 1996
*internal cost allocation recovery in 1995-7
*3 ETBs in 1997

FY1997 1997 *trolley elec. dist. network infra. work
*ETB funds with Section 5309 allot. in 1997
*planning studies in 1997
*engine rebuilds in 1997
*capital leases in 1997

FY1998 1998 *trolley elec. dist. network infra. work
*capital leases in 1998/9
*plaming studies in 1998/9
*24 diesels in 1998
*13 demand response vehicles in 1998 [1]
*3 ETBs in 1998
*internal cost allocation recovery in 1998/9

FY1999 1999 *trolley elec. dist. network infra. work
*1Odemand response vehicles in 1999 [1]
*planning projects in 2000
*capital leases in 2000
*internal cost allocation recovery in 2000
*17 diesels in 200”1

FY2000 2000 *28 diesels in 2001/3

[1] This project will help implement the RTA’s ADA Paratrans it Plaq.
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RTA’s Projected Use of FTA Funds (continued)

Type of grant Funding Date of Use of funds
source approv.

contract

approved OH-03-0126 1993 *trolley electrical distribution network
Section 5309 infrastructure work
(old Section 3) *3 ETBs in 1997
grants

OH-03-0138 1994 *3 ETBs in 1997
*6 utility vehicles in 1995-7

OH-03-0145 1995 *4 ETBs in 1997

Section 5309 FY1996 1996 *4 ETBs in 1997
*1 utility vehicle in 1996(old Section 3)

applications
FY1997 1997 *3 ETBs in 1997/8

*utility vehicles in 1997

FY1998 1998 *7 ETBs in 1998

FY1999 1999 *trolley elect. dist. network infra. work

FY2000 2000 *trolley elect. dist. network infra. work

approved OH-03-0124 1993 *27 ETBs in 1997
Section 5309
(old Section 3)
discretionary OH-03-0148 1995 *South Mont. County park-n-ride/transit center

grants (state) in 1996
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RTA’s Projected Use of FTA Funds (continued)

Type of grant Funding Date of Use of funds
source approv.

contract

approved OH-90-0207 1994 *Northwest Corridor park-n-ride/transit center
CMAQ Phase I in 1996
flexible funds *Eastown Shopping Center park-n-ride/transit

center in 1996
*Westown Shopping Center park-n-ride/transit
center in 1996
*Northeast corridor park-n-ride/transit center in
1996

OH-90-0240 1995 *electric battery powered bus demo in 1996
*19 diesels in 1996
*Westown Feeder route demo in 1995-7

FY1996 1996 *participation in Regional Ozone Action Program
in 1996 (reduced fare subsidy/marketing)

FY1997 1997 *participation in Regional Ozone Action Program
in 1997 (reduced fare subsidy/marketing)
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SUMMARY OF RTA PROJECTS OF THE FY1997-FY2000 TIP:

The attached FY1997-FY2000 TIP tables show a total of

* $29.2 million in FTA Section 5307 (old Section 9) formula capital fhnds
* $7.1 million in FTA Section 5309 (old Section 3) formula capital finds
* $0.1 million in flexible CMAQ funds
* $4.1 million in Federal Section 5307 (old Section 9) formula operating finds
* $8.9 million in State Public Transit Grant funds
* $0.9 million in ODOT elderly/handicapped assistance operating funds

There are several new or significantly revised projects on the TIP:

* “internal cost allocation recovery” refers to the newly allowed use of FTA fi-mdsto help offset
administrative costs of capital grants

* “engine rebuilds” refers to rebuilding older diesel engines in order to improve reliability and
emissions levels

* “downtown hub” refers to the purchase of the American Building (SE comer of Main and
Third) for use as an RTA administrative building and passenger waiting area; the cost of this
project has been essentially halved since the item was conditionally placed on the TIP over a
year ago; see the attached description for more details

Specifically, for information purposes:

* Table 5.4.A. 1 shows FYI 996 projects, for information only
* Tables 5.4.A.2 through 5.4.A.5 show the capital line items for FY 1997 through FY2000,

respectively; they show the use of FY1997, FYI 998, FY1999 and FY2000 Section 5309 and
5307 formula allocations, and CMAQ funds

* Tables 5.4.B.1 and 5.4.C. 1 show the operating expenses and funding sources for the State
fiscal years and RTA operator fiscal years, respectively

* Table 5.4.D.1 shows the summary of all Federally funded capital and operating line items by
fiscal year

The RTA’s portion of the TIP is fiscally constrained. This section of the TIP is consistent with the
RTA’s revised 1995-2000 and Bevond CaDital Plan and MVRPC’STransportation Vision and Long
Rarwe Transpo rtation Plan.
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION (prepared by RTA)

DOWNTOWN HUB ENHANCEMENT PROJECT--

The Miami Valley Regional Transit Authority (RTA) proposes to acquire and renovate the
American Building, which is located at 4 S. Main Street in downtown Dayton, in order to
accomplish the following:

* to provide a permanent presence for RTA in the downtown area, at the center of
commerce and retail

* to provide a climatically controlled environment for customers
* to leverage financial resources for economic development purposes
* to provide an example of cooperation with key business and governmental leaders

The potential benefits to RTA include availability of office space in the CBD, the center of
economic activity in the community. The acquisition and renovation of the American Building
also offers the possibility of generating savings in RTA’s operating costs through offsetting the
costs of space with rental income.

Regarding benefits to RTA’s customers, a portion of the first floor of the American Building can
be used as a passenger waiting area. The provision of such a climatically controlled waiting
environment would be beneficial to riders in both summer and winter. In addition, some
consumer services such as light food service, magazine vendors, etc., could be available in the
waiting area for the convenience of bus riders. Secondly, retail space could be available for
businesses of interest to RTA customers. Although there is no general shortage of retail space in
downtown Dayton, there may be a demand for those types of businesses that are of particular
interest to bus riders.

Lastly,. there would be benefits to the overall community. The proposed project would enhance
the quality of space in the American Building, a structure of historic significance, and increase
the possibility of private development on the surrounding space. A further benefit of the
proposed project is an increase in employment in the CBD. The RTA proposes shilling 40 to 50
employees downtown from its current offices. Although not an overwhelming number, it is
equal to approximately seven percent of recent annual increases in downtown employment.

Outside the facility, RTA would also provide enlarged and improved passenger shelters for its
customers in front of the American Building and the old Montgomery County Courthouse.

AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES S ACT [ADA) --

The Miami Valley Regional Transit Authority (RTA) has provided paratransit service to the
disabled community through its paratransit service known as Project Mobility since 1977.
Additionally, RTA has a fixed route fleet which became fully lift equipped in early 1992. Since
the inception of Project Mobility, paratransit trips have steadily increased and demand for
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paratransit trips continues to far exceed available resources.

In 1995, RTA moved from a predominantly contracted paratransit service ( approximately 90%
of all trips), to the internalization of all Project Mobility operations. Additionally, RTA
implemented a new paratransit eligibility certification process, opened a new Certification
Testing Center, developed and distributed a new Project Mobility application, instruction
brochure, and a Consumer’s Guide to Usin~ Proiect Mobility.

Lastly, the Project Mobility Advisory Committee (PMAC) was established, quarterly meetings
of the Committee on Regional Transit Accessibility (CORTA) was held, and numerous other
public activities were participated in by RTA staff.

The RTA submitted its ADA Paratransit Plan to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) in
January 1992. This Plan, and annual updates to it, have been developed through a public
participation process and endorsed by the Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission
(MVRPC), this region’s metropolitan planning organization (MPO).

The 1996 ADA Paratransit Plan update reflects objectives that have been attained and any
slippage that has occurred over the year. The 1996 Plan update was approved by the RTA Board
members at the December 5, 1995 public meeting, by the Transportation Committee (TC) in
December, 1995, and will be submitted to the FTA on or before January 26, 1996.

PRIVATIZATION --

On June 24, 1992, the Miami Valley Regional Transit Authority (RTA) received a letter of
findings (LOF) relative to the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) triennial review of the
RTA as required by the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982. The triennial review is
the FTA’s assessment of grantee compliance with Federal requirements determined by the
examination of management practices and program implementation. Private Enterprise
Participation was a reviewed item and the RTA was found compliant in this area.

On April 20, 1994, FTA reaffirmed its commitment to privatization but stressed reliance on the
public input process for transit grants and metropolitan planning organization (MPO) planning.
The FTA rescinded and revised the bulk of its privatization regulations in order to allow local
communities more flexibility and to relax restrictive Federal mandates. On October 6, 1994, the
Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission’s (MVRPC) Transportation Committee (TC)
officially rescinded its April 10, 1986 Resolution Adootinc the Process to Imt)lement FTA’s
Private Entemrise Initiative and April 2, 1987 Resolution AdoDtinz Privatization Guidelines for
Public-Private Sector Com~etitive Bidder Evaluatio n and Contract Procurement and adopted
MVRPC’STransit Privatization Guidelines, which reflect the new Federal regulations.

USE OF FLEET--

January 1995 Service Adjustments:
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Route 12- Route was diverted to operate along westbound Delaware instead of Fountain due
to Defensible Space Plan.

Route 14- Routes was realigned on south end to serve the Mandel, Marco Lane area instead
of Sheehan area.

Route 18- One morning and one afiemoon trip deviated into Wayne High School to seine
new passenger demand.

Route 19- One morning and one afternoon trip deviated into Wayne High School to serve
new passenger demand.

June 1995 Service Adjustments:

Route 62- Wright Flyer route was realigned to serve W. Third Street between Main and
Sinclair College instead of along Main north of Third Street.

Awzust 1995 Service Adjustments:

AM peak service was moved from an end time of 9:30 AM to 9:00 AM.
Route 3- Service was eliminated after 10:30 PM.
Route 5- Service was eliminated afier 10:30 PM. Peak frequencies were changed form 15

to 20 minutes.
Route 9- Service was diverted into the St. Elizabeth Medical Center parking lot.
Route 11- Service was extended to the Kettering Rec. Center.
Route 12- Peak frequencies on the south end were adjusted from 15 to 30 minutes.
Route 14- Semi-express service eliminated along Far Hills. All bus stops open to public

along Far Hills north of Stroop.
DESC - Both routes to DESC were eliminated due to low ridership.

PHASE II TROLLEY INFRASTRUCTURE EXPANSION --

In October, 1993, a new Capital Plan was approved by the Miami Valley Regional Transit
Authority’s (RTA) Board of Trustees which included the second phase of trolley route
extensions. Phase I has already been approved by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) with
a favorable environmental review. Proposed Phase II extensions include:

In 1996, a trolley wire extension of 1.0 miles to the Westown Shopping Center is proposed for
the Route 8 South along Gettysburg between the VA Center and W. Third Street. A 2.9 mile
extension to a Northwest Hub is proposed for Route 8 North along Salem Olive Road.

In 1997, a trolley wire extension of 4.4 miles is proposed for Route 3 East along Smithville
Road, Woodbine Avenue, and Spaulding Road in East Dayton and Riverside. A 3.9 mile
extension to the Eastown Shopping Center is proposed for the Route 4 East along Linden Avenue
between Smithville and Eastown.
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In the year 2000, a 4.0 mile extension to the Salem Mall and a northwest Hub is proposed for the
Route 7 North along Shiloh Springs Road.

TITLE VI COM PLIANCE --

Section 601 of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 states that “no person in the United States
shall, on the grounds of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be
denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program actively receiving
Federal financial assistance.” The Miami Valley Regional Transit Authority (RTA) is required
to submit a Title VI Program Update to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) every three
years, which assesses compliance with the Civil Rights Act of 1964; implementing regulations;
FTA Circular 4702.1, “Title VI Program Guidelines for Federal Transit Administration
Recipients,” dated May 26, 1988; and Part II, Section 114(c) of the FTA Agreement.

On March 1, 1994, RTA Staff submitted an updated Title VI Program. This program was
approved by FTA on April 22, 1994. This approval expires on March 31, 1997.

MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

100



OTHER TRANSIT INITIATIVES:

MVRPC is conducting the Greene County Transit Study, under contract to the Greene
County Commissioners. The study addresses the need for human services transportation
coordination and public transit in Greene County, and recommends a course of action for
the Commissioners. The consultant’s recommendations have been submitted to the
Greene County Commissioners. Eventually the results of the study will be reviewed and
considered by MVRPC’S transportation committees.

FISCAL SUMMARY OF ALL FTA AND CMAO/TRANSIT FUNDING SOURCES:

Table 5.5A shows a summary of all FTA and CMAQ/transit funding sources, The
entries in table 5.5A. are merely the summation of all entries in the following tables:

Table 5. 1.A: Section 5310
Table 5.2.D: Section 5311: Miami County Transit
Table 5.3.D: Section 5311: City of Piqua Transit
Table 5.4.D. 1: Section 5307, 5309 and CMAQ/transit: MVRTA
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SECTION 6

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM MANAGEMENT

INTRODUCTION

In an effort to alleviate the pressures of increasing costs of maintaining and building
transportation systems, communities are seeking better and less expensive ways of providing
their citizens with efllcient and safe transportation facilities. As a result, a planning process
known as Transportation System Management (TSM) has become an important part of regional
transportation planning. TSM is a plaming approach designed to improve transportation
systems by moving people and goods more efficiently and effectively. By improving the
existing transportation system, it may be possible to reduce delay and/or eliminate the need to
develop new expensive transportation facilities. Also, with increased concerns about energy
consumption and air pollution, improving the existing transportation system is a viable method
of addressing these issues.

As the Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Dayton area, the Miami Valley Regional
Plaming Commission (MVRPC) is responsible for the Transportation System Management
plaming process in Greene, Miami and Montgomery Counties. The Ohio Department of
Transportation, the Miami Valley Regional Transit Authority, officials and staff from local
jurisdictions, citizens and the private sector aid the commission in this planning process. This
report summarizes TSM activities undertaken or completed in 1995 and highlights TSM
activities proposed for CY1996 and FY1997.

TSM PLANNING PROCESS

By implementing the TSM plaming process, the transportation system within the region is
looked at as a single entity. The plaming process is then applied to this single entity in an
effort to improve the efficiency and cost effectiveness of the total system through low cost
improvements and strategies to reduce overall system demands.

Generally, there are three approaches to TSM plaming. The first approach is low cost
operation or spot improvements which are designed to improve roadway efficiency and safety
at specific problem locations. Examples of spot improvements are the addition of a turn lane
at an intersection, improvements in traffic signalization, providing pedestrian facilities and
transit passenger amenities.

The second approach is a corridor or area access control study. This is a comprehensive
analysis of transportation problems along roadway corridors like the Wilmington Pike corridor
between IR675 and SR725, which is experiencing rapid development. As a part of the TSM
planning process, transportation problems are identified and solutions are generated to address
them.
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The third TSM planning approach involves Travel Demand Management (TDM) activities.
These activities have regioml impact and ease pressures on the entire transportation system by
reducing vehicle trip demand, especially for commuting purposes. These activities involve
reducing the use of single occupant vehicles and/or altering the time of travel to less congested
time periods or locations. Such activities include ridesharing, transit service improvements,
controlled growth and land use development, flexible work schedules and telecommuting.

TSM ACTIVITIES

Usually, TSM improvements do not require great outlays of money and can be put into place
within a short period of time. The desired result, then, is an improvement of traffic flow, ease
of pedestrian movement and enhanced transit and bicycle travel. Since TSM improvements
vary from highly visible intersection improvements to minor changes in traffic signal timing,
some TSM improvements go unnoticed. These relatively unnoticeable changes are important
parts of the TSM planning process.

During 1995, area communities implemented a variety of TSM spot improvements. These
projects are expected to result in decreased congestion, reduced overall vehicle delay, and
improved safety.

The second area of TSM activities conducted in 1995 included the Area/Corridor access
control plaming activities. With the aid of several task forces, MVRPC monitors and updates
its active corridor and area access management plans. At the request of member jurisdictions,
MVRPC reviews proposed development plans for consistency with adopted plans.
Periodically, recommendations are made to amend the plans, revising them to address the
changing conditions or proposed development plan issues. Task forces active in the past year
have included the Dayton Mall/South Suburban, Salem Mall, and Wilmington Pike Task
Forces.

The third level of TSM planning focuses on activities which have regional impact and help
improve the entire transportation system. Ridesharing is a TSM strategy that encourages the
sharing of rides among people who live in the same general area and commute to similar
destinations. MVRPC sponsors a program called RideShare! that promotes and facilitates this
activity.

Transit is another TSM strategy with regional impact. Miami Valley Regional Transit
Authority (MVRTA), Miami County Transit, and City of Piqua Transit conducted a wide
range of TSM activities in 1995 and plan more for 1996/97.

Table 6.1 is a listing of TSM improvements which were completed or implemented in 1995.
The list is categorized by highway, RideShare!, and transit projects. Table 6.2 is a listing of
proposed TSM improvements which are to be implemented in 1996 or FY 1997. This table is
also categorized by highway, RideShare !, and transit projects.
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TSM BIKEWAY ACTIVITY

With the introduction of the Inter-modal Surface Transportation Act of 1991 (ISTEA),
bikeway planning and development has been one of the major transportation goals of MVRPC.
ISTEA has set a significant reform in the U.S. transportation planning and funding policies. It
has provided opportunities and resources to improve the alternatives to the automobile
including bicycles.

In an attempt to meet the requirements of ISTEA, and improve the overall efficiency of the
regional transportation system, MVRPC encourages the development of bicycle facilities as an
alternative mode of transportation. MVRPC developed the new Long Range Transportation
Plan, inclusive of the Bikeway Corridor Plan, which includes many recently completed
bikeways such as the North Bikeway Extension from Siebenthaler Avenue to Riverside Drive
in Montgomery County and the Corwin to Spring Valley Bikeway in Greene and Warren
Counties. The new bikeway plan encompasses the MVRPC transportation planning boundary
which, in 1992, was expanded to include Miami County. MVRPC is actively participating in
programming and funding processes for several major bike path developments, i.e., Mad
River Extension, H-connector, and South Montgomery County Bike Path Extension.

MVRPC provides assistance to member jurisdictions and the Miami Valley Regional Bicycle
Committee (MVRBC) in plaming new bike routes and related facilities. It also provides
assistance to member jurisdictions in planning their long range and short range bikeway plans.

Numerous bikeway construction projects took place during 1995 and early 1996. A locally
financed, major northwest corridor bikeway facility known as the Wolfcreek Bikeway from
Trotwood (Olive Road) to Verona, is being constructed along the abandoned CSX railroad
corridor. In addition, the Central Avenue Bikeway in Fairborn, from Kauffman Avenue to
South Street, was completed. The City of Centerville roadway widening and extension
projects also included bike path construction. The Wilmington Pike widening project included
an 8 foot sidewalk/bikeway from Clyo Road to SR725. The Clyo Road extension project from
Bigger Road to Wilmington Pike also included an 8 foot sidewalk/bikepath. Tables 4.1
through 4.3 in Section 4 lists numerous separate bikeway projects proposed with federal and
local funds over the next four year period of the TIP.
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TABLE 6.1
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM MANAGEMENT

ACTIVITIES IN CY1995

HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENTS I

Alpha Bellbrook Rd. Light, Street Alignment
Huber Heights Old Troy Pk. and TaylorsviI1e Signal Improvement Non-Fed
Mont Co Dog Leg Rd. and Old Springfield Rd. Intersection Improvement Non-Fed
Moraine Cardington Rd. andSR741 New Signal Non-Fed
Moraine Induswial Estates Dr.&SR741 Signal Upgrade Non-Fed .
Moraine SR74 I/Arbor Rd. Intersection Improvement Non-Fed
Moraine W. Springboro Rd./Kreitzer Rd. Intersection Improvement Non-Fed
Oakwood Schantz & Far Hills, Peach Ore. Traffic Signal Head and Wiring Non-Fed

Signal Upgrade-Phase 1 Improvement
Oakwood Oakwood & Far Hills; Patterson Traffic Signal Head and Wiring Non-Fed

Signal Upgrade-Phase 2 Improvement
ODOT Dist 7 Springboro Pk. at Lyons Rd. (MOT-74 1- Intersection Improvement Fed/Non-Fed

I 02.77)
Vandalia Little York Rd. at Brown School Rd. and Intersection Improvement Fed/Non-Fed

lCassel Rd. I I
Vandalia IUS 40/Airport Access Rd. lTraffic Signal Installation lNon-Fed
Wash. Twp ISR725 at Garnet Dr. lCrosswalk-6 Intersections lNon-Fed
Xenia lBellbrook Ave & Allison AVC INew Traffic Signal lNon-Fed
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TABLE 6.1 (CONTINUED)
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM MANAGEMENT

ACTIVITIES IN CY1995
) f

I RIDESHARE! IMPROVEMENTS I

,AVIUb ltilll~luy G1 QuILI

IMVRPC ]First Time General Public Matchlist 1218Applications ~

IMVRPC lCampaign Matchlist Requests 1142Applications

Direct Mail, Newspaper, Road Signs)
MVRPC Attend Ohio Association of Regional On-going FedfNon-fed

Council Rideshare! Subcommittee
MVRPC Develop and Implement Site-Specific April 1995 Fed/Non-fed

Suwey
MVRPC Market Research Study September 1995 FedfNon-fed
MVRPC Site-Specific Auto Occupancy Study April 1995 Fed/Non-fed
MVRPC Continued Regional Ozone Action Program April 1995 Fed/Non-fed

MVRPC Promoted Vanpooling Option to Local On-going Fed/Non-fed
Employees

MVRPC CMAQ Application to Continue Regional November 1995 Fed/Non-fed
Ozone Action Program

MVRPC Survey Road Sign Locations November 1995 Fed/Non-fed
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TABLE 6.1 (CONTINUED)
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM MANAGEMENT

ACTIVITIES CY1995

TRANSIT RELATED IMPROVEMENTS

I lUpdate/Service
Effectiveness Reviews

dVRTA MVRTA Service Area Capital & Operating Plan
4VRTA MVRTA Service Area Electric Trolley Bus

Purchase
dVRTA MVRTA Service Area Electric Trolley Bus

Refurbishment Program
dVRTA MVRTA Service Area Electric Trolley Bus

Infrastructure

I lModernization
/lVRTA IMVRTA Service Area Service Adjustments
AVRTA IMVRTA Service Area Marketing Plan
/lVRTA IMVRTA Service Area lProject Mobility Service

Enhancements
4VRTA Salem Mall Area Northwest Corridor Park-n-

Ridel’I’ransitFacility
4VRTA Dayton Mall Area South Montgomery County

Park-n-Ride/Transit
Facility

4VRTA Westown Shopping Center Area Westown Shopping Area
Park-n-Ride~ransit
Facility

4VRTA Eastown Shopping Center Area Eastown Shopping Area
Park-n-Ride~ransit

4VRTA lHuber Heights [Northeast Corridor Park-n-

1 lRide Transit Facility
4VRTA lDowntown Dayton ]Passenger Terminal
4VRTA MVRTA Service Area Transit Promotion and

Community Support
Service -- e.g. Air Show,
Hamvention, Fourth of
JuIv, etc.
Fourth of July, etc.

4VRTA MVRTA Service Area Kids I. D. Day
4VRTA MVRTA Service Area Maintenance of Token and

Pass Outlet Network
/lVRTA MVRTA Service Area Committee on Regional

Transit Accessibility

I l(CORTA)
/lVRTA IMVRTA Service Area IADA Plan Update
KVRTA MVRTA Service Area ICustomer Information

Enhancements -- e. g. Info.
Boards

/lVRTA Dayton Dayton School

I lTrmsportation

Fed/Non-fed

Fed/Non-fed

Fed/Non-fed
Non-fed
Fed/Non-fed

Fed/Non-fed

FedlNon-fed

FedlNon-fed

Fed/Non-fed

Fed/Non-fed

Fed/Non-fed
FedfNon-fed

Non-fed
Non-fed

Non-fed

Non-fed
Non-fed

Fed/Non-fed
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TABLE 6.1
TRANSPORTATION

(CONTINUED)
SYSTEM MANAGEMENT

ACTIVITIES CY1995

TRANSIT RELATED IMPROVEMENTS

$#@~@$#$#~ ~##@*~;;~ m@gg~@~@~W gg~~$~~.,,..,,...:.x.:.,.,.,.,.,,,,,,,:::;:,:,::::::,:::::,::::::::::,,:,::::,::,::,:y.::,:::::,,,:::.,.,.,.:.,,.,:,,,,,..,..,:,.,.,,,,.,.,.,,,.,.,.,.,.,,,.,,,.,,,,,.,.,.,,,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,.,,,,,,,,,,,, .,,,,
gg~~$~~: ~=--~~ ~;mgm ~g~,......................................,..:.:.:..:......’:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.,.x.;.:.:.,.:.,.,.;...:.:.,.,.,.,.:.,.,.,.,.,...,.,.,.......,.,.................. .... ::::::::.:::::::::.:::,:.:,:.:,:,:.:.:::~:
vlVRTA Huber Heights Huber Heights School Fed/Non-fed

Transportation
14VRTA MVRTA Service Area Transit Impact Study Fed/Non-fed
vIVRTA MVRTA Service Area Project Mobility Eligibility Fed/Non-fed

dVRTA MVRTA Service Area Bike Rack Demonstration Fed/Non-fed
dVRTA MVRTA Service Area Paratransit Information Fed/Non-fed

Guide
4VRTA MVRTA Service Area Scheduling Software - Fed/Non-fed

Ftxed Route& Paratransit
/lVRTA Dayton Airport Airport Survey FedfNon-fed
dVRTA MVRTA Service Area Increased Employer Non-fed

Support Program (ESP)
Participation

/lVRTA MVRTA Service Area Cooperative Ridership Non-fed
Campaigns with Public and
Private Sectors -- e.g.
National City Bank, City of
Davton, etc.

dVRTA MVRTA Service Area Route Specific Promotions Non-fed

4VRTA MVRTA Service Area Targeted Ridership Non-fed
Promotions -- e.g. Victoria
Secrets Employment
Center, Postal Encoding
Center

4VRTA MVRTA Service Area Sinclair Comm. College Fed/Non-fed
Strategy

4VRTA MVRTA Service Area Senior Citizen Strategy Fed/Non-fed
4VRTA MVRTA Service Area Automated Rideline Non-fed

Answer System
4VRTA MVRTA Service Area Public Education on Fare Non-fed

Changes
~VRTA MVRTA Service Area Night Service Study Non-fed
4VRTA West Dayton Westown Feeder FedfNon-fed

Demonstration
4VRTA MVRTA Service Area Dial-A-Ride Expansion FedlNon-fed

4VRTA MVRTA Service Area Project Mobility Advisory Non-fed
Committee (PMAC)

4VRTA MVRTA Service Area “Talking” Bus Stop Test Non-fed
4VRTA MVRTA Service Area Regional Ozone Program Non-fed
41AMI CO TRANSIT MIAMI CO TRANSIT Service Area Capital grant for 2 vans FccUNon-fcd

(with lift)
:ITY OF PIQUA City of Piqua Transit Service Area Capital grant for 1 van FcdlNon-fcd

llANSIT (with lift)
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TABLE 6.2
ROADWAY-RELATED IMPROVEMENTS
PROPOSED FOR CY1996 AND SFY1997

I HIGHWAY/BIKEWAY IMPROVEMENTS

I I land Install Interconnect I
Cable

Dayton Dayton Traftlc Signal System Replacement with Fiber Fed/Non-Fed
Communication Cable Optic Cable

Dayton Mad River Bikeway Phase I - Webster St. Bikeway Extension Fed

t-

to Eastwood Pike
Dayton Rebuild 10 Signal Intersection New Poles, Signal, and Fed

Dayton Upgrade/Rebuild 10 Signalized Poles, Signals, Detectors, Fed
Intersections (Phase 2) Cable

Dayton Upgrade/Rebuild 15 Signalized Poles, Signals, Detectors, Fed
Intersections (Phase 3) Cable

Fairborn Col. Glenn at N. Fairfield Rd. Widen Intersection, Signal, Fed/Non-Fed
& Pedestrian Improvements

Greene County H-Connector Bikeway - MOT/GRE C.L. to Bikeway Extension Fed
Xenia Station

Greene County Kauffman Bikeway Phase 2 & 3- Wright Bikeway Extension Fed
Memorial Park to Col. Glenn Hwy.

Greene County Little Miami Scenic Bikeway - Hedges Rd. Bikeway Extension Fed
to S. Detroit St. (Xenia Station)

Huber Heights SR202 at Chambersburg Rd. Widen and Upgrade Signal Fed/Non-Fed
Hazard Elimination

Kettering Kettering/Moraine Traffic Signal System Communication Cable Fed

Replacement with Fiber
Optic Cable

Miami County CR 25A New Traffic Signal and FedlNon-Fed
Turn Lanes

Mont CO Byers Rd. btw. Technical Dr. and Lyons Widening/Including Non-Fed
Rd. sidewalks

Mont CO N. Dixie Dr. at Lightner Rd. Intersection Improvement Non-Fed
Mont CO N. Dixie Dr. at Stonequarry Traffic Signal Installation Non-Fed
Mont CO S Bikeway Extension Rice Field to Bikeway Extension Fed/Non-Fed

IMOTMAR CL I I
Mont CO lSocial Row Rd. at Sheehan Rd. preconstruction and lNon-Fed

Improve Intersection
Mont CO Yankee St. between Austin & Spring Intersection Signalization Non-Fed

Valley Rd.
ODOT Dist.7 SR48 Sheehan Rd. to Nutt Rd. (MOT-048- 3 Lanes, Curb, Gutter, Non-Fed
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TABLE 6.2
ROADWAY-RELATED IMPROVEMENTS
PROPOSED FOR CY1996 AND SFY1 997

I HIGHWAY/BIKEWAY IMPROVEMENTS

17.35)

ODOT Dist.7 SR202 at Needmore Rd. Add Left and Right Turn Fed/Non-Fed
Lanes & Additional
Through Lane - Hazard
Elimination

ODOT Dist.7 Free Pk. at Siebenthaler Ave. (MOT-049- Intersection Improvement Non-Fed

05.00)
ODOT Dist.8 SR 444 at Dayton-Yellow Springs Rd. Intersection Improvement FedfNon-Fed

(GRE-444-03. 12)
ODOT District 8 IR675 at Wilmington Pike Widen Off Ramps at Fed/Non-Fed

Wilmington Pike
Riverside Valley Pike at Harshman Rd. Intersection Improvement Fed/Non-Fed
Vandal ia/ODOT US 40 at Dog Leg Rd. Signal Installation & Left Fed/Non-Fed

District 7 I Turn Lane
West Carrollton IHydraulic Rd. Bikeway - Alex Rd. to S. of Bikeway Construction Fed

Kmia US68 at SR380

‘--”---T

Intersection Improvement, STP, L
Add Turn Lane, Realign
Pavement, and Improve
Sight Distance

IXenia US68fUS35/Second St. Signal System Interconnect Fed
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TABLE 6.2 (CONTINUED)
ROADWAY - RELATED IMPROVEMENTS
PROPOSED FOR CY1996 AND SFY1 997

I RIDESHARE! IMPROVEMENTS I

quarter
MVRPC First Time General Public Matchlists 200 applications per FedlNon-fed

quarter
MVRPC Campaign Matchlists 200 applications per Fed/Non-fed

I b uarter I
MVRPC lGeneral Advertising (radio, billboard, on-going lFecVNon-fed

direct mail, newspaper, road signs)
MVRPC Promotion of Van Ohio on-going Fed/Non-fed
MVRPC Promotion of Guaranteed Ride Home on-going Fed/Non-fed
MVRPC Identify areas lacking in Rideshare! road January 1996 Fed/Non-fed

IMVRPC lAdd all road sign information to GIS lMarch 1996 lFed/Non-fed
database

MVRPC Attend OARC Ride Share Committee on-going Fed/Non-fed
MVRPC Site Specific Auto occupancy May 1996 FedlNon-fed
MVRPC Expand and implement REGIONAL April 1996- October 1997 FediNon-fed

OZONE ACTION PROGRAM
MVRPC Incentive program for May - September 1996 Fed/Non-fed
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TABLE 6.2 (CONTINUED)
ROADWAY-RELATED IMPROVEMENTS
PROPOSED FOR CY1996 AND SFY1 997

TRANSIT RELATED IMPROVEMENTS

Effectiveness Reviews
/lVRTA MVRTA Service Area Capital & Operating
AVRTA MVRTA Service Area Electric Trolley Bus

I lInfrastructurs
Modernization

4VRTA MVRTA Service Area Service Adjustments
lVRTA MVRTA Service Area Electric Battery Powered

Bus Demonstration
4VRTA MVRTA Service Area Marketing Plan
4VRTA MVRTA Service Area Target Market Studies
4VRTA MVRTA Service Area Passenger Facility Program

Evaluation/Improvements

4VRTA Salem Mall Area Northwest Corridor Park-n-
Ride~ransit Facility

4VRTA Dayton Mall Area South Montgomery County
Park-n-Ride~ransit
Facility

4VRTA Westown Shopping Center Area Westown Shopping Area
Park-n-Rideflransit
Facility

4VRTA Eastown Shopping Center Area Eastown Shopping Area
Park-n-Rideff’ransit
Facility

4VRTA Huber Heights Northeast Corridor Park-n-
Ride/Transit Facility

4VRTA Downtown Dayton Passenger Terminal
4VRTA MVRTA Service Area Transit Promotion and

Community Support
Service -- .eg. Air Show,
Hamvention, Fourth of

I IJuIY.etc.
4VRTA IMVRTA Service Area lMaintenance of Token and

Pass Outlet Network
4VRTA MVRTA Service Area ADA Plan Update

~F Project Mobility Eligibility

/lVRTA MVRTA Service Area Committee on Regional
Transit Accessibility
(CORTA)

4VRTA Dayton Dayton School
Transportation

Non-fed
FecVNon-fed

Fed/Non-fed
FedfNon-fed

Non-fed
Fed/Non-fed
Fed/Non-fed

FediNon-fed

FerVNon-fed

Fed/Non-fed

FedfNon-fed

FedfNon-fed
Fed/Non-fed

Non-fed

Fed/Non-fed
Fed/Non-fed

FedfNon-fed

bFed/Non-fed
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TABLE 6.2 (CONTINUED)
ROADWAY-RELATED IMPROVEMENTS
PROPOSED FOR CY1 996 AND SFY1997

TRANSIT RELATED IMPROVEMENTS

Demonstration
vlVRTA MVRTA Service Area Scheduling Software - Fed/Non-fed

Fixed Route & Paratransit
vlVRTA MVRTA Service Area Customer Fed/Non-fed

Satisfaction/Focus Groups

vIVRTA MVRTA Service Area Ozone Action Program Fed/Non-fed
vIVRTA MVRTA Service Area Dial-A-Ride expansion Fed/Non-fed
vlVRTA MVRTA Service Area Sinclair Strategy Fed/Non-fed
dVRTA MVRTA Service Area Senior Strategy Fed/Non-fed
vIVRTA MVRTA Service Area Project Mobility Advisory Non-fed

Committii (PMAC)

dVRTA MVRTA Service Area Travel Training Program Non-fed
dVRTA MVRTA Service Area Employee Ridership Non-fed

Program
dVRTA MVRTA Service Area RTA Community Grant Non-fed

lProgram I
dVRTA MVRTA Service Area IKids I.D. Day INon-fed
dIAMI CO MIAMI CO TRANSIT Service Area Capital Grant for 4 cars Fed/Non-fed

vlIAMI CO TRANSIT MIAMI CO TRANSIT Service Area Capital grant for 2 vans
(with lift)

:ITY OF PIQUA City of Piqua Transit Service Area Capital Grant for 4 cars Fed/Non-fed

~RANSIT
:ITY OF PIQUA City of Piqua Transit Service Area Capital grant for 1 van FedfNon-fed

:RANSIT (with lift)
:ITY OF PIQUA City of Piqua Transit Service Area Set fare rate rather than per Fed/Non-fed
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SECTION 7

THE AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

The Greene, Miami, and Montgomery County Region is served by eight air transportation
facilities: Dayton Internatioml Airport, Dayton General Airport South, Brookville Airport, Dahio
Airport, Green County Airport, Moraine Airport, Phillipsburg-Myers Airport and Piqua Airport.
In addition to these civilian airports, a military facility, Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, is
located ten miles northeast of Dayton. The Dayton International Airport provides Commercial
passenger service for the Region.

During 1995, total passenger enplanements at the Dayton International Airport were 1,102,708.
That is a decrease of approximately 18% from the 1994 passenger enplanements. The projected
enplanements for 1996 are expected to remain near 1,200,000. The largest decrease in local air
travel came when Continental Airlines decreased its passenger service to Dayton by 58.1% in
1995. There were several passenger services added: Chicago Express (4 flights per day to
Chicago Midway Airport), AirTran (1 flight per day to Orlando, Florida) and Skyways (2 flights
per day to Nashville and 3 flights per day to Grand Rapids). Total air freight declined by 4% to
691,605.85 tons but is expected to increase in 1996. Figure 7.1 shows the historic trends (1990-
1995) for enplaned passengers and air cargo at the Dayton International Airport.
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FIGURE 7.1 Source: City of Dayton
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The City of Dayton’s Aviation Operation Fund includes revenues generated by the operation of the
Dayton International Airport and Dayton General Airport South. In 1994, The Aviation Operating
Fund added $2.3 million to its cash reserve which in turn was used for capital projects in 1995. In
1995 the cash receipts declined by $3 million due to a decrease in landing fees, caused by the cargo
slump in mid year that reduced landing weights, and a reduction in airline landings due to CALite’s
operation leases. With the projected improvement in freight cargo, revenues are expected to
increase.

With fund availability, scheduled 1996 capital improvement projects from the Department of
Aviation total $23.5 million. Figure 7.2 and Figure 7.3 display maps for the first four projects.
Figure 7.4 displays the projects that will be eligible for Federal Aviation Administration Airport
Capital Improvement Program (ACIP) funding in the next five years. The ensuing lists details the
proposed projects for 1996.

C-D Deicing Apron and Pavement Rehabilitation $4,700,000
Consists of the construction of 3.8 acres of new concrete aircraft
deicing apron and rehabilitation of certain taxiways, the touchdown
area of Runway 24R and a portion of the General Aviation Center # 1
ramp. The storm water permit requires the construction of this
deicing apron. A pavement maintenance program scheduled these
sections of pavement for rehabilitation. (#1 and #3 on Figure 7.2 and 7.4)

Deicing Process
Consists of the pipes, pumps, wet wells, equalization lagoons, pump
house, sanitary sewer and related infrastructure necessary for the
collecting, pumping and storing of the used deicing fluid. The storm
water discharge permit requires this project. (#2 on Figure 7.2 and 7.4)

Residential Sound Insulation Phase II Professional Services
$1,000,000

Design phase and small planning review related to the reduction of
noise in approximately 25 residences near the Airport. ODOT grant
provides $50,000. (Figure 7.3 and #6 on Figure 7.4)

Land Acquisition (Noise - Eligible for AIP)
Acquisition of approximately nine parcels all or partially within
the 70 DNL noise contour identified in the Noise Compatibility
Study. (Figure 7.3 and #5 on Figure 7.4)

Hanger Site Development (ED/GE)
Included is the relocation of a storm water detention pond and the
extension of certain utilities, the construction of vehicle and pedestrian
access and other infrastructure modifications necessary to prepare a
site for the proposed PSA hanger. ED/GE grant provides $450,000.

$5,350,000

$1,460,000

$450,000
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Emery Warehouse Site Development
The phased project consists of the road network, utilities and other
infrastructure necessary to allow the development of this proposed
logistics development. Two phases of construction and engineering
are proposed for 1996.

Land Acquisition (Non-Federal)
Parcels may be obtained as the opportunities occur for long term
airport development.

Regional Aircraft/FIS Facility Remodel
Purchase of two “lift” vehicles allowing access by handicapped
personnel to regional or commuter aircraft. An international customs
passenger staging area would be provided.

ARFF Vehicle Replacement

This project would replace the 3,000 gallon aircraft rescue and fire

fighting vehicle. (#4 on Figure 7.4)

ARFF Fire Station Expansion
The construction of the previously designed project is to renovate the
existing fire station at the airport to accommodate female fire fighters,
additional personnel and to comply with ADA and OSHA requirements.

$2,800,000

$2,600,000

$300,000

$535,000

$450,000

Law Enforcement Office Remodel $450,000
Construction of the previously designed new Law Enforcement
Office and Incident Command Center.

SUBTOTAL $20,095,000

The following additional capital improvement projects may be implemented depending on fund
availability.

Equipment $1,475,000

Runway Sweeper $245,000
Snow Blower (2) Replacement $550,000
Snow Plows (4) Replacement $680,000
(#7 on Figure 7.4)

Landside Road/Utility Engineering
Professional Services for airport landside roadway planning and
engineering including pavement rehabilitation design and service
during construction related to following project for 1996 and
subsequent development opportunities.

$350,000
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Landside Road Rehabilitation
Rehabilitation of Freight Drive including pavement, curbs, gutters
and various other aspects. New tenant parking may be included.
Rehabilitation of the baggage access roads, center 1 and 2 asphalt
road network and tenant parking. The storm water trench drain
and dock area structures are to be reconstructed.

$1,000,000

FSS Roof Replacement $145,000
Replace roof membrane and insulation of City-owned building.

PC Network $100,000
Provide network capability to Aviation Administration staff, ARFF
and Operations.

Terminal Electrical System Upgrade - Phase I $300,000
Modernization of Terminal Building electrical distribution system
design and construction. Includes replacement of system of
subpanels and breakers installed in 1958.

SUBTOTAL $3,370,000
GRAND TOTAL $23,465,000
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APPENDIX A

MVRPC Public Involvement Policy

For Transportation Planning
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MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT POLICY
FOR TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

Pub lic Involvement
Public involvement in the development of transportation programs and major plans is a key

component of the Interrnodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA). ISTEA legislation

seeks to build new partnerships by requiring early and inclusive public involvement of all

interested parties throughout the transportation planning and programming process, including

private citizens, public officials, and interested agencies who represent a wide range of

disciplines and areas of expertise.

With the passage of ISTEA, several significant changes were imposed upon the development and

implementation of transportation programs and plans within the Dayton metropolitan area. One

of these changes mandates the creation and adoption a formal public participation process. As

part of the development of the MVRPC’S formal public involvement process, several objectives

are identified:

II Continue and enhance current public involvement efforts
~ Enact outreach efforts to broaden scope, include those not previously represented, and provide

the opportunity for participation into early plan development efforts

MVRPC’SCurrent Public Involvement Activities
Public participation has always been a significant factor in the development of MVRPC’S

transportation planning activities. It is the objective of MVRPC to maintain its commitment to

public involvement and improve the opportunity for citizen participation in the development of

transportation programs and major plans.

public education efforts currently include the production of an annual report, which documents
significant activities and accomplishments of MVRPC in the past calendar year. Sent to all
elected officials within the region, members of MVRPC’S transportation-related committees, a
variety of interested agencies and private businesses, and television, radio and print news editors,
the annual report contains all regularly scheduled meeting dates of the MVRPC Board of
Directors and MVRPC’Stransportation committee structure (the Transportation Committee,
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee, and Council of Citizens).

Beyond the public involvement conducted on individual projects, MVRPC also secures public
comment through the Intergovernmental Review process (of both its work program/budget and
the Transportation Improvement Program and amendments), as well as its current transportation
committee structure.

Through its transportation committee structure described in the proceeding paragraph, MVRPC
provides timely information about current and anticipated transportation issues (Table 1). Input
from the committee discussions with affected State and Federal agencies, cities and local
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jurisdictions, and public transit representatives is collected during the development of all major
regional transportation plans, TIPs, and major plan amendments (including those which add or
delete a project which contributes to and/or reduces transportation-related emissions).

The Transportation Committee (TC), which serves as the transportation policy-making body of
MVRPC, is primarily composed of local elected officials, Ohio Department of Transportation
(ODOT) representatives, transit officials, corporate and civic leaders; it has the primary
responsibility for planning regional transportation programs and facilities. All transportation-
related subcommittees report to and advise TC. The two primary subcommittees are: 1) the
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC), consisting of transportation
professionals of various public and quasi-public agencies and 2) the Council of Citizens (COC),
consisting of 32 citizens representing nine geographic sectors of Greene, Miami, and
Montgomery Counties. The COC members work with the staff in the development of
transportation policies and programs and ensure the comments of private citizens in the
transportation decision making process. COC meetings also serve as a public forum between the
IMVRPCstaff, COC members, and the public on topics such as the transportation planning
process, project funding parameters, major long and short range plans and programs, and
applicable local, state, and federal planning guidelines. One additional subcommittee, the
Human Services Transportation Committee (HSTC), consists of over 90 representatives from
human service organizations and the transportation-disabled; it supplies comments on the
development of transportation plans as they relate to the needs of the transportation-disabled.

All standing MVRPC committees, as described in the preceding paragraph, are open to the
public. Notices and agendas for committee meetings are provided to local radio, television, and
newspaper media approximately one week prior to the meeting. Proceedings of these meetings
are transcribed and minutes or summaries are available upon request.

MVRPC conducts public involvement meetings at key decision points throughout the
transportation planning development process, including during plan developmenthefore drdft
plan adoption and prior to final plan adoption. MVRPC advertises these meetings by publishing
public notices that also specify the availability of draft and final transportation programs and
major plans for public review and comment at MVRPC offices. The pub]ic notices are published
at least 30 days before the scheduled TC meeting in one regionally circulated newspaper (Dayton
Daily News) and one additional newspaper in each of the three counties (Greene County - Xenia
Dfiily Gazette, Miami County - Troy Daily News, and Montgomery County - Kettering-
Oakwood Times). Notes from the meeting, which include signiilcant public comments that were
made and MVRPC’S response, are summarized and included in the final plan document. (Please
note that these and other public involvement activities are summarized in Table 2.)

In addition to comments presented at public involvement meetings, written comments on the
transportation programs and major plans (including the TIP) are also accepted. Comments are
accepted for a period of 30 days after the public notice appears; all written comments receive a
written response from MVRPC approximately one week after they are received. All comments

and corresponding responses by MVRPC are summarized and included in the final plan

document. When received, other public comments are addressed by MVRPC on an ongoing
basis and documented whenever possible. All input is considered in shaping programs, plans,
updates, and major amendments. When the final plan document differs substantially from the
one originally made available for public comment or raises new issues (specifically the addition

A-4 MIAMI VALLEY KEGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

I



so

S
n

‘s amm
o

a)
r

“%

‘1

r
1

\l
1

—
I

r
#

1!

I

I
I

f

E
_l

A
-5

I



one originally made available for public comment or raises new issues (specifically the addition
or deletion of a project which contributes to and/or reduces transportation-related emissions), an
added opportunity for public comment is given. This added opportunity for public comment will
follow the same public involvement activities required for the original plan.

All public meetings are accessible to the disabled. Newspaper public notices, as placed by
MVRPC, state the availability of interpreters for hearing-impaired individuals, with the
provision that MVRPC receives the request one week before the meeting.

Additionally, press releases and public service announcements are prepared and distributed to
cable television organizations, newspapers, radio and television stations within Greene, Miami,
and Montgomery Counties. Distributed approximately two weeks before the scheduled meeting,
these announcements notify news editors of scheduled public involvement meetings that provide
an opportunity for public comment and examination of developing transportation programs and
major plans. Copies of these press releases and public service announcements are also provided
to Transportation Committee members in their meeting packet mailout.

When requested by interested parties, MVRPC provides reasonable public access to technical
and policy information used in the development of transportation plans and programs.

Wherever possible, the MVRPC public involvement process enhances ongoing statewide public

involvement efforts in the development of statewide transportation programs and plans. In an

effort to coordinate MVRPC’S public involvement activities with those of ODOT, representatives
of ODOT Districts Seven and Eight are notified and invited to attend the scheduled MVRPC
public involvement meetings. Whenever possible, MVRPC also attends scheduled ODOT public
involvement meetings.

In addition to its current public involvement activities, MVRPC will expand its process to
include the following:

. Major amendments and updates of the plans summarized in Table 2 will require use of the
public involvement process. Major amendments include a change in design concept or scope
of a project on a major transportation corridor. (This includes an amendment which adds or
deletes a project which contributes to and/or reduces transportation-related emissions).

● In addition to publishing public notices in regional newspapers, MVRPC may also purchase
paid advertisements in print and broadcast media announcing public meetings scheduled
during the plan’s development, including during the development of the draft and final
versions of major plans and plan updates.

. ISTEA states that the public involvement process shall provide for:

!,
. . . timely information about transportation issues and process to citizens, affected

public agencies, representatives of transportation agency employees, private providers

of transportation, other interested parties and segments of the community affected by
transportation plans, programs, and projects . . .“
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To increase the participation of citizens and organizations in the transportation planning
process, MVRPC has developed and will maintain a mailing list notifying various groups of
scheduled public involvement meetings. By announcing scheduled public involvement
meetings approximately two weeks before the meeting date, the goal of this mailing list is to
include those groups not already directly involved through the transportation-related
committee structure. The list currently includes representatives of chambers of commerce,
intermodal interests, minority representatives, environmental groups, neighborhood citizen
groups (city priority boards), and those representatives for those traditionally underserved by
existing transportation systems. In addition to groups identified in the ISTEA legislation,
MVRPC will add those interested parties requesting placement on this mailing list. The list
also contains many organizations originally involved in the Long Range Plan Committee,
which is not a standing committee.

Future expansion of the mailing list will occur as additional representatives or individuals are

identified or request being added to the list. Organizations represented on this list will receive

notices of scheduled public involvement meetings approximately two weeks before the

meeting, at which they will have the opportunity to make comments, ask questions, and

receive responses.

. The MVRPC Public Meeting Information Line provides information about scheduled

MVRPC public meetings. By dialing 1-800-55 MVPRC (1-800-556-8772) or (5 13)496-3835

for local calls, callers hear a recorded message announcing the date, time and location of

MVRPC public meetings for each month. Callers are also instructed to call the MVRPC main

telephone number (513-223-6323) during regular business if they have questions.

. MVRPC will conduct an annual review of public participation procedures to assure the

effectiveness of the process and provide full and open access to all. Qualitative evaluation

criteria includes: attendance at meetings, amount of feedback from all available avenues, cost

effectiveness of the public input process relative to the amount of feedback, type of input

demonstrating citizen understanding, and responsiveness of MVRPC to citizen questions and

comments. Revisions and/or amendments to the MVRPC Public Involvement Policy for
transportation planning will require a 45-day comment period in addition to the stated public
involvement process, a public meeting, and adoption of proposed changes by the
Transportation Committee.
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TABLE 2: MVRPC’s Public Involvement Policy for Various Transportation Plaming Activities

Press Public Public Public Intrgov. MVRPC Publish Paid
Release Invohnt. Involmt. Involmt. Review Transp. publicl Media

and Meeting: Meeting: Meeting: Process Comitte. legal Adver-
Pub.Ser. projects beforel before Struct. notice tisement
Amcmt. received during final (if

drafi plan needed)
develop. adoption

TIP d d / d d d d

Major TIP d d d d d
amendment

Minor TIP d d

amendment

Transport.

Enhancmnt. d # d d d

Program

Long Range d d d d 4 (as M

Plan-- (amend.: needed)

update or as needed)

amendment

Managemnt. d / d d d

Systems

Major d d (as d d d

Investment needed)

Studies

Functional

Classificatn. d

Amendment

MVRPC’ S

ISTEA
Policies & d

Procedures

Amendment

Annual Self

Certification d

Process
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APPENDIX Al

Intermodal Suiface Transportation Efficiency Act:
Metropolitan Transportation Planning Process: Elements.
Section 450.3 16(b)(1)

(b) Inaddition, themetropolitan trmspofiation pinning process sha1l:
(1) Include aproactive public involvement process thatprovides complete information, timely

public notice, full public access to key decisions, and supports early and continuing involvement of
the public in developing plans and TIPs and meets the requirements and criteria specified as follows;

(1) Require a minimum public comment period of 45 days before the public involvement process
is initially adopted or revised;

(ii) Provide timely information about transportation issues and processes to citizens, affected
public agencies, representatives of transportation agency employees, private providers of
transportation, other interested parties and segments of the community affected by transportation
plans, programs and projects (including but not limited to central city and other local jurisdiction
concerns);

(iii) provide reasonable public access to technical and policy information used in the development
of plans and TIPs and open public meetings where matters related to the Federal-aid highway and
transit programs are being considered;

(iv) Require adequate public notice of public involvement activities and time for public review
and comment at key decision points, including, but not limited to, approval of plans and TIPs (in
nonattainment areas, classified as serious and above, the comment period shall be at least 30 days for
the plan, TIP, and major amendments);

(v) Demonstrate explicit consideration and response to public input received during the planning
and program development processes;

(vi) Seek out and consider the needs of those traditionally underservcd by existing transportation
systems, including but not limited to low-income and minority households;

(vii) When significant written and oral comments are received on the draft transportation plan or
TIP (including the financial plan) as a result of the public involvement process or the interagency
consultation process required under the U.S. EPA’s conformity regulations, a summary, analysis, and
report on the disposition of comments shall be made part of the final plan and TIP;

(viii) If the final transportation plan or TIP differs significantly from the one which was made
available for public comment by the MPO and raises new material issues which interested parties
cou Id not reasonably have foreseen from the public involvement efforts, an additional opportunity for
public comment on the revised plan or TIP shall be made available;

(ix) Public involvement processes shall be periodically reviewed by the MPO in terms of their
effectiveness in assuring that the process provides full and open access to all;

(x) These procedures will be reviewed by the FHWA and the FTA during certification reviews for
TMAs, and as otherwise necessmy for all MPOS, to assure that full and open access is provided to
MPO decision making processes;

(xi) Metropolitan public involvement process shall be coordinated with statewide public
involvement processes wherever possible to enhance public consideration of the issues, plan, and
programs and reduce redundancies and costs;
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*
Miami Valley Regional
Planning Commission

400 MiamiValleyTower
40 WestFourthStreet
Dayton,Ohio45402-1827
(513)223-6323
Fax(513)223-9750
OhioRelayService
(l-800-750-0750TWfiOO)

Chair
JackL.Shirley

ExecutiveC)ireclor
hloraE. Lake

ET NG NOTUI

RR 20.1995

Tom Becker, Northeast

Kenneth Beers, Northeast

Jackie Blakesly, Northeast

D. E. Campbell, Citizen
l~orman Fountain, Southwest
David Heitz, South

Hans Jindal, ODOT District 8

James Lenz, South
Walt Lichtenberg, Eas[

Glenn McCarthy, East
Mike Morris, ODOT District 8

Jack J. Poore, Southeast

Clare P. Pressler, Citizen

Conny Ridden, Southeast

Lee Schatzley, East
Robefl Sheridan, Northeast

Clyde Smitley, Citizen

Hank Sokolnicki, MVRTA

Joddy Tash, Citizen

Naomi Trout, East

Steve Wanders, Citizen

Joe Wilson, Upper Northwest

Barbara Zajbel, Citizen

Tom Zajbei, Citizen

>IVRPC ST AFE

Scott Glum

Susan Habirm
Gloria Johnson

Rich Schultze

Don Spang

The meeting was called to order by Council of Citizens Chairperson Jack Poore. He introduced
himself and gave a brief description of the Council of Citizens and its agenda for the evening.
Mr. Poore had all those present introduce themselves.

11. ~UBLIC INPUT ON

A. PRESENTATION OF PROPOSED NEW PROJECTS TO BE
ADDED TO THE UPCOMING FY1997-FY2000 TRANSPORTATION
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIP)

Chairperson Poore introduced Don Span: who presented [he list of proposed new projects for
inclusion in the MVRPC’S Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for FY 1997-FY2000.
iMr. Spang also discussed [he four FY 1996-FY 1997 Transportation Enhanccrncnt Program
applications for scenic improvements as well as the [hrec applications for pccicstrian/bicycle
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improvements.

Comment: The Xenia Urban Design Planning Commiuee as well as local ci[izens and
businesses have spent a great deal of time and effort studying the economic
benefits of the Xenia Station Alternative Transportation Center (Hub) and
preparing”the project application. Positive consideration of the project was
requested because of the many benefits to the City of Xenia.

Response: The COC and MVRPC do not have final say on what projects get funded, but will
review and rank the applications and make recommendations at the next COC
meeting. MVRPC’S Transportation Committee will then meet in November for a
final decision on the ranking of the projects and foiward the results to ODOT.
ODOT has final say on funding.

Comment: Will the Honey Creek and Stillwater bridge replacement projects include a
widening of the bridges?

Response: No. These projects are just replacements of the existing bridges. The roads may

be realigned.

Comment: How will the road be changed at Honey Creek?
Response: The COC does not know the de[ails of the realignment. Call Doug Christian,

County Engineer of Miami County, for specific details.

There being no other comments on the proposed list of projects, Mr. Span: turned [he floor over
[o Rich Schultze for other public involvement issues.

B. PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF THE FY1995-FY 199S AND
FY1996-FY1999 TIPs FOR iMIALMICOUNTY TRANSIT
PROJECTS

Mr. Schultze explained that the proposed amendment for tMiami County Transit would change

the system’s fleet to allow for more of the full size sedans to replace the vans. He also stated that
part of this amendment was for a change in the computer hardware purchase to FY 1995 instead

of FY 1996 and aiso included software.

There were no comments on this issue.

c. PROPOSED METHOD OF ADDRESSING THE USDOT’S MAJOR
INVESTMENT STUDIES PLANNING REQUIREMENTS FOR THE

RTA’s PROPOSED PHASE 11ELECTRIC TROLLEY BUS ROUTE
EXTENSIONS

lMr. Schultzc dcscribcd the RTA’s proposed Phase II Electric Trol!cybus ROLIIC Extensions
project and the major studies and planning/programming documcn[s that were prepared for the
project. He explained that MVRPC, RTA, and ODOr believe [hat these studies and documents
fulfill [he Major Investment Study (MIS) requirements and that no additional planning
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documentation is needed. A document entitled Fulfillment of MI S Planning Requirements foc
Ihe RTA’s Phase H Elec tric Trollevbus Route Extensions Prolec~ , which includes all the
planning/programming documents that were prepared, is being proposed for adoption by the
Transportation Committee of MVRPC. Mr. Schultze said that this issue is being presented to the
public to see if there are any comments on the project.

Comment:
Response:

Comment:
Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:
Response:

What does Phase 11consist of?

The addition of about 40 miles of electric trolley bus routes to routes #2, #3, #4,

#7, and #8.

Would any of the routes extend into Miami County?

No.

The bus services that we already have need to be more fully utilized. There is a
lack of passengers that ride the RTA services in places like Oakwood and
Centerville. How many passengers are needed for a route to break even on a run?
The RTA has sexvice standards that describe the minimum ridership for a route to
be considered productive. Bus service is more of a social service for the
transportation dependent and a way to reduce congestion, save energy, and reduce
pollution. RTA representatives are available for questioning after the meeting.

There are areas north of downtown that are not covered very well by RTA,

RTA is studying these areas. The proposed electric trolley rou[e extensions will
free up some of the diesel buses. This may allow diesel buses to better serve areas
north and northwest of downtown. The RTA is looking at transi[ hubs in the
suburbs to better facilitate [ransit usage.

D. PROPOSED PROCEDURES FOR FACILITATING COORDINATION
BETWEEN HUIMAN SERVICES AGENCIES WHEN APPLYING FOR

FEDERAL FUNDING FOR VEHICLES AND OTHER
TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT

Mr. Schultze outlined the Federal Transit Administration’s Specializecl Transportation Section 16
program which provides capital funding for transportation of the elderly and disabled by non-
profit human services agencies. The HSTC Section 16 Subcommittee, which ranks such
applications locally, has proposed changes in scoring and ranking. A subcommittee has been

formed to identify operating practices that will facilitate more efficient coordination of the
vehicles used to transport these citizens.

Comment: One way to make better use of the vehicles would be to use RTA transportation
more in conjunction with the special vehicles such as mobility vans. People could
take an RTA bus to an area where they can board a van that takes them to their
final destination.

Response: The RTA does promote this approach.
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Comment:

Response:

Comment:
Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:
Response:

The transportation for the elderly and handicapped in Miami County is inefficient.
There needs to be monitoring of the system. Wanted to know the origin of the
idea to provide the service. A system or bus route that is inefficient should be
eliminated and not waste tax payer money.
There are several layers of monitoring for transit service. As funder, the State and
Federal governments can review programs and attempt to correct problems. The
MPO also places projects on the TIP, and therefore, can provide advice on a

project. The public also plays a role by providing public comments.. The
commentor was referred to Miami County Community Action.

Are users of transit a source of revenue?
Individual users pay a small percent of the total operating costs and capital costs
of transit.

As a human services operator, commentor is in favor of the shared concept, but
can’t envision how the agency would fit in. While only one person in a vehicle is

inefficient, if one person has a critical appointment at a medical clinic the vehicle
has to be there for the duration. Perhaps doctors and hospitals could be involved
in this to schedule patients with routine visits who live near one another to come
on the same day and time. The concept will be difficult to achieve.
A meeting will be set up to bring all agencies together and any other groups that
may be helpful in this project. Even if only a few agencies get involved in [he

sharing of vehicles it would be a start in the right direction.

How can the average ci[izen help [o coordinate the needs of disabled persons?
RTA is concerned abou[ service for disabled persons and is open to coordination
with the public to better serve the needs of these people.

III. /4 D.JOURNMENT

Chairperson Poore adjourned the public involvement meeting.
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PUBLIC NOTICE
COMMENTS SOLICITED ON PROJECT APPLICATIONS

AND AMENDMENTS TO FOUR-YEAR PROGRAM
The Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission (MVRPC) is making available
and soliciting comments on transportation-related capital and operating project

applications submitted for federal-aid funding consideration; amending the four-

year transportation program for transit projects; results of meeting the Federal
Major Investment Study requirements for the Miami Valley Regional Transit

Authority’s (RTA) proposed Phase II electric trolley bus route extensions; and

procedures for coordinating human service agencies applying for transportation-
related Federal funding.

Information about these issues is available for public inspection and

comment during regular business hours at the commission offices. Comments
will be accepted during a public involvement meeting on Wednesday, September

20, 1995, at 7:OOPM in Room 300, 40 West Fourth Street in Downtown Dayton.
At this meeting, the issues will be reviewed by MVRPC’S Council of Citizens, a
32-member citizen committee representing the Greene, Miami and Nlmtgmwy

County areas. MVIll?C)S Technical Advisory Committee, consisting of appointed

local officials and transportation professionals, will review the project

applications at their meeting on September 217 1995. The Transportation

Committee, which acts on behalf of MVRPC on transportation-related issues and

consisting primarily of local elected Officialsj will consider adopting these issues

at their regular October 57 1995 and November 2, 1995 meetings.

All meetings are at MVRPC and open to the public. Interpreters for the

hearing impaired are available upon request; requests should be made a week

prior. Written comments will also be accepted through October 4, 1995.

Materials for these issues are available for public inspection during regular

business hours through October 4, 1995 at MVRPC offices, 400 Miami Valley
Tower, 40 West l?ourth St., Dayton, OH 45402 (Phone: 223-6323).
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*
Miami Valley Regional
Planning Commission

400MiamiValleyTower
40WestFourthStreet
CJayton,0hio45402-1827
(513)223-6323
Fax(513)223-9750
Ohio Relay Service
(1-600-750-0750 m’/mo)

Chair
JackL.Shirley

ExecutiveOirector
Nora E. Lake

TO: Potentially Interested Agencies and Organizations
SUBJECT: Invitation to attend a Public Involvement Meeting for transportation project

applications being considered for funding in the Miami Valley Regional Planning

Commission’s (MVRPC) Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
DATE: September 12,1995

The iMiami Valley Regional Planning Commission (MVRPC) is responsible for developing, implementing,
monitoring, and updating a variety of transportation plans and programs designed to enhance the Region’s
competitive position, promote integration and growth of the Region’s economy, improve both personal
mobili[y and movement of goods, and preserve the environment.

As part of its public involvement process MVRPC is making avai!able the list of transportation project
applications being considered for funding in [he Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The TIP
includes highway, bikeway, bridge and transit projects planned for State Fiscal Year (July 1 through June 30)
1996 through 2000,

The list of transportation project applications, submitted by local jurisdictions for funding consideration, is

available for public inspection through October 4, 1995 during regular business hours at MVRPC Offices,
400 lMiarni ValIey Tower, 40 West Fourth S[reet, in Downtown Dayton.

At this meeting, public comment will also be accepted on a proposed amendment to the TIP for Miami

County Transit projects, a proposed method of addressing the U.S. Dept. of Transportation’s Major
Investment Studies planning requirements for the Miami Valley Regional Transit Authority’s proposed
Phase II electric kolleybus route extensions, and proposed procedures for facilitating coordination between

human sewice agencies when applying for Federal funding for vehicles and other transportation equipment.

The first opportunity forpublic comment on the list of transportation project applications and the other

proposed items will occur at a public involvement meeting at 7:00 P. M., Wednesday, Sepiember 20, 1995
at MVRPC, Room 300 of the Miumi Valley Tower, 40 West Fourth Street in Do wnlo wn Dayton. At this

meeting, the list of transportation project applications and [he other proposed i[ems will be reviewed by

MVRPC’S Council of Citizens, a group of citizens representing the Greene, Miami, and Montgomery County
areas.

LMVRPC delegates transportation issues to the Transportation Comrnittcc, a policy-making body composed
primarily of local elected officials, along with corporate and civic leaders. At its October 5, 1995 meeting,
[he Transportation Committee will review and consider the list of transportation projcc~ applications and the
other proposed items.

For any questions, please call Rich Schultzc, Transportation Studies Director or Don Spang, Assistant
Director for Transportation Programs at (5 13)223-6323. B-8
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400 Miami Valley Tov/er
40 West Fourth Street

Miami Valley Regional 13ayton,0hio45402.1827
Planning Commission (513)223-6323

Fax(513)223-9750
Ohio Relay Service
(1-800-750-0750 nYfloo)

Chair
Jack L. Shirley

TO: ALL PUBLIC SERVICE DIRECTORS Executive Oirector
Nora E. Lake

FROM: TOM MCQUEEN, TRANSPORTATION PLANNER, 223-6323

DATE: SEPTEMBER 12, 1995 KILL DATE: OCTOBER 4, 1995

30 sECONDs

THE MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COiMMISSION’S LIST OF

TRANSPORTATION PROJECT APPLICATIONS, AS SUBMITTED BY LOCAL

JURISDICTIONS FOR FEDERAL FUNDING CONSIDERATION, IS AVAILABLE FOR

PUBLIC REVIEW. ALSO AVAILABLE ARE MIAMI COUNTY TRANSIT

AMENDMENTS, A PLANNING STUDY FOR ELECTRIC TROLLEY BUS EXTENSION,

AND Improvements FOR HUMAN SERVICE TRANSPORTATION COORDINATION.

COMMXNTS WILL BE ACCEPTED DURING REGULAR OFFICE HOURS AND

DURING A PUBLIC MEETING ON WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 20, 1995 AT 7:00PM.

THE MEETING WILL BE HELD INTHE MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING

COMMISSION OFFICES,40WEST FOURTH STREET, SUITE 300,IN DOWNTOWN

DAYTON. FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, CALL 223-6323.

-30-
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qilp$ihMiami Valley Regional
Planning Commission

400 MiamiValleyTower
40 WestFourthStreet
0aytori,0hio45402-1827
(513)223-6323
Fax(513)223-9750
Ohio Relay Service
(1-800-750-075011V/TOO)

Chair
Jack L. Shirley

Executive Oirector

TO:
Nora E. Lake

ALL NEWS DIRECTORS

FROM: TOM MCQUE13N, TRANSPORTATION PLANNER, 223-6323

DATE: SEPTEMBER 12,1995 KILL DATE: OCTOBER 4,1995

THE LIST OF TRANSPORTATION PROJECT APPLICATIONS BEING

CONSIDERED FOR FUNDING INTHE STATE FISCALYEAR (JULY1THROUGH JUNE

30)1997-2000TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM ISNOW AVAILABLE

FOR PUBLIC COMMENT. THE INTERIMODAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ACT

(ISTEA)REQUIRES THAT ALL METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS

SUCH AS THE MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING Commission (MVRPC)

PREPARE A TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRALM (TIP)CONSISTING OF

MULTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION PRO,JECTS. THE TIP INCLUDES ALL

TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS INGREENE,MIAMI AND lMONTGOMEKY COUNTIES

TO BE FINANCED WITH FEDERAL-AID TRANSpORTATION FUNDS.

ALSO AVAILABLE FOR REVIEW ARE A PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE

TIP FOR MIAMI COUNTY TRANSIT PROJECTS, A PROPOSED METHOD OF

ADDRESSING THE U.S.DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION’S MAJOR INVESTMENT

STUDIES PLANNING REQUIREMENTS FOR THE MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL

TRANSIT AUTHORITY’S PROPOSED PHASE 11 ELECTRIC TROLL13YBUS ROUTE

I2XTENS1ONS,AND PROPOSED PROCEDURES FOR FACILITATINGCOORDINATION

BETWEEN HUNIAN SERVICE AGENCIES WHEN APPLYING FOR FEDERAL

--lMORE--
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FUNDING FOR VEHICLES AND OTHER TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT.

THE LISTOF TRANSPORTATION PROJECT APPLICATIONS (WHICH WERE

SUBMITTED BY LOCAL JURISDICTIONS FOR FEDERAL FUNDING

CONSIDERATION) AND THE OTHER PROPOSED ITEMS ARE AVAILABLE FOR

PUBLIC INSPECTION THROUGH OCTOBER 4,1995DURING REGULAR BUSINESS

HOURS AT NIVRPC OFFICES,400MIAMI VALLEY TOWER, 40 WEST FOURTH

STREET IN DOWNTOWN DAYTON. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE LIST OF

TRANSPORTATION PROJECT APPLICATIONS AND OTHER PROPOSED ITEMS

WILL BE ACCEPTED DURING A PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT MEETING AT 7:00PM,

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 20,1995INTHE MVRPC OFFICES,ROOM 300,40WEST

FOURTH STREET INDOWNTOWN DAYTON. WRITTEN COiMMENTS WILL ALSO

BE ACCEPTED.

MVRPC DELEGATES TRANSPORTATION ISSUESTO THE TRANSPORTATION

COM.NHTTEE, A POLICY-MAKING BODY COMPOSED PRIMARILY OF LOCAL

ELECTED OFFICIALS,ALONG WITH CORPORATE AND CIVIC LEADERS. THE

TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE WILL REVIEW THE LISTOF TRANSPORTATION

PROJECT APPLICATIONS AND THE OTHER PROPOSED ITEMS ON OCTOBER 5,

1995.FORMAL TRANSPORTATION COMITT’EEENDORSEMENT WILL OCCUR ON

NOVEMBER 2,1995.

-30-

B-11

I



*
Miami Valley Regional
Planning Commission

400 MiamiValleyTower
40West Fom’thStreet
Dayton, Ohio45402-1 827
(513)223-6323
Fax(51 3)223-9750
Ohio Relay Service
(1 -800-750-0750 TTY/TDO)

Chair
JackL.Shirley

Executive Director
Nora E. Lake

OF CITIZENS/PUB LIC IPWOLVEMENT M EETING NOTES

Wednesday, January 17, 1996

PRESENT
Wayne Barnett, MVRTA

Tom Becker, Northeast
Kenneth Beers, Northeast
Jackie Blakesly, Northeast

iMark N. Fredrick, Citizen
Norman Fountain, Southwest
Richard Gould, East
Richard Haines, Eastern
Hans R. Jindal, ODOT-District 8
Lora Kraft, Envirotest Systems
James Lenz, South
Walt Lich~enberg, East

Mike Morris, ODOT-District 8
Chuck Murray, Envirotes[ Systems
Pamela Pearson, Citizen
Jack L. Poore, Southeast
Conny S. Ridden, Southeast
Lee Schatzley, East
David Schmenk, Citizen
Hank Sokolnicki, RTA
Kathleen Tiller, Citizen
Tom Tiller, Ci[izen
Naomi Trout, Eastern
Joe Wilson, Upper Northwest

\lVRPC Staff

Gloria Johnson

Rich Schul[ze
Don Spang
Scott Glum

1. TRODUCm

The meeting was called to order by Chairperson Poore. All persons in attendance introduced
themselves.

II. ~UBI,IC INPUT ON:

A. PROPOSED ADOPTION OF THE DRAFT FY 1997-FY2000
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

Chairperson Poore introduced Don Span: who explained the TIP process and presented the list
of highway/bikeway projects included in MVRPC’S Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
for FY 1997 -FY2000. There being no public comments, iMr. Spang turned the floor over to Rich
Schultze. i?vlr.Schultze provided an overview of the Transit Section of [hc TIP.

There were no comments on this issue. B-12
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B. PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE SFY 1996-SFY 1999
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

Mr. Spang outlined a proposed amendment [o the SFY 1996-SFY 1999 TIP that would advance
the right-of-way acquisition and construction phases for the Greene County US35 new
construction project from 1.5 miles west of Jamestown to one mile west of the Fayette County
line.

Comment: Is this amendment part of the Issue 2 voted on in November?
Response: The Issue 2 passage provided ODOT additional bonding capacity for ODOT’S

major new and reconstruction programs. The US35 project is one of many

projects which ODOT is now advancing as part of the passage of Issue 2.

Comment: Is this project shown in the TIP?
Response: Yes. The TIP currently lists 1999 for right-of-way acquisition and beyond 1999

for the construction phase. We are moving right-of-way acquisition up to 1996
and the construction phase up to 1998.

There being no further public comments, Mr. Spang turned the floor over to Rich Schultze. Mr.
Schultze explained that RTA has requested an amendment to the Transit Section of the TIP in
order to reflect a number of fiscal and project changes. These changes include new reduced
funding levels, new categories of eligible projects, and a reduction in the scope of the downtown
hub.

There were no comments on this issue.

111. ADJOURNMENT

Chairperson Poore adjourned the public involvement meeting.
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PUBLIC NOTICE
TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS BEING

CONSIDERED IN FOUR YEAR PROGRAM
The Miami Valley Regional Plaming Commission’s (MVRPC) list of

projects included in the draft Transportation improvement Program (TIP) is

available for public review and comment. The draft TIP list includes highway,

bikeway, bridge, tralllc, rideshare and transit projects planned for. State Fiscal

Year (July 1 through June 30) 1997 through 2000. Resolutions to amend the

transit portion of the FY1 996-FYI 999 Transportation Improvement Pro:ram and to

adopt the new draft FY1997-FY2000 Transportation Improvement Program are also

available for public review and comment.

The TIP is a multi-modal document prepared by MVRPC in cooperation

with local and state officials, other agencies and transit operators. It is consistent

with the amount of Federal-aid finding reasonably expected to be available to the

re:ion and conforms with requirements of the Clean Air Act Amendments of

1990. Updated annually and amended as needs arise, the TIP includes all projects

in Greene, Miami and Montgomery Counties financed with Federal-aid

transportation funds. Listing eligible projects in the TIP is the first step to secure

Federal funds for any proposed phase of work. Generally, Federal-aid finds pay

80% of the total project cost and 20% is paid by state or local project sponsor.

An opportunity for public comment on the TIP will occur at a public

involvement meeting at 7:00 p.m., January 17, 1996 at MVRPC, 300 Miami

Valley Tower, 40 West Fourth St. in downtown Dayton. At this meeting, the

draft TIP and revised FY1996-FY1999 TIP will be reviewed by MVRPC’S

Council of Citizens, a group of 32 citizens representing the Greene, Miami and

Montgomery County areas. Written comments are accepted through January 31,

1996. MVRPC’s Technical Advisory Committee, consisting of appointed local

officials and transportation professionals, will review the draft TIP at their

January 18, 1996 meeting. The Transportation Committee, acting on behalf of

MVRJ?C on transportation-related issues and primarily consisting of local elected

officials, will consider both issues for approval at their February 1, 1996

meeting.

For the public involvement meeting, interpreters for hearing impaired

individuals are available; requests should be made at least eight days prior to the

meeting. The list of projects included in the draft report is available for public

inspection during regular business hours through January 31, 1996 at MVRPC

offices, 400 Miami Valley Tower, 40 West Fourth St., Dayton, OH 45402,

(5 13)223-6323.
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Miami Valley Regional
Planning Commission

400 MiamiValleyTower
40 WestFourthStreet
Dayton, 0hio45402-1827
(513)223-6323
Fax(513)223-9750
Ohio Relay Service
(1-800-750-0750 TlY/10D)

Chair
Jack L. Shirley

Executive Director

TO: Potentially Interested Agencies and Organizations Nora E. Lake

SUBJECT: Invitation to Attend Public Involvement Process for Transportation Improvement
Program

DATE: January 5, 1996

As a result of the new Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act, Metropolitan Planning
Organizations such as the Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission (MVRPC) are expanding
their public involvement process as an integral part of its transportation planning process.

M VRPC delegates transportation issues to the Transportation Committee, a policy making body
composed primarily of local elected officials, along with corpora[e and civic leaders. The
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) and the Council of Citizens (COC), serve

as standing advisory committees to the Transportation Committee. In addition, there are a variety
of project or issue-specific task forces which provide supplernen[al input m [hese sranding
committees.

MVRPC is responsible for developing, implementing, nloni[oring, and updating a variety of

[r-anspor[ation plans and programs designed [o enhance the Region’s compe[i[ive position, promo[e

integration and growth of the Region’s economy, improve both personal mobility and movement of
goods, and preserve the environment. One of these programs is ca!led [he Transportation
lmprovernen[ Program (TIP). The TIP is a short range (four year) capital improvement program
consisting of highway, bikeway and transit projects. Its goal is to ensure coordination between (he
urban transportation planning process and actual projects u(ilizing federal funds.

\Vhile it has historically incorporated public involvement activities as part of the development

process of transportation plans, MVRPC has expanded these activities to include a mailing list
notifying various groups of scheduled public involvement meetings; the next of which will focus on

the draft Fiscal Year (FY) 1997-FY2000 Transportation Improvement Program (T] P). The goal of

such a list is to include those groups not already directly involved through MVRPC’S transportation
committee structure mentioned above.

As part of its public involvement process, MVRPC is making available and soliciting comments on
[he FY 1997-FY2000 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), which includes transportation
projects approved for federal-aid funding consideration. The list of projects included in [he draft
TIP is available for public inspection through January 31, 1996 during regular business hours at
iMVRPC Offices, 400 Miami Valley Tower, 40 West Fourth Street, ir~Downtown Daytot\. Also
available are resolutions to amend the transit por[ion of [he FY1996-FY 1999 Transportation
Improvement Program and (o adopt the new draft FY1997-FY2000 Transpor[a[ion Irnprovcmen[
Program.
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The first opportunity for public comment on the list of projects included in the draft TIP will occur
at a public involvement meeting at 7:00 P. M., Wednesday, January 17,1996at iMVRPC, Room
300--Miami Valley Tower, 40 West Fourth Street in Downtown Dayton. Projects include
highway, bikeway, transit, bridge, traffic and rideshare projects submitted by communities in
Greene, Miami and Montgomery Counties. The list of projects will be reviewed by MVRPC’S
Council of Citizens, a group of citizens representing the Greene, Miami, and Montgomery County
areas.
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*
Miami Valley Regional
Planning Commission

400 MiamiValleyTower
40 WestFourthStreet
0ayton,0hio45402-1827
(513)223-6323
Fax(513) 223-9750
OhioRelayService
(1-800-750-075011Y/TOO)

Chair
Jack L. Shirley

Executive Oirector
Nora E. Lake

TO: ALL PUBLIC SERVICE DIRECTORS

FROM: SCOTT GLUM, ENVIItONMENTAL PLANNER, 223-6323

DATE: JANUARY 5,1996 KILL DATE: JANUARY 31,1996

j(lSECONDS

THE MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMIMISSION’S LIST OF

PROJECTS INCLUDED IN THE DR4FT TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT

PROGRAM IS AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT. ALSO

AVAILABLE ARE RESOLUTIONS TO AMEND THE CURRENT PROGRAM AND

TO ADOPT THE NEW DRAFT PROGRAM.

COMMENTS WILL BE ACCEPTED DURING REGULAR OFFICE HOURS

AND DURING A PUBLIC MEETING ON WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 17,1996AT

7:00 PM. THE MEETING WILL

REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

sum 300,IN DOwNTOWN DAyTON.

223-6323.

BE HELD IN THE MIAMI VALLEY

OFFICES, 40 \VEST FOURTH STREET,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, CALL

-30-
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TO:

FROM:

DATE:

400 MiamiValleyTower
40 West Fourth Street

Miami Valley Regional 0ayton,0hio45402-1827
Planning Commission (513)223-6323

Fax(513)223-9750
OhioRelayService
(1-800-750-0750m/TDD)

Chair
JackL.Shirley

ALL NEWS DIRECTORS Executive Oirector
Nora E. Lake

SCOTT GLUM, ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNER, 223-6323

JANUARY 5,1996 KILL DATE: JANUARY 31,1996

THE MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNLYG COMMISSION’S (MVRPC) LIST

OF PROJECTS INCLUDED IN THE DRAFT TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT

PROGRAM (TIP)ISAVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT. THE

DRAFT TIP LIST INCLUDES HIGHWAY, BIKEWAY, BRIDGE, TRAFFIC,

RIDESH.AREAND TRANSIT PROJECTS PLANNED FOR STATE FISCALYEAR (JULY

1 THROUGH JUNE 30)1997THROUGH 2000. RESOLUTIONS TO AMEND THE

TR.4NSITPORTION OF THE FY1996-FY1999TRANSPORTATION IiMPROVEM13NT

PROGRAM AND TO ADOPT THE NEW DRAFT FY1997-FY2000TRANSPORTATION

INIPROVEMENT PROGRAM ARE ALSO AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC REVIEW AND

COLIMENT.

THE TIP IS A iMULTI-MODAL DOCUMENT PREPARED BY MVRPC IN

COOPERATION WITH LOCAL AND STATE OFFICIALS,OTHER AGENCIES AND

TRANSIT OPERATORS. ITISCONSISTENT WITH THE AMOUNT OF FEDERALAID

FUNDING REASONABLY EXPECTED TO BE AVAILABLE TO THE REGION AND

CONFORMS WITH REQUIREMENTS OF THE CLEAN AIR ACT AMENDMENTS OF

1990.UPDATED ANNUALLY AND AMENDED AS NEEDS ARISE,TKE TIPINCLUDES

ALL PROJECTS IN GREENE, MIAMI AND MC)NTGOMERY COUNTIES FINANCED

}VITH FEDIZRAL-AID T~ANSI?olll’Al’10PJ I?uPJDs. LISTING KL1G113L13 l?RO~EC1’S

IN THTl TIP 1s THE l?lRSr ST’~p TO s~c~~ ~~D~RAI> FUNDS FOR ANY PROPC)S13T)

--N10R13--
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PHASE OF WORK. GENERALLY, FEDERAL-AID FUNDS PAY 80% OF THE TOTAL

PROJECT COST AND 20% ISPAID BY STATE OR LOCAL PROJECT SPONSOR.

AN OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE TIPWILL OCCUR AT

A PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT MEETING AT 7:00P.M.,JANUARY 17,1996AT MVRPC,

300LMIAMIVALLEY TOWER, 40WEST FOURTH ST.I-NDOWNTOWN DAYTON. AT

THIS MEETING, THE DRAFT TIP AND REVISED FY1996-F’Y1999TIP WILL BE

REVIEWED BY MVRPC’S COUNCIL OF CITIZENS,A GROUP OF 32 CITIZENS

REPRESENTING THE GREEINE,MIAMI AND MONTGOMERY COUNTY AREAS.

}WUTTEN COMMENTS ARE ACCEPTED THROUGH JANU.4RY 31,1996.MVRPC’S

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, CONSISTING OF APPOINTED LOCAL

OFFICIALSAND TRANSPORTATION PROFESSIONALS,WILL REVIEW THE DRAFT

TIP AT THEIR JANUARY 18, 1996 MEETING. THE TRANSPORTATION

COMMITTEE, ACTING ON BEHALF OF MVRPC ON TRANSPORTATION-RELATED

ISSUES AND PRHMARILY CONSISTING OF LOCAL ELECTED OFFICIALS, WILL

CONSIDER BOTH ISSUES FOR APPROVAL AT THEIR FEBRUARY 1, 1996 MEETING.

THE LIST OF PROJECTS INCLUDED IN THE DRAFT REPORT IS AVAILABLE

FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION DURING REGULAR BUSINESS HOURS THROUGH

JANUARY 31, 1996 AT MVRPC OFFICES, 400 MIAMI VALLEY TOWER, 40 WEST

FOURTH ST.,DAYTON, OH 45402,(513)223-6323.

-30-
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qiQhMiami Valley Regional
Planning Commission

400 Miami Valley Tower
40 West Fourth Street
0ayton,0hio45402-1827
(513)223-6323
Fax(513) 223-9750
Ohio Relay Service
(1-800-750-0750 TI’WTDO)

Chair
Jack L. Shirley

Executive Director
Nora E. Lake

Cou NCIL OF CITIZENS/PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT MEETING NOTES

Wednesday, April 17,1996

PRESENT

Tom Becker, Northeast

Kemeth Beers, Northeast

Norman Fountain, Southwest
Richard Gould, East

Chuck Harvey, Upper Northeast
James Lenz, South
Walt Lichtenberg, East

James Lyman, Upper Northeast

Jack L. Poore, Southeast

Corny S. Ridden, Southeast

Lee Schatzley, East
Mark Schwab, Citizen
Robert Sheridan, Northeast

Hank Sokolnicki, RTA
Joddy Tash, Citizen

MVRPC Staff

Gloria Johnson
Rich Schultze
Don Spang

I. INTRODUCTIONS

The meeting was called to order by Chairperson Poore. All persons in attendance introduced
themselves.

11. PUBLIC INPUT ON;

A. PROPOSED FINAL SFY1997-SFY2000 TRANSPORTATION

IMPROVEMENT PROGWIM

Chairperson Poore introduced Mr. Spang who explained the TIP process and presented the list of
highway/bikeway projects included in MVRPC’S Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for
SFY1997-SFY2000.

Comment: Why are no projects listed for Dayton area roads?

Response: There are a number of Dayton area projects listed in the TIP. We will discuss
them in detail after the meeting.

B-20
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Mr. Spang turned the floor over to Mr. Schultze. Mr. Schultze provided an overview of the
Transit Section of the TIP.

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

How many applications were received for vans from human services agencies
serving the elderly and disabled?

Fifteen requests for applications were received.

How will you determine which applications will be determined to warrant award
of a vehicle?

We follow guidelines required by the State of Ohio. The main criteria are: (1) the
need that will be addressed, (2) the number of passengers to be served, (3)
coordination and prioritization, and (4) operating/financial plan.

I signed up for RTA’s Project Mobility but am unable to get to my doctor
appointments.

The RTA is under federal mandate to provide Project Mobility service to those
who meet ADA criteria by January 1, 1997.

The bus does not go to my doctor’s office.

If the RTA does not serve that area with fixed route buses, they are not obligated
to provide Project Mobility service.

The new trolleys don’t have a passenger seat behind the bus driver and there are

not enough seats for all passengers. Also, some of the steps are too large for
elderly and disabled people.

Please put that in writing and submit it to the RTA.

111. ADJOUIG MENT‘W

Chairperson Poore adjourned the public involvement meeting.
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PUBLIC NOTICE
TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS CONSIDERED

IN FOUR YEAR PROGRAM
The Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission’s (MVRPC) list of projects

included in the final FY1996-FY 1999 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) will

be available for public review approximately one week prior to the scheduled public

involvement meeting (April 17, 1996). The TIP includes highway, bikeway, bridge

and transit projects planned for State Fiscal Year (July 1 through June 30) 1996

through 1999.

The TIP is a multi-modal document prepared by MVRPC in cooperation with

local and state officials, other agencies and transit operators. It is consistent with the

amount of Federal-aid funding reasonably expected to be available to the region and

conforms with requirements of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. Updated

annually and amended as needs arise, the TIP includes all projects in Greene, Miami

and Montgomery Counties financed with Federal-aid transportation funds. Listing

eligible projects in the TIP is the first step to secure Federal funds for any proposed

phase of work. Generally, Federal-aid funds pay 80% of the total project cost and

20% is paid by state or local project sponsor.

An opportunity for public comment on the TIP will occur at a public

involvement meeting at 7:00 p.m., April 17, 1996 at MVRPC, 300 Miami Valley

Tower, 40 West Fourth St. in downtown Dayton. At this meeting, the TIP will be

reviewed by MVRPC’S Council of Citizens, a group of 32 citizens representing the

Greene, Miami and Montgomery County areas. Written comments are accepted

through April 30, 1996. MVRPC’S Technical Advisory Committee, consisting of

appointed local officials and transportation professionals, will review the TIP at their

Apt-ii 18, 1996 meeting. The Transportation Committee, acting on behalf of MVRPC

on transportation-related issues and primarily consisting of local elected officials, will

consider the TIP for approval at their May 2, 1996 meeting.

For the public involvement meeting, interpreters for hearing impaired

individuals are available; requests should be made at least eight days prior to the

meeting. The report will be available for public review, approximately one week

before the April 17, 1996 meeting, during regular business hours at MVRPC offices,

400 Miami Valley Tower, 40 West Fourth St., Dayton, OH 45402 (5 13)223-6323.
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@
Miami Valley Regional
Planning Commission

400 Miami Valley Tower
40 West Fourth Street
Dayton, Ohio45402-1 827
(513)223-6323
Fax(513) 223-9750
Ohio Relay Service
(1-800-750-0750 ~fiDD)

Chair
Jack L. Shirley

Executive Director

TO: Potentially Interested Agencies and Organizations
Nora E. Lake

SUBJECT: Invitation to Attend Public Involvement Process for Transportation Improvement
Program

DATE: Apxii 3, 1996

The Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission (MVRPC) is responsible for developing,
implementing, monitoring, and updating a variety of transportation plans and programs designed to
enhance the Region’s competitive position, promote integration and growth of the Region’s economy,
improve both personal mobility and movement of goods, and preserve the environment.

The final list of projects included in MVRPC’S SFY1997-SFY2000 Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP), which includes highway, bikeway, bridge and transit projects planned for State
Fiscal Year (July 1 through June 30) 1997 through 2000, will be available for public review as part
of iMVRPC’s public involvement process. An opportunity for public comment on the proposed list
of TIP projects will occur at a public involvement meeb”ng at 7:00 P.M., Wednesday, April 17,
1996 at MVRPC, Room 300 of the Miami Valley Tower, 40 West Fourth Street in Downtown
Dayton. At this meeting, the proposed list of TIP projects will also be reviewed by MVRPC’S

Council of Citizens, a group of citizens representing the Greene, Miami, and Montgomery County
areas.

The proposed list of SFY 1997 -S FY2000 TIP projects will be available for public inspection prior
to the April 17 public involvement meeting during regular business hours at MVRPC Offices, 400
lMiami Valley Tower, 40 West Fourth Street, in Downtown Dayton.

.MVRPC delegates transportation issues to the Transportation Committee, a policy-making body
composed primarily of local elected officials, along with corporate and civic leaders. At its May 2,
1996 meeting, the Transportation Committee will review and consider the proposed list of TIP
projects for endorsement.

If you have any questions, feel free to call Rich Schultze, Transportation Studies Director or Don
Spang, Assistant Director for Transportation Programsat(513)223-6323.
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TO:

FROIM:

DATE:

Miami Valley Regional
Planning Commission

ALL PUBLIC SERVICE DIRECTORS

SCOTT GLUM, PLANNER, 223-6323

APRIL 3,1996 KILL DATE: MAY 1, 1996

400 Miami Valley Tower
40 West Fourth Street
Dayton, Ohio45402-1 827
(513)223-6323
Fax(513) 223-9750
Ohio Relay Service
(1-800-750-0750 TIYTDO)

Chair
Jack L. Shirley

Executive Oirector
Nora E. Lake

30 SECO NDs

THE MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION’S LIST OF

SFY1997-SFY2000TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PROJECTS,

IXCLUDING HIGHWAY, BIKEWAY, BRIDGE AND TRANSIT PROJECTS WILL SOON
*

BE AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC REVIEW.

PUBLIC COMMENTS WILL BE ACCEPTED DURING REGULAR OFFICE

HOURS M/D DURING A PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT MEETING ON WEDNESDAY, APRIL

17,1996AT 7:00PM INTHE MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

OFFICES,40WEST FOURTH STREET,SUITE 300,INDOWNTOWN DAYTON. FOR

FURTHER INFORMATION, CALL 223-6323.

-30-

B-24

I



*
Miami Valley Regional
Planning Commission

400 Miami Valley Tower
40 West Fourth Street
Dayton, 0hio45402-1 827
(513)223-6323
Fax(513) 223-9750
Ohio Relay SeNice
(1-800-750-07501TY/TDD)

Chair
Jack L. Shirley

Executive Director
Nora E. Lake

TO: ALL NEWS DIRECTORS

FROM: SCOTT GLUM, PLANNER, 223-6323

DATE: APRIL 3,1996 KILL DATE: MAY 1,1996

THE INTERMODAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ACT (ISTEA) REQUIRES

THAT ALL METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS (MPOS) PREPARE A

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIP) CONSISTING OF MULTI-

MODAL TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS. THE LIST OF HIGHWAY, BIKEWAY,

BRIDGE AND TRANSIT PROJECTS INCLUDED INTHE STATE FISCALYEAR (JULY

1THROUGH JUNE 30)1997-2000TIPISCURRENTLY BEING ASSEMBLED AND WILL

BE AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC COMMENT PRIOR TO AN APRIL 17 PUBLIC

INVOLVEMENT MEETING. THE TIP INCLUDES ALL TRANSPORTATION

PRO.JECTS IN GREENE, MIAMI AND MONTGOMERY COUNTIES TO BE FINANCED

WITH FEDERAL-AID TRANSPORTATION FUNDS. THE TIP IS UPDATED ANNUALLY

AND IS AMENDED AS NEEDS ARISE. LISTING AN ELIGIBLE PROJECT IN THE TIP

IS THE FIRST STEP IN SECURING THE FEDERAL FUNDS FOR ANY PROPOSED

PHASE OF WORK. GENERALLY, FEDERAL-AID FUNDS PAY 80% OF THE TOTAL

PROJECT COST AND THE REMAINING 20% IS PAID BY THE STATE OR LOCAL

--MORE--
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PROJECT SPONSOR.

THE TIP IS A MULTI-MODAL DOCUMENT THAT IS PREPARED BY THE

lMIAIWIVALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION (MWRPC- THE LOCAL MPO)

IN COOPERATION WITH LOCAL AND STATE OFFICIALS, OTHER AGENCIES AND

TRANSIT OPERATORS. IT IS CONSISTENT WITH THE AMOUNT OF FEDERAL-AID

FUNDING REASONABLY EXPECTED TO BE AVAILABLE TO THE AREA AND ALSO

CONFORMS WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE CLEAN AIR ACT AMENDMENTS

OF 1990.

THE LIST OF PROJECTS INCLUDED IN THE SFY1997-SFY2000 TIP WILL BE

AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION THROUGH MAY 1,1996 AT MVRPC OFFICES

ON THE FOURTH FLOOR OF THE MIAMI V.ALLEY TOWER, 40 WEST FOURTH

STREET IN DOWNTOWN DAYTON FROM 8:00 .AM -5:00 PiM, MONDAY-FRIDAY.

PUBLIC COMMENTS WILL BE ACCEPTED DURING A PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

MEETING ON WEDNESDAY, APRIL 17,1996 AT 7:00 PM IN THE MVRPC OFFICES, 40

WEST FOURTH STREET INDOWNTOWN DAYTON. WRITTEN COMMENTS WILL

ALSO BE ACCEPTED AT THE PRECEDING ADDRESS.

-30-
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CONFORMITY DOCUMENTATION
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1. Resolution affirming the conformity between the SIP and Plan and TIP.

a) SFY1997-SFY2000 Transpo rtation Immovement Pro mam (TIP) Conformity Determination

with Ohio’s State ImDlamentation Plan Under the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.

b) Adoptirw the SFY1997-SFY20009 Trans portation Improvement Program (TIP). affirmimz thq

LnRn To g a ~e ransportation Plan (LRP) and consistence of t th the S atehe LRP and TIP wi t

Implementation Plan

c-3 ., ,MIA,MIVALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
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Miami Valley Regional
Planning Commission

. .

400 Miami Valley Tower
40 West Fourth Street
Dayton, Ohio 45402-1827
(513)223-6323
Fax(513) 223-9750
Ohio Relay Service
(1-800-750-U750TTY,TDD)

Chair
Jack L. Shirley

Executwe Director

RESOLUTION
Nora E. Lake

SFY1997-SFY2000TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM CONFORMITY
DETERMINATION WITH OHIO’S STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN UNDER THE

CLEAN AIR ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1990

WHEREAS, the Miami Valley Regioml Planning Commission is desigmted as the Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) by the Governor acting through the Ohio Department of
Transportation in cooperation with locally elected officials for Greene, Miami and Montgomery
Counties; and

JVHEREAS, the Dayton-Springfield metropolitan area had been found to be a moderate non-

attainment area for ozone pollutants and has been redesignated to attainment for such; and

\VHEREAS, the Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission is responsible for developing a
four-year Transportation Improvement Program for the Dayton transportation planning area which
includes Greene, Miami and Montgomery Counties; and

tWIEREAS, Section 176 (c)(3) of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, requires that the MPO

make a determination that the Transportation Improvement Program and the Long Range
Transportation Plan for the Dayton transportation plaming area are in conformity with respect
m Ohio’s State Implementation Plan for attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(’NAAQS); and

\!’HERAS,the SFY 1997-SFY2000 MVRPC Transportation Improvement Program will become
effect ive concurrent with US DOT approval of the SFY1997-SFY2000 Ohio State Transportation
Improvement Program.

NO}V THEREFORE BE ITRESOLVED THAT:

(1) MVRPC determines that there is conformity between the SFY 1997 -SFY2000
Transportation Improvement Program and Ohio’s State Implementation Plan for the
attainment of the NAAQS, as described below.

(~) MVRPC determines that there is conformity between the Long Range Transportation Plan
and Ohio’s State Implementation Plan for the attaimlent of the NAAQS, as described
below.

(3) MVRPC assures that the SFY1997-SFY2000 Transportation Improvement Program and



(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

the Long Range Transportation Plan contain no goals, directives, recommendations or

projects which contradict any requirements or commitments of Ohio’s State
Implementation Plan.

MVRPC assures that the SFY1997-SFY2000 Transportation Improvement Program and
the Long Range Transportation Plan are consistent with the most recent estimates of
mobile source emissions.

MVRPC certifies that the SFY1997-SFY2000 Transportation Improvement Program

developed under the Long Range Transportation Plan will provide for the expeditious

implementation of transportation control measures found in Ohio’s State Implementation
Plan.

Based upon the support documentation, MVRPC determines that the SFY1997-SFY2000

Transportation Improvement Program and the Long Range Transportation Plan will

contribute to annual reductions in carbon monoxide and ozone emissions in the non-

attainment area.

Based upon this same support documentation, MVRPC determines that the SFY1997-

SFY2000 Transportation Improvement Program and the Long Range Transportation Plan
do not increase the frequency nor severity of emissions of the relevant pollutants in the
future, relative to emissions over the same period without the program or plan.

BY ACTION OF the Miami Valley Regionfil Plaming Commission’s Transportation Committee.

Liii552/
Nora E L&

Robert Stilwell, Chair

TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE OF
THE MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL

PLANNING COMMISSION
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*
Miami Valley Regional
Planning Commission

RESOLUTION

400 Miami Va[leyTower
40 West Fourth Street
Dayton,0hio45402-1 827
(513)223-6323
Fax(513) 223-9750
Ohio Relay Service
(1-800-750-07501-rYfloo)

Chair
Jack L. Shirley

Executive Director
Nora E. Lake

ADOPTING THE SFY1997-SFY2000 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM (TIP), AFFIRMING THE LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION
PLAN (LRTP) AND CONSISTENCY OF THE LRTP AND TIP WITH THE

STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

WHEREAS, the Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission is designated as the Metropolitan

Planning Organization (MPO) by the Governor acting through the Ohio Department of

Transportation in cooperation with locally elected officials for Greene, Nliami and Montgomery

Counties; and

tVHEREAS, MVRPC’s Transportation Committee serves as the policy and decisions making

body through which local governments guide the MPO’S transportation planning process; and

JVHEIWAS, MVRPC is designated as the Metropolitan Clearinghouse for Darke, Greene,
hlon[gomery, and Preble Counties; and

J!’HEREAS, the MPO has, pursuant to 23 United States Code’ 134, and 49 United States Code
1602(a)(2), 1603 (a), and 1604 (g)(l) and (1), developed a Transportation Plan consisting of the
Long Range Transportation Plan, adopted in July 1994, and documented Transportation System
Management planning activities in the SFY 1997-SFY2000 Transportation Improvement Program;
and

\f’HEREAS,the MPO, pursuant to FTA/FHWA Joint Statewide and Metropolitan Planning

Requirements, has updated the Long Range Transportation Plan to address the ISTEA mandated
issues; and

\l’HEREAS, the MPO has, pursuant to FTA/FHWA Joint Statewide and Metropolitan Plaming
Requirements, prepared a Transportation Improvement Program for SFY 1997 through SFY2000;
and

WHEREAS, the MVRPC, pursuant to 42 United States Code 1857 et. eq., as amended by 1977

and 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, Section 1001, worked with the Ohio Environmental

Protection Agency to complete the State Implementation Plan; and

$VHEREAS, the Long Range Transportation Plan has been determined to be consistent with

Ohio’s State Implementation Plan under the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendment and no significant
changes to the Long Range Transportation Plan have taken place which adversely affect air

~-7
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quality.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the MVRPC’s Transportation Committee.
reaffirms its approval of the Long Range Transportation Plan as the Transportation Plan for

Greene, Miami and Montgomery Counties.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the MVRPC’S Transportation Committee adopts the
SFY 1997-SFY2000 Transportation Improvement Program.

BE ITFURTHER RESOLVED THAT MVRPC’S Transportation Committee hereby concurs
with the advancement to SFY1997 of all delayed projects initially scheduled in SFY1996.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED TWT the MVRPC’s Transportation Committee affirms the
conformance of both the Long Range Transportation Plan, and the SFY1997-SFY2000
Transportation Improvement Program with the State Implementation Plan.

BY ACTION OF the Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission’s Transportation Committee.

Robert Stilwell, Chairperson
TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE OF
THE MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL
PLANNING COTIMISSION

Date ‘

-.-
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2. Background providing a brief history on the MPO and its involvement in the air quality

process.

a. Date of SIP submission and status

- Redesignation Plan submitted 11/5/93, became effective 7/5/95

- NOX waiver effective 2/21/95 (Federal Register 3760) rescinded by revision in conformity

rule 11/7/95 (Federal Register 40098)

- Maintenance period for ozone

b. Attainment for all NAAQS

c. no specified TCMS in SIP

d. CMAQ projects noted in Tables 4.2 and 5.4.A. 1. of the TIP.

e. following are copies of Memorandums of Understanding

1) Memorandum of Understanding Amon~ The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency. The

Miami Vallev Regional Plamimz Coremission. and The Regional Air Pollution Control

A.iiWWL

2) Memorandum of Understanding Between The Clark Countv - SDrindleld Transr)ort ation

Studv and The Miami Val{ev Re~iona{ Plarmirw Coremission

--

c-9 .. ML4MI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNINGCOMMISSION
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDIh’G

AMONG

THE OHIO ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
THE MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION, AND

THE REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION CONTROL AGENCY

WI-UREAS, pursuant to the Clean Air Act ‘Amendments of 1990, the State of Ohio must revise
the State Implementation Plan to attain and maintain the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS), and

WHEREAS, Section 174 of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 provides that for each area
for which the NAAQS for ozone has not been attained, the required implementation plan shall
be prepared by an organization of elected officials of local governments designated by agreement
of the local governments in an affected area and certified by the state for this purpose, and

\W-I.EREAS, Section 174 of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 requires the state to provide
a process of consultation with local governments and organizations of local elected officials for
any measure pertaining to non-attainment requirements (Part D) or to prevention of significant
deterioration (Part C), and

WHEREAS, Federal Guidelines for the implementation of Section 174 of the Clean Air Act
indicate that the consultation process should involve all affected governmental organizations,
including, as a minimum, the following: general purpose local governments; organizations of
elected officials; air pollution control agencies; areawide intergovernmental review

clearinghouses; areawide water quality management planning agencies designated under Section
~08 of the Feder~ water pollution Control Act; Metropolitan Planning Organizations designated

under Title 23, Section 134 of the Federal Highway Act of 1962; areawide comprehensive
planning agencies designated under Section 701 of the Housing Act of 1954, as amended;

,economic and community development planning agencies; housing planning agencies; and

interested citizen groups; whenever the programs for which they are responsible are directly or
indirectly affected; and any other affected governmental organization that may be responsible for
implementing or enf~rcing the plan element being developed; and

WHEREAS, the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) has the overall responsibility
for submittal of an adequate Ohio State Implementation Plan, and has the authority to designate
an organization of elected officials to prepare the implementation plan for a substate region, and
to initiate with all signatory pm-ties of this Agreement, a consultation process to: provide for

inforrnaaon dissemination to and education of relevant organizations and individuals on, at least,
all elements of the State Implementation Plan, and provide an opportunity for regular and
frequent involvement of affected governmental organizations and elected officials in development
of all elements of the Revised State Implementation Plan which affect their ,area; and

WHEREAS, the 1990 Amendments require that the state and the affected local governments
jointly review and update the planning procedures that were in effect before the enactment of the
1990 Amendments, and

c-lo



WHEREAS, the Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission has been designated by local,
state, and federal agencies as the coordinative management agency responsible for comprehensive
planning and all necessary notification and review functions in keeping with applicable State and
Federal circulars for the Counties of Darke, Preble, Greene, Miami, and Montgomery; and,

WHEREAS, the Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission has entered into a Memorandum
of Understanding with the Clark County-Springfield Transportation Study which designates
MVRPC as the lead agency responsible for coordinating the development of and strategy for
implementing a revised State Implementation Plan for air quality attainment in the Metropolitan
Dayton In~astate Air Quality Control Region; and

WHEREAS, the Combined Health District of Montgomery County is recognized as the Regional
Air Pollution Control Agency (RAPCA) for Montgomery, Greene, Darke, Miami, Clark, and
Preble Counties, the Me~opolitan Dayton Intrastate Air Quality Control Region; and,

WHEREAS, R4PCA has been designated ~e regulatory agency related to air quality matters,
and, as such, the local agency which reviews changes in ambient air quality and monitors the
performance of emissions sources for the same area noted above; and,

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, the mea consisting of the
counties of Montgomery, Miami, Preble, Greene, and Clark, have been designated by the United
States Environmentzd Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) as a non-attainment area for ozone; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, emission reduction strategies
shall be developed and implemented in the nonattainment area to the extent necessary to reduce
volatile organic emissions by at least fifteen percent.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

A. The Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission shall be designated as the lead
agency responsible for coordinating the development of and strategy for implementing

J a revised state implementation plan for air quality attainment in the Metropolitan Dayton
In~astate Air Quality Control Region, and submitting the plan to Ohio EPA, pursuant
to Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, which describes
conformity with the implementation plan.

B. MVRPC shall identify and document the integration of air quality into the transportation

systems management process and prepare a mechanism for implementation by its
member jurisdictions and the transit authority.

C. RAPCA and Ohio EPA shall prepare plan elements relating to control of air pollution
emissions from point and area sources, for implementation by RAPCA.

.
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;

D. The Ohio EPA shall prepare plan elements relating to programs for the inspection and
maintenance of motor vehicles, the installation of Stage II Vapor recovery devices, and
the development of reasonably available control measures for implementation by state
agencies, and shall be responsible for involving affected state level governmental
agencies and interested citizen groups at the state level.

E. The pIanning process to prepare for coordination of the development of and strategy for
a revised implementation plan shall be in accordance with the decision-making
procedure and detailed division of planning tasks and responsibilities set forth in this
Memorandum of Understanding, the Prospectus and Annual Work program, and any
other attachments which may be i~entiiled and mutually agreed upon in w-riting by the

signators to this agreement. It is ftirther understood that the extent of work undertaken
within this process sh~l be proportional to, and contingent upon, the availability of

funds.

F. Various addenda to this Memorandum of Understanding may be developed to detail the
specific procedures for consultation on different facets of regulatory and planning
activities, including conformity determinations, air quality modeling, and achieving the
fifteen percent volatile organic emission reductions.

“LaAJ2ALw~
M MI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

Richard A. ‘Graeff
Chaima.n Ud ;::uy” Director

October 23, 1991

Date

COMBINED HEALTH DISTRICT OF MONTGOMERY COU\TY4

Morton PJelson, M.D.

Health Commissioner President, Board of Health

IRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
..

+ ./’. y&

Date

C-12
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

BETWEEN

THE CLARK COUNTY-SPRINGFIELD TRANSPORTATION STUDY AND THE
MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Clean Air Aci Amendments of 1990, the State of Ohio must revise

the State Implementation Plan to attain and inaintain the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS), and

WHEREAS, Section 174 of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 provides that for each area
for which the NAAQS for ozone has not bgen attained, the required implementation plan shall
be prepared by an organization of elected officials of local governments designated by agreement
of the local governments in an affected area and certified by the state for this purpose, and

WHEREAS, Section 174 of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 requires the state to provide
a process of consultation with local governments and organizations of local elected officials for
any measure pertaining to non-attainment requirements (Part D) or to prevention of significant
deterioration (Part C), and

WHEREAS, Federal Guidelines for the implementation of Section 174 of the Clean Air Act
indicate that the consultation process should involve all affected governmental organizations,
including, as a minimum, the following: general purpose local governments; organizations of

elected officials; air pollution control agencies; areawide intergovernmental review clearinghouses
designated under Executive Order 12372; areawide water quality management planning agencies
designated under Section 208 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act; Metropolitan Planning
Organizations designated under Title 23, Section 134 of the Federal Highway Act of 1962;
areawide comprehensive planning agencies designated under Section 701 of the Housing Act of

,1954, as amended; economic and community development planning agencies; housing planning
agencies; and interested citizen groups; whenever the programs for which they are responsible
are directly or indirectly affected; and any other affected governmental organization that may, be
responsible for implementing or enforcing the plan element being developed; and

WHEREAS, the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) has the overall responsibility
for submittal of an adequate Ohio State Implementation Plan, and has the authority to designate

an organization of elected officials to prepare the implementation plan for a substate region, and
to initiate with all signatory parties of this Agreement, a consultation process to: provide for
information dissemination to and education of relevant organizations and individuals on, at least,
all elements of the State Implementation Plan, and provide an opportunity for regular and
frequent involvement of affected governmental organizations and elected officials in development
of all elements of the Revised State Implementation Plan which affect their area; and

WHEREAS, the 1990 Amendments require that the State and the affected local governments

jointly review and update the planning procedures that were in effect before the enactment of the
1990 Amendments, and

.
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WHEREAS, the Clark County-Sprin~leld Transportation Study has been designated
Memopolitan Planning Organization for Clark County; and

WHEREAS, the Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission has been designated
Metropolitan Planning Organization for Montgomery and Greene Counties; and

as the

as the

WHEREAS, the Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission has been designated by local,
state, and federal agencies as the coordinative management agency responsible for comprehensive
planning, notification and review functions, the local Intergovemmentd Review Clearinghouse,
and the keawide Water Quality Management Planning Agency for the Counties of Darke,
Preble, Greene, Miami, and Montgome~; and ‘

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, the area consisting of the
counties of Montgomery, Greene, Miami, Preble and Clark have been designated by the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) as a non-attainment area for ozone; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, emission reduction strategies
shall be developed and implemented in the nonattainment area to the extent necessaxy to reduce
volatile organic emissions by at least fifteen percent.

NTOW,THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

A.

B.

4

c.

D.

The Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission (MVRPC) shall be designated as the
lead agency responsible for coordinating the development of and strategy for
implementing a revised State Implementation Plan for air quality attainment in the
Me~opolitan Dayton Intrastate Air Quality Control Region (Clark, Darke, Greene,
Miami, Montgomery, and Preble Counties), and submitting the plan to Ohio EPA,
pursuant to Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, which describes
conformity with the implementation plan.

MVRPC shall identify and document the inte~ation of air quality into

the ~ansportation system management process and prepare a mechanism for
implementation by its member jurisdictions and the transit authority.

In carrying out these responsibilities, MVRPC shall oversee and coordinate the

development by others of individual plan elements, provide for the analysis of the
potential impacts and effects of the plan, provide for public comment on this analysis,
and assure that the plan is consistent with all applicable regulations and guidelines.

It is expressly understood that any plan and accompanying strategy will be implemented

by existing units of local antior state government, or their designated agents.

The Clark County-Sprin~leld Transportation Study shall work in conjunction with
MVRPC to provide appropriate information-on strategy impact, assist in coordination

and provide public input.

. .

1
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E. The Clark County-Springfield Transportation Study shall prepare transportation system

management measures to improve air quality for implementation by its member
jurisdictions and the transit operators.

F. The planning process to prepare for coordination of the development of and suategy for
a revised implementation plan shall be in accordance with the decision-making
procedure and detailed division of planning tasks and responsibilities set forth in this
Memorandum of Understanding, the Prospectus and Annual Work Program, and any
other attachments which may be identified and mutually agreed upon in vmiting by the
signatories to t-his agreement. It is ~urther understood that the extent of work undertaken
within this process shall be proportional ‘to, and contingent upon, the availability of
funds.

G. Various addenda to this Memorandum of Understanding may be developed to detail the
specific procedures for consultation on different facets of regulatory and planning
activities, including conformity detmninations, air quality modeling, and achieving the
fifteen percent volatile organic emission reductions.

EJk2~~:;:NLpLANN

Richard A. Gra’e~ ~lllate ~ S1:FiE23
Chin-mm

-

J/L/ Executive Director

CLARK CO~TTY-SPRINGFIELD TRANSPORTATION STUDY

‘ate ‘ fffff
2P )?’’~~dmber 81991,r /7~.

-,/’’John }~< Sesslu

Chairman

4
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3. Identify sources of thedata forthemost recent planning resumptions

The SFY 1997-2000STIPconformity analyses meets this requirement. The MVRPC and CCTCC

TIPs are developed consistent with the most recent MPO Transportation Plans. The modeling

process used to develop each MPO Transportation Plan is calibrated using the latest population and

land use data available. Further, USEPA’s most recent emissions software, MOBILE5Ah, is used

for all mobile source emission analyses. The emission inventories and budgets are also from the

most recent Ohio SIP submittals, which were also developed using the MOBILE5Ah software. All

mobile source emission inventories, budgets, and milestone projections were generated using the

appropriate Inspection and Maintenance, anti-tampering, and vapor recovery flags in

MOBILE5Ah.

At a July 15, 1994 meeting to review the Drafi version of this report, the FHWA suggested that

the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) growth projected in Ohio’s urban transportation models be

compared with the historical HPMS VMT growth. It was suggested that this comparison would

provide an additional means of assuring that the models were providing accurate results, thereby

meeting the conformity requirements for using the latest planning assumptions.

To initiatethis comparison,ODOT reviewed the HPMS data, as submitted to the FHWA, for

Ohio’s urbanized areas for the years 1980 to 1992. As a first step, data for each functional class of

roadway in each urbanized was totaled by year. This calculation represents total urbanized area

HPMS VMT for each year between 1980 and 1992. A percentage annual change in total HPMS

VMT growth was then calculated for each urbanized area. ODOT’s intent was to then compare the

annual percentage HPMS VMT growth with the annual percentage VMT growth from the urban

models. However, there was so much fluctuation in the amual HPMS VMT growth, that ODOT

does not have confidence in the HPMS VMT growth trends.

For example, there are numerous years where the HPMS data varies from negative percentage of

VMT growth to a growth rate exceeding 10% to 15% in a three year span. Figure 1 charts the

HPMS growth rates for the Dayton and Toledo urbanized areas. These areas are representative of

the fluctuation in the VMT growth rates that the HPMS data provides. Further, in 1990,

significant changes were made to the HPMS data base to correct under reporting from previous

years. A one-time adjustment was made to bring the estimates more in line with the

FHWA/HPMS theoretical predictions. A new methodology used larger samples that yielded VMT

figures which were generally higher than those submitted previously. The ODOT Engineers

working with the HPMS data assert that any comparison of the pre 1990 data and the post 1990

data is not valid.

c-16
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Because of the fluctuation in the HPMS VMT growth, ODOT does not have confidence that a

comparison of this data with the urban models’ VMT growth is meaningful. The urban

transportation models are therefore the best information that ODOT can provide concerning

urbanized area VMT growth. As stated above the models are developed and kept current based

upon the most recent population and land use data available. They are also validated based upon

current traffic counts. ODOT is confident that the urban models accurately project VMT growth

in Ohio’s urbanized areas.

4.Discuss the use of the most recent emissions model.

The following is a discussion on the methodology used for ODOT held models. The conformity

demonstrations for Ohio’s urbanized nonattainment areas utilize the capabilities of the urban

transportation models. These models are uniquely suited to perform the attainment and milestone

year Plan and TIP build/no build scenarios analyses required under the Final Conformity rule

(Section 51.436). The modeling process identifies growth in the vehicle miles of travel and

changes in regional travel patterns resulting from the projects that are proposed in the

nonattainment area transportation plans and programs.

To generate pollutant burdens for the respective TIP/Plan analysis scenarios, ODOT completes a

three phase process. Phase 1 uses program GAOHPAR, written by ODOT, to create the control

records required by U.S. EPA MOBILE5Ah to estimate emission factors. The temperature,

percent Hot and Cold starts, and the vehicle mix vary for each hour of the day for both

hydrocarbons (HC) and carbon monoxide vary for each hour of the day for both hydrocarbons

(HC) and carbon monoxide (CO). Emission factors are calculated for each speed measured in

miles per hour (MPH). The speeds vary from 5 MPH to 65 MPH for freeways and from 5 MPH to

55 MPH for surface arterials. Parameter records are used to override default values. The values

for the Inspection Maintenance program, Anti-Tampering program, Pressure test, the Stage II

Vapor Recovery System, and on board VRS were specified by the Ohio EPA.

The G5AIMPAR. MSG listing shows:

a) The control records for program G5AIMPAR

b) The tlag summary for the hourly ambient HC, the hourly ambient CO and the 24 hour HC

required for evaporative and refueling emission factors

c) The hours requested

d) Inspection and Maintenance program summary

. .-
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e)

o
g)
h)

I)

j)

k)

Anti-Tampering program summary

Pressure Test program summary

Stage II Vapor Recovery System program summary

On board Vapor Recovery System summary

The hourly temperatures (s for HC and w for CO), percent Cold and Hot starts and the vehicle

mixes for freeways and surface arterials. The percent cold and Hot starts were developed using

“Determination of Percentages of Vehicles Operating In the Cold Start Mode, EPA-450/3-77-

023, Office of Air and Waste Management, Office of Air Quality Planning Standards, Research

Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711”. The vehicle mixes were developed using Ohio observed

data obtained by the Bureau of Technical Services.

Summary of the first scenario record for HC for freeway

Summary of the first local area parameter record for HC for freeway

Phase 2 uses USEPA MOBILE5A to generate 13,444 emission factors based on input created by

program G5AIMPAR. Output routines were added to MOBILE5Ah to

in an array format.

Phase 3 uses program CMAQ5AN0. Program CMAQ5AN0 reads 1)

containing the weighted 24 hour volumes 2) the node grid coordinates

write the emission factors

the transportation links

and 3) the emission

factors from program MOBILE5A 5h and the lists 1) the credits 2) the program control records

3) the table summaries used by the program 4) the number of centroids 5) the option values

used 6) the hours requested 7) the seasonal factors for both HC and CO. The hourly volumes

are multiplied by the corresponding seasonal factor.

After the seasonal factors, listed is the interzonal VMT. The VMT is calculated by assuming that

the zonal area in square miles is represented as a circle. The radius is computed and the intrazonal

VMT. The directional hourly speeds are estimated by applying the percent Average Daily Traffic

(ADT), percent direction, percent heavy duty trucks adjusted by 1.7 to representauto equivalents.

The auto equivalent is divided by the directional capacity and the resulting volume to capacity

ration (V/C) is used in a table lookup to determine the directional speed. The hour, fi.mctional

classification and directional speed are used to derive the directional emission factor using USEPA

MOBILE5Ah array file. If required, emission factors are interpolated. The above process is

done hourly by direction on each link in the network. After processing all hours, CMAQ5AN0

lists the 1) hourly vehicle miles of travel and pollutant burdens for freeways and surface arterials

2) the total vehicle miles and pollutant burden for evaporative and refueling HC and 3) the total

HC pollutant burden. All items listed above are summarized for the Build and the No build runs.

The preceding discussion covers the procedures that ODOT’s makes available with PlanPac.
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The speed-flow model used in the CMAQ5AN0 (hereinafter referred to as CMAQ5A) program

was evaluated against the 1985 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) equations. A basic freeway

segment analysis was performed along with each of the three arterial types as defined by the HCM.

For each illustration the HCM and other data were converted using Level of Service ‘C’ being

equal to a volume-to-capacity ratio of 1.0, as this is the capacity used by the CMAQ5A model. In

each analysis the CMAQ5A curve could be considered to be the more conservative equation when

used in a conformity analysis.

5. Documentation of the public hearing for the TIP and/or Plan, a copy of the comments

received, and the response to those comments. (See Appendix B)

6. Describe the analytical methodology. Provide a copy of model’s input and output files.

The model input and output files will be provided by ODOT where appropriate.

7.Describe the baseline and action networks for each analysis year. Provide a list of projects

that were included in the baseline and action scenarios.

The MVRPC list of federal and state (ODOT) funded TIP highway /bikeway projects (Tables 4.1,

4.2 and 4.3) and transit capital projects (See Section 5) include a column showing if a project was

included in the air quality analysis or if it was exempt. In addition, Tables C-1, C-2, and C-3

detail the previous and current analysis status of all analyzed roadway projects. Projects

transferred from the “build” scenario of previous TIPs to the “no build’’ scenario of the current TIP

as well as projects which have been implemented are identified. These tables include federal, state

and local regionally significant transportation projects. Tables C-1 thru C-3 also include regionally

significant transportation-related projects not fimded under Title 23, USC, or Transit Act, but

need ing Federal approval.

8. Show how the models have been normalized to be consistent with HPMS.

Section 51.440 of the final Conformity rule requires development of a factor “to reconcile and

calibrate the network-based model estimates of vehicle miles traveled in the base year of its

validation to the HPMS estimates for the same period. ”

. .
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Although Sec. 51.452 refers to calibrating VMT, it specifies that this is a requirement for serious

and above areas after Jan. 1, 1995. Although no Ohio nonattainment areas meet this requirement,

Ohio decided that reconciling the HPMS generated data and the model generated data was merited.

ODOT, OEPA, and the MPOS discussed whether the calibration should be based upon differences

in emissions or on differences in VMT. The group decided that the emissions were the pertinent

factor and therefore used the emissions difference for the calibration.

Ohio’s factoring process compares the SIP 1990 baseline emission inventories from the SIP with

the 1990 baseline emissions from the urban model. A simple ratio calculating the percentage

difference between the 1990 HPMS-generated emissions and the model emissions establishes the

calibration factor. This factor is then applied to the Plan and TIP analysis scenarios to compare

those emissions to the emissions in the redesignation plans, 15% plans or Attainment

demonstrations. The factor for HC and NOX are shown for the affected areas in Table 2 and 3.

This process is used for the nonattainment area geography covered by an urban model. For

Ueography not covered by an urban model, the HPMS data is used to directly calculate emissions.~

1990 HPMS Dayton HC factor = 1.175

--------------- = Calibration Factor Dayton NOX factor = 0.665

1990 Model Springfield HC factor = 0.978

Springfield NOX factor = 1.01

9. Include emissions analysis from the non-modeled portion of the nonattainment area.

A limitation of the urban models is that they do not always cover the entire nonattainment area

boundary. For the non-modeled portions of the nonattainrnent areas, conformity analyses are

performed based on a process using the HPMS vehicle miles of travel (VMT) estimates. The base

year 1990 VMT estimates are taken directly from the HPMS information that was used to develop

the Ohio SIP. Attainment and milestone year VMT rates, for the conformity analysis, are derived

by applying a growth factor by functional classification to the base year VMT estimates.

The HPMS VMT estimates are generated on a countywide basis by functional classification. The

Mobi1e5A emission factors for future years for each fi.mctional classification use the same input

parameters that were used for the State Implementation Program (SIP) such as vehicle speed,

vehicle mix, percentage of hot and cold starts, etc. The pollutant burden by functional

/.
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classification are summed and the total pollutant burden is used as a base condition for the future

year. The HPMS based data is factored to proportiomlly reflect the nonattainment area geography

not included in an urban model.

Build and no build pollutant burdens are generated for proposed projects. The difference in the

pollutant burdens from the build and no build is added to the future base condition to evaluate the

impacts associated with new projects.

10. List any off-model emission reductions credits.

The SFY1997-SFY2000 TIP has no off-model emission reductions.

11. List any regionally significant, non-federal projects that affect air quality.

These projects are noted in Tables C-1, C-2, and C-3.

12. Show how the Plan and/or TIP conforms to the requirements of the baseline and action

test and/or the budget test.

See Table C-4.

-.
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TABLE C 1 SFY1997-SFY2000 TIP AIR QUALITY CONFORMITYANALYSIS (BASELINE SCENARIO PROJECT LIST)
(GREENE, MIAMI ANO MONTGOMERY CCLINTIES)

AIR
I.D. QUALITY

PLAN R/U EXPECTEO
COUNTY, ROUTE, SECTION, TOTAL RESPON .

#
FILE

PIO NO.
AUTH .

STATUS
SALE

LOCATION ANO TERMINI #La LENGTH COST (OOO) AGENCY DATE DATE OATE

A616.6 15236 ANALYZEO GRE-Grange Hall Rd. Signals 3 0.00 290 Beavrck 11/15/96 NA 07/10/97
96-99 05B Grange Hall Rd.-0.257 KM. S.
NO BUILO of IR675 to 0.370 KM N. of

IR675-Reconstruct Two Signals
and Instal 1 interconnect
Cable- 100?AMVRPC STP

A013.6 15906 ANALYZED GRE035- 10.00/GRE068-09.68 2/4 0.00 1,294 Xenia 11128195 NA 06126[96
96-99 NB L)S35/US68/Uest Second St.
NO BUILO Orange St to Fair St/Third to

Kinsey/Simon Kenton School to
US42-Computer Interconnect
(1OO% MVRPC STP FUndS)

A014.1 5001 ANALYZEO GRE035-14.44 4 10.78 33,905 ODOT 07/05/95 02/24/95 10/23/96
96-99 NB US35-.6 Mi. E. of Bickett Rd.
NO BUILD to existing US35 1.5 Mi. W.

of Jamestown-Relocate US35 to
a Four Lane Divided Highway
on New Location

A015.1 4992 ANALYZED GRE035-21 .14 4 8.14 34,050 000T 12/29/95 04/01/96 04/20/98
96-99 NB US35-1.5 Mi U of Jamestown
NO BUILD WCL to 1 Mi . U. of GRE/FAY Co

Line-Relocate US35 to a Four
Lane Oivided Highway on New
Location

A016.1 &388 ANALYZEO GRE035- 26.20/FAY035-00 .00 4 7.00 15,471 000T ‘08/01/97 1Q98 11/15/98
96-99 NB US35-1 Mi. W. of GRE/FAY C.L.
NO BUILO to Existing US35 U of 1R71

Relocate US35 to a Four Lane
Oivided Highway on New
Location

I

A032.2 10717 ANALYZEO MIA-Dorset Rd. 4 0.30 956 Troy 07/31/95 05/08/95 05/08/96
96-99 NB Oorset Rd. Extension
NO 8UILO 0.07Mi. N. of SR55 to SR718

New Construction
I (State STP Funds)

( !

A046.2 13908 ANALYZEO MIA194CR-00.00 4 1.86 3,879 Mia. Co 05/10/95 1Q95 04/24/96
96-99 NB Looney Rd. (CR194)
NO BU1LD US36 to CR25A

Uidening and Reconstruction
Sidewalks, Curb, Gutter and
Storm Sewer

A049.2 7166 ANALYZED MOT -Chambersburg Rd. 3 0.72 340 H.Hghts 04/14/97 12/31/96 11/11/97
96-99 NB Chambersburg Rd.
NO BU1LD .08 Mi. E. of SR202 to .53

Mi. E. of SR202
Reconstruct ion/Widening
(MVRPC STP Funds)

A051.2 8030 ANALYZED MOT-County Line Rd. 3 2.18 2,600 Kett. 05/20/96 09/30/95 08/28/96
96-99 NB County Line Rd.
NO BUILO N. from Oorothy Ln. to

Shakertown Rd.
Reconstruction and Widening
(MVRPC STP Funds)

A059.2 6428 ANALYZEO MOT- Gettysburg Ave. 4 1.19 2,835 Dayton 11/15/94 2Q96 12/18/96
96-99 96B Gettysburg Ave.
NO BUILO Nicholas Road to Home Avenue

Widening and Reconstruction
(MVRPC STP Funds)

A457.2 1ft060 ANALYZEO MoT048-01 .754 (1.09) 3 0.98 230 000T 07/29/96 NA 12/18/96
96-99 NB SR48-O.06 Mi. S. of Nutt Rd.
NO F3UILO to Sheehan-Reconstruction &

Widen for Center Turn Lane,
Curb, Gutter and Sidewalks

!
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PREPARED BY MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING CDMMISS1ON

c-23

I



TABLE C 1 SFY1997-SFY2000 TIP AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY ANALYSIS (BASELINE SCENARIO PROJECT LIST)
(GREENE, MIAMI AND MONTGOMERY COUNTIES)

AIR
QUALITY CCUNTY, ROUTE, SECTION,

PID NO. STATUS LOCAT ION AND TERM INI

—

#La
—
$/6

—
;/6

T

T

z’--

7

T

T

—
5/5

T

7

—

PLAN
FILE
DATE

R/U
AUTH .
DATE

EXPECTEO
SALE
OATE

I.D.
#

A081. I

A083 .1

A090 .1

A089 .1

A106.2

B015.2

BO16.2

t

TOTAL RESPON .
:OST(OOO) AGENCY

20,500 000T

.ENGTH

5.65

2.86

5907 ANALYZED MOT049-00.00
96-99 NB SR49 Relocated (Trotuood
NO BUILD Connector)

US35 Uest to 0.04 Mi. N. of
Wolf Creek Pk.
New Construction

04101195

05/01/95

04/01/95

04/01/95I
16,850 00015910 ANALYZED MoT049-05.632 (3.50)

96-99 N8 SR49 Relocated (Trotwood
D6/12/96

NO BUILD Connector)
0.04 Mi. N. of Wolf Creek Pk
to Salem Ave.
New Construction

9949 ANALYZED MOT074CR-00.00 (Phase 1)
96-99 NB Turner Road-Salem Ave (SR49)
NO BUILO to Wolf Rd. (CR53)

Extend 4 Lanes Divided on
Neu Alignment-County Enginee

1.20

1
2,639 Mont. Co 04/28/95 10/17/94 28/14/96

)3/98

)1/15/98

13965 ANALYZEO MOT074CR-27.964 (17.3-Phase 2
96-99 NB Turner Road-Proposed SR49
NO BUILD Relocated to Salem Ave (SR49

Extend 4 Lanes Divided on
New Alignment
(MVRpC STP Funds)

7147 ANALYZED MoT741 -00.00/WAR-15 .53
96-99 05B SR741 (Springboro Rd. )-SR73
NO BUILD to Miami sburg-Sprinboro/

Austin Roads
Uiden to 4 Lanes With Median
Curb, Gutter & Storm Sewer

4,875 Mont. Co1.48

4.32

09/97

01/12/96

12/96

13/20/96

I

8,000 Spgboro

+

1,430 Mont. CoANALYZEO MOT-A iruay Dr.
96-99 NE Airway Rd.
COMPLETE Dayton WCL to Woodman Dr.

Reconstruct ion/Widening
Regionally Significant
Non- Federa L

ANALYZEO MOT-A[exandersvil Le Rd
96-99 NB Alexandersvi[le Rd.
NO BUILD Maue-Lyons Rd. to Leiter Rd.

Reconstruct ion/Widening
Regionally Significant
Non-Federal

0.84

0.32 977 Miamibg LJA

MA

I

T
800 Mont. Co

1,620 Cent.

BO03.2

6012.2

B013.2

ANALYZEO MOT- Byers Rd.
96-99 NB Byers Rd.
NO BUILO Lyons Rd. to Benner Rd.

Reconstruct ion/Widening
Regionally Significant
Non- Federa L

0.84

0.58

0.47

1.63

ANALYZED MOT-E. Franklin St
96-99 NB E. Franklin St.
NO BUILO Joanna Rd. to Clyo Rd.

Reconstruct ion/Widening
Regionally Significant
Non-Federal

ANALYZED MOT- Needmore Rd
96-99 NB Needmore Rd.
NO BUILD N. Dixie Or. to 175

Reconstruct ion/Widening
Regionally Significant
Non- Federa~

NA

NA

NA

625 Mont .Co MA

NATANALYZEO
96-99 NB
COMPLETE

MOT- Sellars Rd.
Seltars Reconstruct/Extensio
Gettysburg Ave to Great Miam
Extension/Widening
Regionally Significant
Non- Federa~

BOII.1

I
I
r
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TABLE C 1 SFY1997-SFY2000 TIP AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY ANALYSIS (BASELINE SCENAR1O PROJECT LIST)
(GREENE, MIAMIAND MONTGOMERY CCHJNTIES)

AIR
QUALITY COUNTY, ROUTE, SECTION,

PIO NO. STATUS LOCATION AND TERMINI

PLAN
FILE
DATE

R/U
AUTH.
DATE

EXPECTED
SALE
DATE

I.D.
#

BO04.2

TOTAL
:OST(OOO;

RESPON
AGENCY.ENGTH

0.32ANALYZEO MOT- Shiloh Springs Rd.
96-99 NB Shiloh Springs Rd.
NO BUILD Basore Rd. to Wolf Rd.

Reconstruct ion/lJidening
Regionally Significant
Non-Federal

ANALYZEO MOT-Stonequary Rd.
96-99 NE Stonequary Rd.
NO BUILD Peters Pk. to Helke Rd.

Reconstruct ion/Uidening
Regionally Significant
Non-Federal

350 Mont .Co NA NA

BOOO.2

BO06.2

B017.2

0.99 601 Vanda 1. NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

ANALYZED MOT-S. Main St. (sR48)
96-99 NB SR48 (Main St. )
COMPLETE Sheehan Rd. to Edenhurst Rd.

Reconstruct ionfUidening
Regionally Significant
Non-Federal

1.21

1.17

2,800

1,670

Cent.

HiamibgANALYZEO MOT-Uest Spring Valley Rd.
96-99 15B Uest Spring Valley Rd - U. of
NO BUILD Paragon Rd. to U. of SR48

Reconstruct ion/Uidening
Regionally Significant
Non-Federal

BO05.2

BO1O.2

BO09.2

B014.2

BO08.2

ANALYZEO MOT-Uest Third St.
96-99 NB U. Third St.
NO BUILO Victory Or. to Lensdale Ave.

Reconstruct ion/Uidening
Regionally Significant
Non-Federal

0.79

0.42

1.68

785 Jef.Twp

Cent/Grc

Kett.

Huber H.

Huber H.

Moraine

OOOT

‘ANALYZED MOT-Wilmington Pk.
96-99 NB Ui~mington Pike
COMPLETE Uhipp Rd. to Brown Rd.

Reconstruct ion/Uidening
Regionally Significant
Non-Federal

ANALYZED MOT-W. Stroop Rd.
96-99 NB West Stroop Rd.
COMPLETE Tait Rd. to SR48

Reconstruct ion/U idening
Regionally Significant
Non-Federal

ANALYZEO MOT201-Brandt Pk.
96-99 NB SR201 (Brandt Pk. )
COMPLETE Longford Rd. to 170

Reconstruct ion/Uidening
Regionat[y Significant
Non-Federal

ANALYZED MOT202-Troy Pk.
96-99 NB SR202
COMPLETE Angel ita to IR70

Reconstruct ion/Uidening
Regionally Significant
Non-Federal

ANALYZED MOT741-Springboro Pk.
96-99 NB SR741
COMPLETE Alex-Bell Rd. to Sellars Rd.

Reconstruction/Widening
Regionally Significant
Non-Federal

1,099

1,910

NA

NA

NA

NA

1,6501.00

1.00 950 NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

11/10/94

1.10 6008007.2

4521 ANALYZEO MOT035-09.89
96-99 NB US35 West
COMPLETE W. Third St. to W. of Lisctxn

Dr.
New Construction

1.44 9,6301073.1
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TABLE C 1 SFY1997-SFY2000 TIP AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY ANALYSIS (BASELINE SCENARIO PROJECT LIST)
(GREENE, MIAMI AND MONTGOMERY COUNTIES)

AIR
1.0.

PLAN R/U EXPECTED
QUALITY COUNTY, ROUTE, SECTION,

#
TOTAL RESPON. FILE AUTH . SALE

PID NO. STATUS LOCATION ANO TERMINI #La LENGTH COST (OOO) AGENCY DATE OATE DATE

H055. I .4522 ANALYZED MOT035-11 .33 6 2.24 49,309 ODOT 05/07/91 08/ 10/89 12/22/92
96-99 NB US35 blest
COMPLETE U. of Lisclm’IOr. to U. of

James McGee Blvd.
New Construction

1048.2 4613 ANALYZED MOT-Alex-Bell Rd. 3 1.07 5,841 W.Carr. 3a94 2Q93 11/10/94
96-99 NB Alex-Bell Road
COMPLETE Central Avenue to SR741

Widening and Reconstruction

1052.6 13937 ANALYZEDMOT-VMS Replace 0.00 502 Dayton 3Q95 NA 01/29/96
96-99 NB Dayton VMS Computer RepLace
COMPLETE Conversion of Approx. 100

Signalized Signal Locations
From VMS to Closed Loop Sys.
Purchase Order Contract

I I [ I I I I I 1 1

. .
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TABLE C 2 sFY1997-SFY2000 TIP AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY ANALYSIS (2005 BUILO SCENARIO PROJECT LIST)
(GREENE, MIAMI AND MONTGOMERY COUNTIES)

AIR
I.D.

PLAN R/U EXPECTEO
QUALITY COUNTY, ROUTE, SECTION,

#
TOTAL

P1O NO.
RESPON . FILE

STATUS
AUTH .

LOCATION AND TERMINI
SALE

#La LENGTH COST(OOO) AGENCY OATE OATE DATE

AO04 .2 5005 ANALYZED GRE-Dayton-Xenia Rd. 4 1.55 4,240 Beavrck 08/01/99 lQOO 4QO0
96-99 05B Dayton-Xenia Road (cR142)
05 BUILO .19 Mi. U. of IR675 to Grange

Hall Rd.-Reconstruction and
Uidening to 4 Lanes Uith Left
Turn Lanes

A214.2 13979 ANALYZEO GRE235-11 .279 (7.01) 5 0.93 1,459 Fair. 1Q98 1Q98
96-99 05B SR235-IR675 to 0.58 Mi N of

la99

05 BUILO 1R675
Reconstruction and Uidening
(MVRPC STP Funds)

A618.2 3 ANALYZED MIA025ACR-Tipp City 4 0.83 2,256 TippCty 01/00 06/98 06/00
96-99 05B County Route 25A
05 BUILO SR571 to 0.49 Mi. S. of

Kess\er-Cowlesvi lle Rd.
Widening and Reconstruction

A609 .2 15144 ANALYZEO MIA025ACR-04.84 4 2.57 3,368 Mia. Co 01/29/99 07/06/98 10/27/99
96-99 05B County Route 25A
05 8UILD Tipp-Cowlesville Rd. to 0.11

Mi. S. of Oye Mill Rd.
Uidening and Reconstruction
(County STP in SFY2001)

A336 .2 14915 ANALYZEO MOT-East Main St. (Free Pike) 5 1.03 2,110 Trot. 07/15/98 07/01/98 04/22/99
96-99 05B East Main St. (AKA Free Pike)
05 BUILO Olive Rd. to proposed SR49

Re~ocated(Trotwood Connector)
Widening and Reconstruction
(MVRPC STP Funds)

A062 .2 7322 ANALYZEO MOT-James H. McGee B[vd. 4 1.03 2,865 Oayton
96-99 05B James H. McGee B(vd.

10/31/99 06/30/99 05/01/00

05 BUILD Gettysburg Ave. to Litt[e

1,
Richmond Rd.
Widening and Reconstruction
(MVRPC STP Funds)

A063 .2 8224 ANALYZED MOT-Linden Ave (Oayton) 4 0.82 2,180 Oayton 11/30/99 03/31/99 06/01/00
96-99 05B Linden Ave.
05 BUILO Smithvil~e Rd. to Conrail RR

Uidening and Reconstruction
(MVRPC STP Funds)

A064 .2 7320 ANALYZED MOT- Liscun Dr. 4 0.98 2,040 Dayton 08/98 08/98 08/99
96-99 05B Liscum Dr.-Proposed US35 to
05 BUILD Third St.-Center Left Turn

Lane and N.B. Right Turn Lane
Into the VA Center.
Uidening and Reconstruction

A602.2 4515 ANALYZED MOT048-37.780 (23.48) 4 3.07 4,128 Engtwd 11/14/97 07/15/97 11/98
96-99 15B SR48-O.08 Mi. N. of US40 to
05 BUILO Phillipsburg-Union Road

(Local Funds for Plan Prep. &
& STP Funds for R/W & Const. )
Uidening and Reconstruction

A205.2 12701 ANALYZED MOT048-26.355 (16.38) 5 3.21 2,885 ODOT 12/30/98 02/02/98 04/28/99
96-99 05B SR48-Uoodruff Dr to Pop(ar Dr
05 BUILO Reconstruction and Widen to

Provide Center Turn Lane

A096.2 13434 ANALYZEO MOT075-04.924 (3.06) 4 0.85 3,515 000T 1Q99 1a99 4Q99
96-99 05B IR75 at Lyons Rd.-.65 Mi S of
05 BUILD SR725-Byers Rd to SR741

Widen Existing Two Lane
Bridge to Four Lanes Inc~udes
Approach Pavement

. .
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TABLE C 2 SFY1997-SFY2000 TIP AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY ANALYSIS (2005 BUILO SCENARIO PROJECT LIST)
(GREENE, MIAMI AND MONTGOMERY CCKJNTIES)

AIR
I.D. QUALITY

PLAN R/W
COUNTY, ROUTE, SECTION,

EXPECTED
TOTAL

#
RESPON. FILE

PIO NO. STATUS
AUTH .

LOCATION ANO TERMINI
SALE

#La LENGTH COST (OOO) AGENCY DATE OATE DATE

A095 .2 4853 ANALYZED MOT099CR-26.999 (16.78) 5 3.21 6,430 Mont. Co 4Q98
96-99 05B North Dixie Orive-Great Miami

4Q98 4Q99

05 BUILD River to Needmore Or.
Reconstruction and Widen
for Turn Lane
Plan Status (MVRPC STP Funds)

A204.2 12577 ANALYZED MOT725-22.220(13 .81)/741 -4.27 5 3.82 2,402 OOOT 05/12/97 02/10/97 10/22/97
96-99 05B SR7251SR741 Widening & Signal
05 BUILD SR725 ~ Mall Woods, Prestige

and IR675 N.B. Ramp/SR741 at
Newmark and from .66 Mi N of
SR725 to .09 Mi S of A-B Rd.

P037.2 11160 ANALYZEO MIA075-07.948 (4.94) 6 9.49 26,850 ODOT 2001 2001
96-99 05B IR75-O.54 Mi. N. of CR25A to

2001

05 BUILD 1.13 Mi. N. of SR41
Reconstruction and Widening
(Also NH Funded)
(Plan Status-PE Only)

P320.2 13433 ANALYZED MIAO75-3O.41O (18.90) 6 16.04 44,800 000T 2001 NA 2001
96-99 058 IR75 (Part of larger project)
05 BUILO 1.05 Mi. S. of MIA/SHE C.L.

to 0.39 Mi. N. of SR29
Reconstruction and Widening
(Plan Status)

P206.2 1Z699 ANALYZEO MOT049-06.822 (4.24) 5 1.67 1,625 000T 2001 2001 2001
96-99 05B SR49-Hillcrest Ave to Corurulu
05 BUILD Dr.-Reconstruction & Widening

to Provide a Two-!Jay Left
Turn Lane, Curb, Gutter and
Sidewalks (Plan Status)

P207. 2 12697 ANALYZEO MOT725-32.341 (20.10) 5 3.45 4,850 Cent. 2001 2001 2001
96-99 05B SR725-Loop Rd to Wilmington
05 BUILO Pk.-Reconstruction and Widen

to 4/5 lanes, Curb, Gutters,
Sidewalks and Storm Sewers
(State STP Funds)

BO02.2 ANALYZED MOT-Little York Rd. 3 0.53 1,000 Mont .Co NA NA
96-99 05B Littte York Rd.
05 BUILO N. Oixie Rd. to IR75

Reconstruct ion/Widening
Regionally Significant
Non-Federal

BOO1 .2 ANALYZED MOT- Stonequary Rd. 3 0.52 316 Vanda t. NA NA
96-99 05B Stonequary Rd.
05 BUILO Helke Rd. to Dixie Or.

Reconst ruct ion/W idening
Regionally Significant
Non-Federal

TO02.8 ANALYZED MOT-Trolley Infrastructure 0.00 744 MVRTA NA NA
96-99 NB RTA Trolley Infrastructure
05 BUILO In 1997

Electric Trolley Extensions

TO04.8 ANALYZED MOT-Tro(ley Infrastructure 0.00 7,883 MVRTA NA NA
96-99 NB RTA Trolley Infrastructure
o5 8UIL0 In 1999-2000

E lectric Trolley Extensions

TO03.8 ANALYZEO MOT-Trolley Infrastructure 0.00 4,968 MVRTA NA NA
96-99 NB RTA Tro~ley Infrastructure
o5 BUILO In 1997-1999

Electric Trol Ley Extensions

. .
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I.D.
#

TOO1 .8

1622.2

L
1802.2

TABLE C 2 SFY1997-SFY2000 TIP AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY ANALYSIS (2005 BUILD SCENARIO PROJECT LIST)
(GREENE, MIAMI ANO MONTGOMERY COUNTIES)

AIR
QUAL 1TY COUNTY, ROUTE, SECTION,

PIO NO. STATUS LOCATION AND TERMINI

ANALYZED MOT-Trolley Infrastructure
96-99 NE RTA Trolley Infrastructure
05 BUILD In 1996

Electric Trolley Extensions

ANALYZED MOT-Maue Rd. (Phase 11)
96-99 050 Maue Rd.
05 BUILD Heincke Rd to Gephart Church

Rd.
Widening and Reconstruction

ANALYZED MOT-Maue Rd. (Phase 111)
96-99 05s Maue Rd.
05 BUILD Linden Ave. to Heincke Rd.

Widening and Reconstruction

TOTAL
#La LENGTH COST (OOO)

0.00 3,587

3 0.92 1,341

3 0.54 786

I I

T
Miamibg 3Q96 3Q96

Miamibg 3Q97 3Q97

EXPECTED
SALE
DATE

--
PREPARED BY MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
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TABLE C-3 FY1997-PY2000 TIP AIR QUALITYCONFORMITY
(201S BUILDSCBNARIOPROJZCTLIST)

GREENE, MIAMI,ANDMONTGOMERY COUNTIES

Air
Project Quality Road
tier Status county Name Project Description

Length cost Projected
(miles) ($000) Construction

2 Analyzed GRE 1675 rehabilitate and widen from 6 to 8
96-99 15B

10.22 57,217 2006-2010
lance frCnI Montgomery County line to N.

15 Build Fairfield Road (see MOT 1675)

3 Analyzed GRS 1675 rehabilitate and widen from 4 to 6 7.41
96-99 15B

41,496 2011-2015
lanes from N. Fairfield Road

15 Build interchange to CIJJ

5 Analyzed GRE 1675 add full movements at Grange Hall Road 0.00
96-99 15B

2,500 2001-2005
interchange

15 Build

6 Analyzed GRE 1675 add additional westbound-on and
96-99 15B

0.00 1,000 2001-2005
eastbound-off ramp capacity (1 lane) at

15 Build N. Fairfield Road interchange

8A Analyzed GRE US35 widen from 4 to 6 lanes from Montgomery
96-99 15B

0.60 3,359 2006-2010
County line to 1675 (ace MOT US35)

15 Build

8B Analyzed GRE US35 widen from 4 to 6 lanes from 1675 to
96-99 15B

7.78 43,562 2011-2015
west end of Xenia beltway

15 Build

9A Analy~ed GRE US35
—.

full movament interchange at Factory
96-99 15B

0.00 13,000 2011-2015
and relocated Valley; eliminate direct

15 Build intersections at Alpha, Shakertown and
Orchard, and provide access roads to
new i.nterchangea

9B Analyzed GRE US35 full movement interchange at N. 0.00 7,000
96-99 15B

1995-2000
Fairfield Road

15 Build

10A Analyzed G= US42 widening at intersections and 4.36 1,000 2011-2015
96-99 15B additional safety upgrading as needed
15 Build from Church Street in Xenia to

Nash/Charlton Mill Roads

17 Analyzed GRE SR72 widening at intersections and safety— 5.83
96-99 15B

1,000 1995-2000

15 Build
upgrading and realignments as needed
between Jamestown north CorD. limits
and Cedarrile south corp. limits

Prepared by Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission
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TABLS C-3 FY1996-FY1999 TIP AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY ANALYSIS
(2015 BUILD SCBNARIO PROiR3CT LIST)

Air

Project Quality Road
Number Status county Name

GREENE, MIAMI, AND MONTGO~RY COUNTIES

Length coat Pro jetted
Project Description (miles) ($000) Construction

24 Analyzed GRS SR444 widen from 2 to 4 lanes from Central to
96-99 15B

1.63 5,000 2001-2005
1675; improve intersection with

15 Build Spangler

30 Analyzed GRE BEAVER VALLEY widen from 2 to 3 lanes from 5.20
96-99 15B

9,152 1995-2000
RD Dayton-Xenia to Five Points in Fairborn

15 Build

32 Analyzed GFcE BICRETT upgrade from 2 to 3 lanes between US42 1.64 2,800
96-99 15B

1995-2000
and US35E (relocated); realign to

15 Build intersect US42 at Brush Row Road;
retain old Bickett an access to Central
State University

39 Analyzed GRE DAYTON-XSNIA SD widen from 2 to 3 lanes from Grange 3.53 7,490
96-99 15B

2006-2010
Hall Road east to Beaver Valley

15 Build

—
52 Analyzed GAS GWGE HALL RD widen bridge over 1675 to 5 lanes to 0.10 5,000

96-99 15B
2001-2005

New Germany-Trebein Road
15 Build

53A tialyzed GRE GRANGE -L RD widen from 2 to 3 lanes from New 1.30 2,233 2001-2005
96-99 15B Germany-Trebein to Dayton-Xenia Road
15 Build

56 AnalZzed GAS INDIAN RIPPLE widen from 2 to 5 lanes from 1675 to N. 1.97 s,all 2001-2005
96-99 15B RD Fairfield Road
15 Build

— .—
6.iA Mialyzed GRE N. FAIRFIELD RD widen bridge over 1675 to 6 through 0.00 5,000

96-99 15B
2001-2005

lanes (add 1 lane in each direction)
15 Build

64B tialyzed GRE N. FAIRFIELD RD widen from 2 to 314 lanes from Seajay 0.75 1,288
96-99 15B

2001-2005
to Shalcertown Road

15 Build

64C Analyzed GIU?, N. FAIRFIELD RD widen from 2 to 314 lanes from 1.14 1,958 2001-2005
96-99 15B Shakertown Road to Indian Ripple Road
15 Build

—.
66A Analyzed GRE NF3Y

———
widen from 2 to 5 lanes from Beavez 3.09

96-99 15B
5,731 1995-2000

GERMANY-TREBEIN Valley Road to west of N. Fairfield
15 Build m

Prepared by Miami Valley Regional Plaming Commission
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TABLS C-3

Air
Project Quality Road
Number Statua County Name

FY1997-FY2000 TIP AIR QUiKZIW CONFORMITY WYSIS
(2015 BUILD SCENMIIO PROJ7#CT LIST)

GREENE , MIAMI, AND MONTGOMERY COUNTIES

PrOject Description

7OB Analyzed GRE PROGRESS DRIVE extend as 3 lanea from
96-99 15B US35(Busineas)/W. Main St. mouth to
15 Build . W. Second St.

Length cost Projected
(miles) ($000) Construction

0.54 1,570 1995-2000

72 Analyzed GRS RAliN RD/wALDEN extend as 2 lanes from terminus at 0.40
96-99 15B

1,507 2011-2015
LAWS county line to Swigart and from

15 Build terminus at Little Sugar Creek to
Wagner

88A Analyzed GRE WILMINGTON-DAYT widen from 2 to 3 laneB from SR725
96-99 15B

0.68 1,164 2001-2005
ON RD south to Centenrille Station Road

15 Build

89 Analyzed MIA X75 rehabilitate and widen from 4 to 6
96-99 05B

4.85 25,917 1995-1998
lanes from 1.13 miles north of SR41

15 Build north to 1.05 miles south of Shelby
County Line

92 7ualyzed MIA US36 widen to 5 lanes from Spiker Road into 2.30 7,678 2006-2010
96-99 15B Piqua (at approximately West Water
15 Build Street )

94 Analyzed MIA US36 widen to 4 lanes from Pi~a (at 1.05
96-99 15B

2,662 2001-2005
aDProx~atelY 175) east to Troy-Sidney

15 Build Road (CR14)

96 – Analyzed MIA SR41 widen to 5 lanes from Washington Road 0.27 500
96-99 15B

2001-2005
to Troy Corporation Line; realign

15 Build intersection with Washington Road

98 Analyzed MIA SR48 widen from 2 to 3 lanes from 1.44
96-99 15B

2,464 2006-2010
Woods/Cedar to Montgomery County line

15 Build

99 Analyzed MIA SR49 widen from 2 to 4 lanes from MOT to DAR 0.80 1,698 2006-2010
96-99 15B
15 Build

100B Analyzed MIA SR202 widen to 3 lanes from MOT to US40 (see 0.90
96-99 15B

1,542 2001-2005
MOT SR202)

15 Build

Prepared by Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission
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TABLE C-3

Air

Project Quality Road
Number status county Name

102B Analyzed MIA SR571
96-99 15B
15 Build

FY1997-FY2000 TIP AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY NUALYSIS
(2015 BVXLD SC-IO PROJECT LIST)

GREENE, XIAM2, AND MONTGOMERY COUNTIES

Length coat Projected
Project Description (miles) ($000) Construction

interconnect signals to east of 175 0.50 100 1995-2000
interchange

103 Analyzed MIA BARNEART RD fill in with 3 lanaa between SR718 and
96-99 15B

1.35 3,267 2006-2010
Experiment Farm Road (CR36)/Stanfield

15 Build Road (TR135)

105A Analyzed MIA CR25A widen to 4 lanes from MOT to SR571
96-99 15B

2.70 6,831 2006-2010

15 Build

105C Analyzed UIA CR2!3A widen to 4 lanes from Main St. in Troy
96-99 15B

0.35 885 2001-2005
north to corD. limits

15 Build

108 Analyzed HIA IX3NN DAVIS WAY extension of 3 lanes north parallel to 1.70
96-99 15B

1,925 2001-2005
CR153, then crossing CR153 near

15 Build Arapaho, then Darallel to 175,
intersecting CR25A midway between TR40A
and CR39A

113 Analyzed MIA EXPERIMENT FARM widen to 4 lanes from City of Troy NCL 0.60 550
96-99 15B

1995-2000
RD (CR36) to Eldean (CR33)

15 Build

117B Analyzed MIA LOONSY RD extend as 4 lanes from Garbry Road to 0.20
96-99 15B

1,062 1995-2000
(CR194) abandoned railroad ROW

15 Build

122 Analyzed MIA MONROE-CONCORD relocate west of CR25A to intersection
96-99 15B

0.25 200 1995-2000
AD with CR153 and CR25A; create a 4-legged

15 Build intersection; cul-de-sac the old
intersection with CR25A

123 tialyzad MIA N. HYATT ST reconstruct at 2 lanes from SR571 to
96-99 15B (CR153)

0.25 502 1995-2000
Park

15 Build

130 Analyzed MIA S. HYATT ST widen from 2 to 3 lanes from Barbara 0.55 336 1995-2000
96-99 15B (CR153) Way to Maple Hill
15 Build
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TASLE C-3 PY1997-PY2000 TIP AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY ANALYSIS
(2015 BUILD SCENARIO PROJECT LIST)

QRRENE, MIAMI, AND MONTGOMERY COUNTIES

Air
Project Quality Road
Number Statue County Name PXOjOCt DO#CriDtiOn

131 Analyzed MIA SIGW SYSTSM CBD coordinated signal system
96-99 15B IN PXQUA
15 Build

Length cost Projected
(miles) ($000) Construction

in Piqua 0.00 1,000 2001-2005

140A Analyzed MIA WESTVIEW DRIVE extend south aa 4 lanes from
96-99 15B

0.55 2,100 1995-2000
Piqua-Clayton Road (cR29) to US36

15 Build

143 Analyzed MOT GREATER DAYTON 4 lane divided highway to interstate 23.74 225,230 2011-2015
96-99 15B BELTWAY (SR892) atandarda from 175 near WAR county line
15 Build west to SR4 then north to 170 near SR49

interchange

144 Analyzed MOT 170 rehabilitate and widen from 4 to 6 23.55 131,880 2006-2010
96-99 15B lanes throughout MOT
15 Build

145 Analyzed MOT 170 im~rove the 170/SR201 interchange by
96-99 15B

0.00 2,000 2001-2005
adding 1 lane to each ramp

15 Build

146 Analyzed MOT 170 improve the 170/sR202 interchange by 0.00 2,000 2001-2005
96-99 15B adding 1 lane to each ramD
15 Build

148 Analyzed MOT 175 rehabilitate and widen frcm 6 t—o 8 6.39
96-99 15B

53,037 2006-2010
lanes from MOT north to just aoutb of

15 Build the Kettering/Moraine/W. Carrollton
interchange at S. Dixie; rebuild the
bridges; some of the lanes may be
designated as truck lanes

—.— ——
151 ‘- Analyzed MOT 175

—
add full movements at the West

96-99 15B
0.00 5,000 2006-2010

Carrollton/Kette.ring/Moraine
15 Buiid interchange

152 Analyzed MOT 1675 rehabilitate and widen from 6 to 8 5.32 29,788
96-99 15B

2006-2010
lanes and imDrove interchanges as

15 Build needed from SR725 to Greene County line
(see GRE 1675)

153 Analyzed MOT 1675
——.

rehabilitate and widen from 4 to 6
96-99 15B lanes from 175 to SR725
15 Build

“-2.13 11,930 2006-2016
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TI@LS C-3 PY1997-PY2000 TIP AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY
(2015 BU2LD SCENARIO PROJSCT LIST)

G3UHZN’B, MIAMI , AND MONTGOMERY COUNTIES

Air
Project Quality Road
Number Status county Name Project Description

ANALYSIS

Length coat Projected
(miles ) ($000) Constzmction

154 Analyzed MOT US35 widen from 4 to 6 lanea from Dayton CBD 4.52
96-99 15B

25,338 2006-2010
eastward to Greens County line (see GRE

15 Build US35)

158 Analyzed HOT US4 o widen to 5 lanea from Corporation 0.75
96-99 15B

1,600 2001-2005
Center Drive (E. of Peters Pike) to

15 Build Vandalia WCL

161B Analyzed MOT SR4 add missing eastbound Valley St. to 0.00
96-99 15B

2,500 2006-2010
southbound SR4 and northbound SR4 to

15 Build westbound Valley St. movements at
Valley St./SR444 interchange

167 Analyzed MOT SR48 widen from 2/3 to 5 lanes from Sheehan 1.67 4,298
96-99 15B

2006-2010
Road to WAR

15 Build

173 Analyzed MOT SR49 widen from 2 to 4 lanes from US40 to 3.92 8,322
96-99 15B MIA

2001-2005

15 Build

176A Analyzed MOT SR2 01 widen to 3 lanes from 170 north to
96-99 15B

0.55 940 2001-2005
Shun Road

15 Build

176c ‘—=~ed MOT SR201 widen from 4 to 5 lanes from Needmore 0.75
96-99 15B

400 2006-2010
to Kitridge; improve intersections as

15 Build needed

——————-—
177 Analyzed MOT SR202 widen to 3 lanes south of Angelita 1.40 3,606 2006-2010

96-99 15B (Huber Heights) to Needmore
15 Build

———.—
179 Analyzed MOT SR202 widen to 3 lanes from Shun Road to MIA 0.50 1,265 2001-2005

96-99 15B (see MIA SR202)
15 Build

181 ‘- Analyzed MOT SR235 widen from 2 to 4 lanes from SR4 to 1.30
96-99 15B

3,801 2011-2015
Medway Road in Greene County

15 Build

194 ‘-–
——. .——.

An~lyzed MOT ALEX RD widen to 5 lanes between Central Avenue 0.05 160
96-99 15B

1995-2000
and Dixie Drive

15 Build

Prepared by Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission

—.—
MIAMI l/ALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

-.

c-35

I



TABLS C-3 ?Y1997-?Y2000 TIP AIR QUALITY CONPORIIITY ~YSIS
(2015 BUILD SCZNARIO PROJECT LIST)

GREENE , MIAMI, AND MONTGOMERY COUNTIES

Air
Project Quality Road
Number

Length
Status County Blame

cost Projected
Project Description (miles) ($000) construction

202 Analyzed MOT AUSTIN widen frcm 2 to 4 lanes from SR741 to 3.65 10,725 2001-2005
96-99 15B RD/SOCIAL ROW SR48
15 Build RD

208 Analyzed MOT BRIDGE ST replace and widen bridge from 2 to 3 0.00 3,000
96-99 15B

2011-2015
(MILLSR) lance

15 Build

209 Analyzed MOT BROOKV2LLE-ARLI widen from 2 to 4 lance from Wolf Creek 1.90 4,070 2001-2005
96-99 15B NGTOM RD Street to US40
15 Build

213A Analyzed HOT BYERS AD widen to 3 lanes from 1.93 3.725 2001-2005
96-99 15B 14iemiaburg-Springboro Pike to Benner
15 Build Road

225 Analyzed MOT DAYTON-CINCINNA provide for eastbound-to-nortblmund 0.00 500 1995-2000
96-99 15B TI PIKE turn onto Dryden Road
15 Build

229 Analyzed MOT EDWIN C. MOSES widen to 4 lanes and reconstruct from 0.50 3,689 2001-2005
96-99 05B BLVD Wiscondin Blvd to 175
15 Build

233 Analyzed MOT FRSE PIKE widen to 4 lanes from Trotwood 1.00 3,730 2001-2005
96-99 15B Connector to J&lone Avenue
15 Build

238 Analyzed MOT HARSID4AN SD widen bridge near the Hydrobowl to 5 0.00 5,000
96-99 15B

2006-2010
lanes to allow turn lanes

15 Build

256 laalyzed MOT LITTLE YORK RD widen to 3 lanes from N. Dixie to Brown 0.50 1,060
96-99 15B

2001-2005
School Road

15 Build

260 Analyzed MOT MAD RIVER W improve intersection at Yankee/Munger, 0.00 3,000 1995-2000
96-99 15B including widening bridge on Mad River
15 Build at Yankee to 3 lanes

266 Analyzed MOT MCSWSN RD extend 3 lanes from Spring Valley Road 0.51 2,297 1995-2000
96-99 15B to current terminus south of SR725
15 Build

—
267 Analyzed MOT MIAMISBURG-SPRI widen from 2 to 5 lanes from Byers to 0.72 2,409 2001-2005

96-99 15B NGBORO PK SR741
15 Build

Prepared by Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission
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T=LE C-3 FY1997-PY2000 TIP AIR QUALITY CONPOR161TY
(2015 BUILD SCENARIO PROJECT LIST)

GREENE, MIAMI, AND MONTGOMERY COUNTIES

ANALYSIS

Air

Project Quality Road
Number Status count y Name

271 Analyzed MOT N. DXXIE DR
96-99 15B
15 Build

PZOjOCt Description
Length cost Projected
(miles) ($000) Construction

widen bridge over Great Miami River to 0.00 5,000
5 lanes

2006-2010

272 Analyzed MOT N. DIXIE DR widen to 4 lanes frcm NorthWoods to MIA
96-99 15B

1.50 3*795 1995-2000

15 Build

274 Analyzed MOT NBEDMORE RD widen bridge over 175 to 7 lanes 0.00
96-99 15B

5,000 2001-2005

15 Build

288 Analyzed MOT OLIVE RD
96-99 15B

reconstruct and widen from 2 to 4 lanes 2.54 10,538 2001-2005
from Trotwood City Limits to West Third

15 Build Street

289 Analyzed MOT PARAGON RD cmlete with 4 lanea between Congress 0.50 2,123 1995-2000
96-99 15B Park Drive and SR725
15 Build

291A Analyzed MOT PARR CENTER RD extend as 2 lanes to extended Webster 0.13 418 2001-2005
96-99 15B to connect Poe and Webster
15 Build

295 Analyzed MOT RIDGE AVZ widen bridge over Stillwater to 3 lanes
96-99 15B

0.00 3,000 2006-2010

15 Build

299 Analyzed MOT SALEM AVlf widen to 5 lanes from Curundu to Wolf 0.40 1,012 2001-2005
96-99 15B Road
15 Build

301A Analyzed MOT SALEM BEND DR widen from 2 to 4 lanes 1.20 3,520 2001-2005
96-99 15B
15 Build

305 Analyzed MOT SIEBENTHALER rePlace and widen (from 2 to 3 lanes) 0.00
96-99 15B

3,500 2006-2010
AVS bridge over the Stillwater; imvrove

15 Build intersection at Riverside Drive

313 Analyzed MOT SPRING VALLEY extend from Washington Church Road to 0.50 2,185 1995-2000
96-99 15B RD Yankee as 4 lanes
15 Build

315 Analyzed MOT SPRING VALLEY widen to 4 lanes from Yankee to 0.94
96-99 15B

1,136 1995-2000
RD Paragon Rd

15 Build

Prepared by Miami Valley Regional Plaming Commission
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TASLE C-3 PY1997-FY2000 TIP AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY ANALYSIS
(2015 BUILD SCENARIO PROJ’SCT LIST)

GRESNE, MIAMI, l@JD MONTGOMERY COVNTIES

Air
Project Quality Road
NUmber Status county Name

Length cost Projected
Project Description (miles) ($000) Construction

317 Analyzed MOT STBWART ST replace and widen bridge from 4 to 5 0.00
96-99 15B 1anes

5,000 2006-2010

15 Build

320 Analyzed MOT TAYWOOD RD widen to 4 lanea from 170 to Westbrook
96-99 15B

1.55 4,554 2001-2005

15 Build

329 Analyzed MOT WEBSTER ST extend 3 lanes from Stop Eight to
96-99 15B

1.20 5,764 2001-2005
Little York Road

15 Build

334 Analyzed MOT WYSE RD extend aa 2 lanea to extended Webster 0.25
96-99 15B

803 2001-2005

15 Build

335 Analyzed MOT YANRBE ST widen to 5 lanea from Social Row to
96-99 15B

2.20 7,33-1 2001-2005
north of Lyons Road

15 Build

Prepared by Miami Valley Regional Plaming Commission
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not impose any new requirements, I

certifythat it does not have a significant

impact on any small entities.Moreover,

due to the nature of the federal-state
relationship under the C&4, preparation
of a regulatory flexibility analysis would
constitute federal inquiry into the
economic reasonableness of state action.,
The CAA forbids EPA to base its actions
concerning SIPSon such grounds.
Union Electric Co. v. U.S. E.P.A., 427
U.S. 246, 256-66 (.S.Ct. 1976); 42 U.S.C.
7410(a)(2).

List of Subjects in 40 Cm Part 52

Air pollution controi, Incorporation
by reference, Intergovernmental
relations, Particulate matter.

Dated: Apri] 12, 1995.

Patrick hl. Tobin,

Acting Regional Administrator.
Part 52 of chapter I, title 40, Code oj

Federal Regulations, is amended as
follows:

PAFIT 52+AMENDED]

1.The authority citation for part 52
continues to read as follows:

Authority:42.U..S.C.7401-7671q.

Subpart Z—Mississippi

2. Section 52.1270 is amended by
adding paragraph (c)(26) to read as
follows:

~52.1270 Identification of plan.
..** ●

(c)***
(26) The Mississippi Department of

Environmental Quality has submitted
revision to Regulation APC-S-5. The
purpose of this regulation is to adopt by
reference Federal regulations for the
prevention of significant deterioration of
air quality as required by 40 CFR 51.166
and 52.21.

(i) Incorporation by reference.
(A) Regulations of the prevention of

significant deterioration of air quality—
Regulation APC–S-5 effective January 9,
1994.

(ii) Additional infom.ation—None.
[FR Dec. 95-11050 Filed 5-t-95; 8:45 am]
BILUNG CCJOE 6S6&6&P

40 CFR Parts 52 and 81

[oH54-1-6164a; FRL-6201-2]

Approval and Promulgation of
Implementation Plans and Designation
of Areas for Air Quality Planning
Pu~oses: State of C)hio

AGENCY: Environmental Protection

Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Direct fins] rute.

SUMMARY: USEPA is,approving, through
“direct final’’.procedure, a redesignation
request and maintenance plan for the
Dayton-Springfield, Ohio area as a
revision to Ohio’s State Implementation
Plan (SIP) for ozone. The revision is
based on a request from the State of
Ohio to redesignate Montgomery,
Greene, Clark, and Miami Counties from
nonattainment to attainment for ozone,
and to apprpve the maintenance plan for
the area. The State has met the
requirements for redesignation
contained in the Clean Air Act (CAA),
as amended in 1990. The redesignation
request is based on ambient monitoring
data that show no violations of the
ozone National Ambient Air Quality
Standard (NAAQS) during the three-
year period from 1990 through 1992. In
the proposed rules section of this
Federal Register, USEPA is proposing
approval of this requested redesignation
and SIP revision, and is now soliciting
public comments on this action. If
adverse comments are received on this
direct final rule, USEPA will withdraw
this final rule and address these
comments in a subsequent final rule
based on the proposed rule.
DATES: This final rule is effective July 5,
199s unless adverse or critical
comments are received by June 5, 1995.
If the effective date is delayed, timely
notice will be published in the Federal
Register.
AODRESSES: Copies of the SIP revision
request and USEPA’s analysis are
available for inspection at the following
address: (It is recommended that you
telephone Angela Lee at (312) 353-5142
before visiting the Region 5 Office.)

United States Environmental Protection
Agency, Region 5, Air and Radiation
Division, 77 \Vest Jackson Boulevard.
Chicago, Illinois 60604.

Written comments can be mailed to:
William MacDowell, Chief, Regulation
Development Section, Air Enforcement
Branch (AE-17J), United States
Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 5, 77 West Jackson Boulevard,
Chicago, Illinois, 60604.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Angela Lee, Regulation Development
Section, Air Enforcement Branch (AE-
17J), United States Environmental
Protection Agency, Region 5, 77 West
Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, Illinois
60604, (312) 353–5142.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
November 8, 1993, Ohio submitted a
redesignation request and section 175A
maintenance plan for Montgomery,
Greene, Mii4mi, and Clark Counties. The
USEPA reviewed these submittals
against the redesignation criteria set
forth by section lo of the Act,

which are discussed in a September 4,
1992, memorandum from John Calcagni,
Director of the Air Quality Management
Division, Office of Air Quality Planning
and Standards, to Directors of Regional
Air Divisions, entitled, “Procedures for
Processing Requests to Redesignate
Areas to Attainment” (Calcagni
Memorandum). A second memorandum
dated September 17, 1993, signed by
Michael Shapiro, Acting Assistant
Administrator for”Air and Radiation,
entitled, “’State Implementation Plan
(SIP) Requirements for Areas Submitting
Requests for Redesignation to
Attainment of the Ozone and Carbon
Monoxide NAAQS on or atler November
15, 1992” was also used to evaluate
Ohio’s request. An analysis of these
submittals is”contained in a Technidal
Support Document (TSD), dated January
17, 1995.

L Background

The 1977 Act required areas that were
designated nonattainment based on a
failure to meet the ozone NAAQS, to
develop SIPS with sufficient control
measures to expeditiously attain and
maintain the standard. For Ohio,
Montgomery, Greene, Miami and Clark
Counties were designated
nonattainment for ozone, see 43 FR
8962 (March 3, 1978), 43 FR 45993
(October 5, 1978), and 40 CFR part 81.

After enactment of the amended Act
on November 15..1990, the
nonattainment designation of the
Dayton-Springfield area continued by
operation of law according to section
lo of the Act; furthermore, it
was classified by operation of law as
moderate fcr ozone pursuant to section
181(a) (l] (56 FR 56694, November 6,
1991), codified at 40 CFR 81.336.

More recently, ambient monitoring
data show no violations of the ozone
NAAQS in the Dayton-Springfield area
during the period from 1990 through
1992. Therefore, the area became
eligiblefor redesignation from
nonattainment to attainment consistent
with the amended Act. To ensure
continued attainment of the ozone
standard, Ohio submitted an ozone
maintenance SIP for the Dayton
Springfield area to USEPA on November
8, 1993. On November 8, 1993 Ohio
requested redesignation of the area to
attainment with respect to the ozone
NAAQS. On December 20, 1993, Ohio
held a public hearing on the
maintenance plan and redesignation
request.

11.Evaluation Criteria

The 1990 Amendments revised
section lo to provide five
specific requirements that an area must
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meet in order to be redesignated from
nonattainment to attainment.

I. The area must have attained the
applicable NAAQS.

Z. The area has meet all relevant
requirements under sect ion 110 and part
D of the Act.

3. The area has a fully approved SIP
under section no(d) of the Act.

4. The air quality improvement must
be permanent and enforceable.

5. The area must have a fully
approved maintenance plan pursuant to
section 175A of the Act.

Each of these requirements are
addressed below.

A. Section lt17(d)(3)(E)(i). The
Administrator determines that the area
has attained the National Ambient Air
Quality Standard (NAAQS). For ozone,
an area is considered in attainment of
the NAAQS if there are no violations, as
determined in accordance with 40 CFR
SO.9, based on quality assured
monitoring data for three complete,
consecutive calendar years. A violation
of the NAAQS occurs when the annual
average number of expected
exceedances is greater than 1.0 at any
site in the area at issue. An exceedance
occurs when the maximum hourly
ozone concentration exceeds 0.124 ppm.
The data should be collected and
quality-assured in accordance with 40
CFR Part 58, and recorded in the
Aerometric Information Retrieval
System (AIRS) in order for it to be.
available to the public for review.

Ohio submitted ozone monitoring
data recorded in the Dayton-Springfield
area during the years 1983 through June,
1993. The ozone monitoring network
consists of five monitors. Two are
located in Clark County, one in
Montgomery County, and the other in
Preble County. Two slight exceedances
of the ozone standard have been
monitored since 1989. One exceedance
of ().125 ppm occurred in 1993 at the
Timberland monitor in Montgomery
County. The other exceedance which
occurred at the Urbana Road monitor
(Clark County) in 1994 also measured
0.125 ppm. Data stored in AIRS was
used to determine the annual average
expected exceedances for the years
1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, and 1994. Data
contained in AIRS have undergone
quality assurance review by the State
and USEPA. Since the annual average
number of expected exceedances for
each monitor during the most recent
three years are less than 1.0, the Dayton-
Springfield area is considered to have
attained the standard.

B. Section 107(d)(3)(iii). The
Administrator determines that the
improvement in air quality is due to
permanent and enforceable measures.

— .—

The State must be able to reasonably
attribute the improvement in air quality
to emission reductions which, are
permanent and enforceable. To satisfy
this requirement, Ohio estimated
emission reductions from a
nonattainment year (1988) to an
attainmen[ year (1990). Ohio submitted
documentation which showed that in
1990 VOC emissions dropped almost
ten percent from 1988 levels.

Most of the emission reductions
which occurred over this t~me period
resulted from federally mandated
controls on the volatility of gasoline I
and air pollution controls installed on
new automobiles through the Federal
Motor Vehicle Emissions Control
Program (FMVCP]. These controls
reduced mobile source emissions by
about 32 tons per day (tpd). Since these
reductions result from federally
mandated controls, the USEPA
considers these reductions to be
permanent and enforceable.

Stationary source shutdowns
accounted for a decrease of 3.2 tpd in
actual VOC emissions between 1988 and
1990. A 2.7 tpd increase in actual
stationary source VOC emissions was
estimated from permits to install, (PTIs)
issued in the area between 1988 and
1990. Since the operating pen-hits for
the shut down stationary sources have
been revoked, and have been
documented in the redesignation
request, the USEPA considers the
emission reductions to be permanent
and enforceable. Overall, stationary
source VOCemissions declined O.S tpd
between 1988 and 1990.

Ohio used economic indiators to
‘show that the area was not experiencing
an economic downturn during this time
period. Bureau of Economic Analysis
(BEA) projections for manufacturing
earnings from 1988 to 1995 indicate an
annual growth rate of one percent for all
Standard Industrial Classification [SIC)
codes. BEAregional projections of
population, personal income and
earnings, and employment by place of
work from 1973 to 1988 and from 1995
to 2040 increase from 1988 levels to
1995.

Ohio’s demonstration that the
improvement in air quality was due to
permanent and enforceable reductions
meets the requirements set forth in the
Calca ni Memorandum.

C. l!he Area must have a fully
approved maintenance plan meeting the
requirements of Section 175A. Section
175A of the CAA sets forth the elements
of a maintenance plan for areas seeking
redesignation from nonattainment to

IThe Reid Vapor Pressure changed from II,S psi
in 19aa1010.5 psi in 1990.

-.

attainment. The maintenance plan is a
SIP revision which provides for
maintenance of the relevant NAAQS in
the area for at least I o years after
redesignation. The Calcagni
Memorandum provides further guidance
on the required content of a
maintenance plan.

An ozone maintenance plan should
address the following five areas: The
attainment inventory, maintenance
demonstration, monitoring network,
verification of continued attainm-ent and
a contingency plan. The attainment
emissions inventory identifies the
emissions level in the area which is
sufficient to attain the ozone NAAQS,
and includes emissions during the time
period which had no monitored
violations. Maintenance is demonstrated
by showing that future emissions will
not exceed the level established by the
attainment inventory. Provisions for
continued operation of an appropriate
air quality monitoring network are to be
included in the maintenance plan. The
State must show how it will track and
verify the progress of the maintenance
plan. Finally, the maintenance plan
must include contingency measures
which ensure prompt cofiection of any
violation of the ozone standard.

1. Attainment Inventary

The State has developed an adequate
attainment emission inventory for 1990
that identifies the level of emissions in
the Dayton-Springfield area sufficient to
attain the ozone NAAQS. The 1990
attainment inventory was based on
comprehensive inventories of VOC and
NOX emissions from area, stationary,
and mobile sources for 1990. The 1990
base year emission inventory represents
1ggo average summer day actual
emissions for the Dayto”n-Springfield
area, and was prepared in accordance
with USEPA guidance. USEPA’s TSD
prepared for the lggo base year
emission inventory SIP revision
contains a detailed analysis of this
inventory. This inventory was approved
as satisfying the requirements of section
182(a)(l) for an emissions inventory on
March 22, 1995 (60 FR 15053).

.2. Maintenance Demonstration

To demonstrate continued attainment,
Ohio projected point, area, and mobile
source VOC and NOX emissioris from
the year 1990 to the year 2005. The
projections incorporate reductions from
existing controls, the enhanced vehicle
inspection and maintenance Ilk!
program (enhanced I/M) and Stage II
vapor recovery program (Stage 11).The
Stage H Vapor Recovery program is
currently being implemented in the
Dayton-Springfield area. The enhanced
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Uhf program is expected to be
operational in 1996. The emissions
reductions from Stage II and enhanced
l/M offset emissions increases during
the maintenance period. The projections
also provide for a growth cushion for .
existing and new industrial sources.
These projections show that the level of
emissions establiihe”d by the attairunent
inventory will not be exceeded during
the maintenance period 1990-2005.
Table 1 lists the emissions for the years
1990,1996,2000, and 2005. All
emissions were converted to tons per
day for a typical summer day.

Area source emissions were projected
using population as a growth indicator
for all area source subcategories. This
method is acceptable since the
recommended growth factors for the
four largest area source subcategories in
terms of emissions in the Dayton-
Springfield area are less than. the
population growth factor. The
recommended growth factors for area
source subcategories are listed in Table
111.3of USEPA’s guidance document
entitled “Procedures for Preparing
Emissions Projections”, dated July 1991.
Projections of total population for the
period 1990 to 2005 we”re obtained
using data from the Ohio Data User’s
Center and population patterns. This
data yields a growth rate of less than
one percent. A one percent annual
growth rate was used because of
expected residential growth in Greene
and Lliami Counties, and because point
source growth by SIC has been forecast
by the Ohio Environmental Protection
Agent}, (OEPA) to be about one percent
per ve;r for any category.

Ohio projected point source emissions
by estimating changes in emissions
expecteci from source shutdowns,
growth from new sources and potential
growth from existing sources. Historical
data for point source growth from 1988
to 1992 indicate that PTIs averaged
about 700 tons per year (tpy).
Shutdowns from 1988 to 1992
accounted for a reduction of 300 tons
per year of acturrl emissions. Based on
this information, Ohio added 400 tons
of VOC emissions to each year out to the
year 2005 to account for new, non-offset
source growth. Existing companies were
assumed to expand their actual
emissions to permitted ievels. The
difference between actual and allowable
emissions is 3250 tons. Th~s was spread
equally, areawide, over the 15 year
period from lg9t) to 2005. Ohio
accounted for known changes to sources
for each year between 1990 and 2005
and applied a growth factor based on
manufacturing employment data
provided by the Bureau of Economic
Analysis (BEA), United States

Department of Commerce, to derive
inventories for all ensuing years. (BEA
manufacturing employment growth for
the aggregate of source categories is one
percent.) To account for growth of
existing sources, Ohio added 217 TPY
each year to the total emissionsfrom the
previous year.

Mobile source emissions were
projected by forecasting vehicle miles
travel led (vMT) from th,e year 1990 to
the year 2005. A 1!28 percent per year
VMT growth rate was used for the four
county area. This growth rate was
determined by considering the future
highway network, forecasts of socio-
economic data, and 1990 Highway
Performance Modeling System (HPMS)
data. Stage II and enhanced IIM were
accounted for in the MOBILE5a program
which was used to determine the
emission factors for the llayton-
Springfield area. Mobile source
emissions for the year 2005 were
produced by multiplying MOBILE5a
VOC and NOX emission factors by the
projected average weekday VMT for
each county.

TABLE 1.—MAINTENANCE
DEMONSTRATION .

Source
category 1990 1996 2000 2005

VOC Emissions (tons per day)

Point ........”..37.4 61.6 77.7 97.4
Biogenic..... 105.2 105.2 105.2 105.2
Area ........... 54.9 58.3 60.6 64.4
Mobile(on-
road) ...... 103.6 45.5 39.4 31.7

Total 301.1 270.6 282.9 298.7

NOX Emissions (tons per day)

Point.......... 32.2 34.4 36.0 38.2
Area ........... 36.5 38.5 39.9 41.7
Mobile(on-
road) ...... 60.9 42.7 412 39.4

Total 129.6 115.6 117.1 119.3

3. Maintenance Measures

Ohio chose to implement Stage 11and
enhanced UM in the Dayton-Springfield
area as maintenance measures. The
Ohio Stage 11rule requires owners and
operators of gasoline dispensing
facilities that dispense greater than
10,000 gallons of fuel per month (50,000
gallons per month in the case of an
independent small business marketer) to
install and operate gasoline vehicle
refueling vapor recovery systems. Vapor
recavery systems control the release of
VOC, benzene, and toxics emitted
during the refueling process. Enhanced

I/M will be implemented in Green,
Montgomery and Clark Counties (Miami
County is excluded because its
population is less than 100,000). Ohio’s
emissions projections show that the
Stage 11rule and enhanced I/M
requirements provide the necessary
VOC emissions reductions to offset
desired new source growth and allow
for maintenance of the ozone NAAQS.

The Stage 11and enhanced I/M SIP
revisions must be fully approved befare
USEPA can consider the maintenance
plan to be fuliy approved. On October
20, 1994, the USEPA partially approved
and partially disapproved Ohio’s SIP
revision far implementation of the Stage
11program (58 FR 52911]. As stated in
that rulemaking action, with the
exception of paragraph 3745–21-09
(DDD)(5), USE.PA considers Ohio’s Stage
II program to fully satisfy the criteria set
forth in the USEPA guidance document
for such programs entitled
“Enforcement Guidance for Stage 11
Vehicle Refueling Control Programs.”
Only those Stage H provisions
previously approved by USEPA are part
of tile Dayton-Springfield maintenance
plan. Ohio’s I/M SIP revision, which
allows an area to opt inlo enhanced 1/
M, Lvw approved on April 4, 1995 (60
FR 16W3fl).(The approval of the
redesignation is contingent upon the
approval of the I/M SIP revision.
Consequently, should the direct final
notice approving the I/M SIP Revision
be withdrawn as a result of adverse
comment, this direct final notice
approving the redesignation will also be
withdrawn and final action will be
taken on the redesignation at a later
date.)

Ail existing VOC RACT controls
required in the ozone SIP for the
Dayton-Springfield area and new RACT
controls incorporated in the VOC RACT
SIP revision approved on March 23,
19’95, remain in effect after
redmignation of the region to
attainment.

4. Tracking Maintenance

The OEPA and Regional Air Pollution
Control Agency (RAPCA) wi 11regularly
monitor ozone air quality. In the
redesignation request, fWPCA
committed to continue operating and
maintaining the five existing ozone
monitors consistent with the
requirements of Federal and State
monitoring guidelines. Backup
monitoring equipment will also be
maintained. - -

The OEPA and RAPCA will develop
comprehensive mobile, point, and area
emissions inventories every 3 years
beginning with the year 1993. Updates
will be provided for intervening years.
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The point source inventory will be
updated annually with facility and
permit data. The area source inventory
will be updated using new data and
estimation procedures. The mobile
source inventory will be updated to
incorporate new VMT estimates and
revised USEPA mobile emissions
models. OEPA will submit annual
progress reports to USEPA which
summarize available VOC emissions
data.

5. Emission Budgets’

The mobile source emissions budgets
for purposes of determining the
conformity status of transportation
plans and transportation improvement
plans in the Dayton-Springfield

Control measure

New CTG VOC RACT
rules.

NO, RACT rules .............

maintenance area are 31.7 tons VOC/day
and 39.4 tons NOx/day. Ohio obtained
this emissions budge: by calculating
emissions for each county. The
emissions budget”for Clark County is 7.8
tons NOx/day and 4.31 tons VOC/day.

6. Contingency Plan

Ifa violation is monitored, Ohio has
committed to adopt and implement new
Control Technology Guideline (CTG)
VOC RACT rules and NOX RACT rules
according to schedules shown in Table
2. If the sum of point, area, and mobile
source VOC emissions exceed the 19Wt
attainment inventory level, Ohio has
committed to adopt and implement new’
CTG VOC RACX rules according to the
schedule shown inTable 2. The new .

VOC RALT rules that will serve as a
contingency measure include rules for
the following II Control Technology
Guideline (CTG) categories found in
section 183(a) of the amended CAA:
S~thetic Organic Chemicals
Manufacturing Industry (SOCMI)
distillation, SOCMI reactors, wood
furniture, plastic parts coating (business
machines), plastic parts coating (other),
offset lithography, industrial
wastewater, autobody refinishing,
SOCMI batch processing, VOL storage
tanks, and clean up solvents.

The maintenance plan for
Montgomery, Greene, Clark and Miami
Counties contains all the necessary
elements and is acceptable.

TABLE 2.-CONTINGENCY MEASURE lMPLEMENTAT/ON SCHEDULE

Triggering Event

{iolation of ozone NAAQS or exceedance of
1990 attainment inventory.

Jiolation of ozone NAAQS ...................................

D. The Area must have met all
applicable requirements under Section
I ICIand Part D. Section 107(d)(3)(E)
requires that, for an area to be
redesignated, the area must have met all
applicable requirements under section
11(1and Part D. The USEPA interprets
section 107(d)(3)(E)(v) to mean that for
a redesignation to be approved, the State
must have met all requirements that
applied to the subject area prior to or at
the time of the submission of a complete
redesignation request. Requirements of
the Act that come due subsequently
continue to be applicable to the area at
those later dates (see section 175A(c))
and, if the redesignation of the area is
disapproved, the State remains
obligated to fulfill those requirements.

1. section 110 Requirements

General SIP elements are delineated
in section l10(a)(2) of Title I, Part A.
“r}lese requirements include but are not
limited to the following: submittal ofa
SIP that has been adopted by the State

Action

Identify and verify ambient violation or
exceedance of attainment inventory.

Survey potential VOC categories or specific
sources.

Propose revised rules for the Dayton-Springfield
area.

Adopt rule revisions for the Dayton-Springfield
area.

Source demonstration of compliance or submittal
of schedule to achieve.

Achieve compliance with revised requirements of
OAC 3745-21.

Identify and verify ambient violation and issue Di-
rector’s Orders.

Adoption of NO. RACT rules ................................
Achieve comgiiance with requirements of OAC

2745-14-03 or request extension.

after reasonable notice and public
hearing, provisions for establishment
and operation of appropriate apparatus,
methods, systems and procedures
necessary to monitor ambient air
quality, implementation of a permit
program, provisions for Part C (!’SD)
and D (NSR) permit programs, criteria
for stationary source emission control
measures, monitoring, and reporting,
provisions for modeling, and provisions
for public and local agency
participation. For purposes of
redesignation, the Ohio SIP was
review-ed to ensure that all requirements
under the amended Act were satisfied.
Section 110 was amended in 1990, and
the Dayton area SIP meets the
requirements of the amended section
110(a)(2). A number of the requirements
did not change in substance and,
therefore, USEPA believes that the pre-
l$JW_Iamendment SfP meets those
requirements. Many of the requirements
that were amended in 1990 are
duplicative of other requirements in the

.
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COmpietion
date (from

trgger)

1 month.

3 months.

6 months.

9 months.

12 months.

24 months.

1 month.

9 months.
18 months.

Act, and USEPA has determined that
the Dayton SIP is consistent with the
requirements of section 110 of the
amended Act.

.?. Part D Requirements

Before the Dayton area may be
redesignated to attainment, it must have
fulfilled the applicable requirements of
part D. Under part D, an area’s
classification determines the
requirements to which it is subject.
Subpart 1 of part D sets forth the basic
nonattainment requirements applicable
to all nonattainrnent areas. Subpart 2 of
pm-t D establishes additional
requirements for nonattainment areas
classified under table I of section
181(a). As de<cribed in the General
Preamble for the Implementation of
Title 1, specific requirements of subpart
2 may override subpart 1“s general
provisions (57 FR 13501 (April 16,
1992)). The Dayton area was classified
as moderate (56 FR 56694). Therefore, in
order to be redesignated, the.State must

I
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meet the applicable requirements of
subpart I of part D-specifically
sections 172(c) and 176, as well as the
applicable requirements of subpart z of
part D.

a. Section 172(c) Requirements

Section 172(c) sets forth general
requirements applicable to all
nonattainment areas. Under section
172(b), the section 172(c} requirements
are applicable as determined by the
Administrator, but no later than 3 years
after an area has been designated as
nonattainment under the amended Act.
Furthermore, as noted above, some of
these section 172(c) requirements are
superseded by more specific
requirements in subpart 2 of partD. The
State has satisfied all of the section
172[c) requirements necessary for the
Dayton area to be redesignated upon the
basis of the November 8,1993,
redesignation request.

USEPA has determined that the
section 172(c)(2) reasonable further
progress (RFP) requirement (with
parallel requirements for a moderate
ozone nonattainment area under subpart
2 of part D, due November 15, 1993) was
not applicable, as the State of Ohio
submitted this redesignation request on
November 8, 1993, and RFP was not due
until November 15, 1993. Also the
section 172(c)(9) contingency measures
and additional section 172(c)(1) non-
RACT reasonable available control
measures (RACM) beyond those
required in the SIP, are no longer
necessary, since no earlier date was set
for requirement of these measures.

The section 172(c)(3) emissions
inventory requirement has been met by
the submission and approval (60 FR
15053) of the 1990 base year inventory
required under subpart z of part D,
section 182(a)(l).

As for the section 172(c)(5) NSR
requ irernent, USEPA has determined
that areas being redesignated need not
comply with the NSR requirement prior
to redesignation provided that the area
demonstrates maintenance of the
standard without part D NSR in effect.
The rationale for this view is described
fully and a memorandum from Mary
Nichols, Assistant Administrator for Air
and Radiation, dated October 14, 1994,
en!itled, “’Part D New Source Review
(part D NSR) Requirements for Areas
Requesting Redesignation to
Attainment” and is based on the
Agency’s authority to establish de
minirnis exceptions to statutory
requi remcn[s. See Alabama Power Co. v.
Cost/e, 636 F. 2d 323, 360-61 (D.C. Cir.
1979). As discussed below, the State of
Ohio has demonstrated that the Dayton
area will be able to maintain the

standard without part D NSR in effect (i) 1990 Base Year Emission Inventory
and, therefore, the State need not have The 1990 base year emission
a fully-approved part D NSR program
prior to approval of the redesignation

inventory was due on November 1s,
1992. It was submitted to the USEPA on

request for Dayton. Ohio’s part C PSD March 15, 1994. The USEPA approved
program will become effective in the
Dayton area upon redesignation to

this submittal on March 22, 1995 (60 FR
15053).

attainment.

Finally, for purposes of redesignation,
the Dayton SIP was reviewed to ensure
that all requirerqents of section
l10(a)(2), containing general SIP
elements, were satisfied. As noted
above, USEPA believes the SIP satisfies
all of those requirements.

b. Section 176 Conformity Plan
Provisions

Section 176(c) of the Act requires
States to revise their SIPS to establish
criteria and procedures to ensure that,
before they are taken, Federal actions
conform to the air quality planning
goals in the applicable State SIP. The
requirement to determine conformity
applies to tr~sportation plans,
programs and projects developed,
funded or approved under Title 23
U.S.C. or the Federal Transit Act
(transportation conformity), as well as to
all other Federal actions (general
conformity).

The USEPA promulgated final
transportation conformity regulations on
November 24, 1993 (58 FR 62188) and
general conformity regulations on
November 30, 1993 (58 FR 63214).
Pursuant to section 51.396 of the
transportation conformity rule and
section 51.851 of the genera] conformity
rule, the State of Ohio is required to
submit a SIP revision containing
transportation conformity criteria and
procedures consistent with those
established in the Federal rule by
November 25, 1994, and November 30,
1994, respectively. Because the
deadlines for these submittals did not
come due prior to the date the Dayton
redesignation request was submitted,
however, they are not applicable
requirements under section
lo and, thus, do not affect
approval of this redesignation request.

3. Subpari 2 Requirements

The Dayton-Springfield area is
classified moderate nonattainment:
therefore, part D, subpart 2, section
182(b) requirements apply. The
requirements which came due “prior to
the submission of the request to
redesignate the Dayton-Springfield area
must be fully approved into the SIP
prior to redesignating the area to
attainment. These requirements are
discussed below:

-.
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(ii) Emission Statements

The emissions statement SIP was due
on November 15, 1992. It was submitted
to the USEPA on March 15, 1994. The
USEPA approved this SIP revision
through a direct final rulemaking action
published on October 13,1994 (59 FR
51863).

(iii) VOC RACT Requirements

Sections 18Z(a)(2)(A) and 182(b)(2)
establish VOC RACT requirements
applicable to moderate ozone
nonattainment areas such as Dayton.
Section 182(a)(2)(A) required the
submission to USEPA of all rules and
corrections to existing VOC RACT rules
that were required under the RACT
provision of the pre-1990 CAA (referred
to as RACT “fix-ups”). Section 182(b) [2)
required the submission to USEPA of (1)
VOC RA(X rules for all VOC sources
covered by a CTG issued before the date
of enactment of the 1990 GAA
amendments (a requirement that the
State has previously met), (2) J’OC
RACr for each VOC source covered by
a HG issued between the enactment of
the 1990 CAAA and the attainment date
(which is not an applicable requirement
for purposes of this redesignation since
the due date for these rules is November
15, IQQ-1,a date after the submission of
the redesignation request), and (3) VOC
RACT for all other major stationary
sources of VOC located in the area.

On June 9, 1988, August 24, 1990, and
]urle 7, 1993, Ohio submitted VOC
RACT rules to USEPA for approval. In
a final rulemaking action, the USEPA
partially approved, partially
disapproved, and granted partial limited
approval/limited disapproval to
portions of Ohio’s VOC RACX rules on
May 9, 1994 (see 58 FR 49458). Ohio
submitted negative declarations for
source categories which must be subject
to WCT hut for which there are no
sources in the Dayton-Springfield area.
The USEPA has reviewed revised VOC
RACT rules which addressed identified
deficiencies. Ohio’s VOC RACI’ rules
submittals have now been approved in
a direct final notice published on March
23, 1995 (60 FR 15235). Thus, the State
has now satisfied all of the VOC RACT
requirements applicable to the Dayton
mea. (The approval of this redesignation
is contingent upon the approval of the
VOC RACr rules and the 1990 Base-
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Yew Emissions Inventory. Thus, this (vii) NOX Requirement
redesignation will not become effective
until the approval of the VOC RACT
rules and the 1990 Base-Year Emissions
Inventory become effective.
Consequently, should the direct final
notice approving the VOC RACT rules
or 1990 Base-Year Inventory be
withdrawn as a consequence of adverse
comment. this direct final notice
approving the redesignation will also be
withdrawn and finai action wili be
taken on the redesignation at a later
date.)

(i\-) Stage H Vapor Reco;ery (Stage II)

Section 182(b)(3) required States to
submit Stage H rules to USEPA for
moderate ozone nonattainment areas by
November 15, 1992. Ohio submitted
Stage 11regulations as a SIP revision on
June 7,1993. However, as the USEPA
promulgated onboard rules on Apri] 6,
1994 (59 FR 16262), Stage II is no longer
required for moderate ozone
nonattainment areas (see section
202(a)(b). Thus, a Stage II program is not
an applicable requirement for purposes
of determining if the area has met all the
section 110 and part D requirements.
I{owever, Ohio is implementing Stage 11
as a maintenance measure.

(v) Vehicle Inspection and Maintenance
(1/’M)

The USEPA’S final I/M regulations in
4(I CFR Part 85 require the State to
submit to the USEPA a fully adopted
I/M program by November 15,1992..
(lhio submitted the I/M rules on May
z6, 1994. This submittal was approved
on April 4, 1995, at 60 FR 16989. (The
opprovai of this redesignation is
contingent upon the approval of the 1/
M SIP revision. Consequently, should
the direct final notice approving the 1/
M S[p Revision be withdrawn as a
consequence of adverse comment, this
direct final notice approving the
redesignation will also be withdrawn
and final action will be taken on the
redesignation at a later date.)

(vi) 1.15:1 VOC and NOX Offsets
Requirement for NSR

As explained above, USEPA has
determined that areas need not comply
with the part D NSR requirements of the
Act in order to be redesignated,
provided that the area is able to
demonstrate maintenance without part
D NSR in effect. As maintenance has
been demonstrated for the Dayton area
wittlout part D NSR in effect, USEPA is
not requiring that the area have a fully-
approved part D NSR plan meeting the
rcquirem~nts of sections 182 (a) and (b)
prior to redesignation.

Section 182(f) establishes NOX
requirements for ozone nonattainment
areas. However, such requirement does
not apply to an area such as Dayton if
the Administrator determines that NOX
reductions would not contribute to
attainment. The Administrator has made
such a determination based upon three
vearsof clean air crualitv data and has
;pproved the Stat; of O~io’s request to
exempt the Dayton area from the section
182(O NOX requirk?ments (60 FR 3760).
Thus, the State of Ohio need not comply
with the NOX requirements of section
182(f) for Dayton to be redesignated. If
a violation is monitored in the Dayton-
Springfield area, Ohio has corrimitted to
adopt and implement NOX RA~ rules
as a contingency measure.

E. Section lo. The
Administrator has fully approved the
applicable implementation plan for the
area under Section no(k). USEPA has
reviewedthe SIPto ensure that it
contains all measures that were due
under the amended 1990 Act. Based on
the approval of submittals under the
pre-amended CAA, and USEPA’s
approval of SIP revisions under the
amended CAA, USEPA has determined
that the Dayton-Springfield area has a
fully approved SIP under section llO(k],
which also meets the applicable
requirements of section I1O and part D
as discussed below. (45 FR 72122, 60 FR
3760, 60 FR 15035, 60 FR 15235, and 60
FR 16989.

HI. Transport of Ozone Precursors to
Downwind Areas

Preliminary modeling results utilizin~
USEPA’s regional oxidant model (ROM)
indicate that ozone precursor emissions
from various States west of the ozone
transport region (OTR) in the
northeastern United States contribute to
increases in ozone concentrations in the
OTR. The State of Ohio has provided
documentation that VOC and NOX
emissions in the Dayton-Springfield
area will remain below attainment
levels for the next eleven years. Should
emissions exceed attainment levels, the
contingency plan “will be triggered. In
addition, Ohio is required to submit a
revision to the maintenance plan eight
years after redesignation to attainment
which demonstrates that the NAAQS
will be maintained until the year 2015.
The USEPA is currently developing
policy which will”address long range
impacts of ozone transport. The USEPA
is working with the States and other
organ imtions to design and complete
studies which consider upwind sources
and quantify their impacts. The USEPA
intends to address the transport issue

. .
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through Section 110 based on a domain-
wide modeling analysis.

The USEPA notified Environment
Canada of this action. The redesignation
is not expected to have any adverse
impact on Canada since emissions are
expected to remain below levels
associated with attainment conditions
in the Dayton mea.

IV.Final RulemakingAction
The State of Ohio has met the

requirements of the Act for revising the “
Ohio ozone SIP. The USEPA approves
the redesignation of Montgomery,
Greene, Miami, and Clark Counties to
attainment arehs for ozone. in addition.
the USEPA approves the maintenance
plan into the ozone SIP for these
Counties. As noted earlier, this approval
is contingent upon the direct final
approval of Dayton’s VOC IWCT rules,
Ohio’s I/M SIP revision, and Dayton’s
1990 Base-Year Emissions Inventory
becomin effective.

!The U EPA is publishing this action
without prior proposal because USEPA
considers this action as a
noncontroversial revision and
anticipates no adverse comments.
tiowever, USEPA is publishing a
separate document in this Federal
Register publication, which constitutes
a “proposed approval” of the requested
SIP revision and clarifies that the
rulcmaking will not be deemed final if
timely adverse or criiical comments are
filed. The “direct final” approval shall
be effective on July S, 1995, unless
USEPA receives adverse or critical
comments on this redesignation by June
5, 1995, or by April 21, 1995, regarding
the 1990 Base-Year Emissions inventory
published at 60 FR 15053, or by April
24, 1995, regarding the VOC RACT
notice published at 60 FR 15235, or by
May 4, 1995, regarding Ohio’s I/M SIP
revision published at 60 FR 16989. If
USEPA receives comments adverse to or
critical of any of these approvals,
USEPA will withdraw this
redesignation approval before its
effective date hy publishing a
subsequent Federal Registernotice
which withdraws this final action, All
public comments received will then be
addressed in a subsequent rulemaking
notice(s).

Any parties interested in commenting
on this action should do so at this time.
If no such comments me received,
USEPA hereby advises the public that
this redesignation will be effective on
July 5, 1995.

The Office of Management and Burfxet
has exempted this regulatory action
from Execut ivc Order 12866 review.

Nothin8 in this action should be
construed as permitting or allowing or

I
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establishing a precedent for any future
request for revision to any SIP. Each
request for revision to any SIP shall be
considered separately in light of specific
technical, economic, and environmental
factors and in relation to relevant
statutory and regulatory requirements.

This action has been classified as a
Table z action by the Regional
Administrator under the procedures
published in the Federal Registeron
January19,1989 (54 FR 2214-2225), as
revised by an October 4, 1993
memorandum from Michael H. Shapiro,
Acting Assistant Administrator for Air
and Radiation. The Office of
Management and Budget exempted this
regulatory action from Executive Order
12866 review.

Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act,
5 U.S.C. 600 et seq., USEPA must
prepare a regulatory flexibility analysis
assessing the impact of any proposed or
final rule on small entities (5 U.S.C. 603
and 604). Alternatively, USEPA may
certify that the rule will not have a
significant impact on a substantial
number of small entities. Small entities
include small businesses, small not-for-
profit enterprises, and government
entities with jurisdiction over
populations of less than 50,000.

The SIP approvals under section 110
and subchapter 1, part D, of the Act do
not create any new requirements, but
simply approve requirements that the
State is already imposing. Therefore,
because the Federal SIP approval does
not impose any new requirements, I
certify that it does not have a significant
impact on small entities affected.
Moreover, due to the nature of the
Federal-S! ate relationship under the
Act, preparation of a regulatory

flexibility analysis would constitute
Federal inquiry into the economic
reasonableness of State action. The Act
forbids USEPA to base its actions
concerning SIPS on such grounds.
Union Electric Co. v. USEPA. 427 U.S.
246,256-66 (1976).

Under Section 307(b)(I) of the Clean
Air Act, petitions for judicial review of
this action must be filed in the United
States Court of Appeals for the ‘
appropriate cir&rit by July 5,.1995.
Filing a petition for reconsideration by
the Administrator of this final rule does
not affect the finality of this rule for the
purposes of judicial review nor does it
extend the time within which a petition
for judicial review may be filed, and
shall not postpone the effectiveness of
such rule or action. This action may not
be challenged later in proceedings to
enforce its requirements. (See Section
307(b) (2).)

Listof Subjects
40 CFR Part 52

Air polhrtion control, Environmental
protection, Hydrocarbons,
Intergovernmental relations, Motor
vehicle pollution, Ozone, Volatile
organic compounds, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements.

40 CFR Part 81

Air pollution control, Environmental
protection, National parks, and
Wilderness areas.

Dated: March 14, 1995.
Vafdas V. Adamkus;
Regionol.Administmtor.

Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations, chapter 1, is amended as
follows:

OHIO-OZONE

PART 52—APPROVAL AND
PROMULGATION OF
IMPLEMENTATION PLANS

I. The authority citation for part w
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401 -7671q.

2. Section 52.1885 is amended by
removing paragraph (a)(5)and revising
paragraph(b)to read as follows: ~

s 52.1885 Control strategy Ozone.
● *** *

(b) The maintenance plans for the
following counties are approved:

(I) Preble County.

(2) Columbiana County.

(3) Jefferson County.

(4) Montgomery, Greene, Miarni,,and
Clark Counties. This plan includes
implementation of Stage H vapor
recovery and an enhanced vehicle
inspection and maintenance program.

(5) Lucas and Wood Counties.
● *** ●

PART 81—DESIGNATION OF AREAS
FOR AIR QUALITY PURPOSES

1. The authority citation for part 81
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401 -7671q.

Z. Section 81.336 is amended by
revising the entry in the ozone table for
the Dayton-Springfield area to read as
follows:

~81.336 Ohio.
● *** ●

Designation
Designated area

Classification

Date q Type Date’ Type

. . . . . . .

Dayton-Springfield Area:
Clark County ..............................- July 5, 1995 ........................ Attainment.
Greene County ................. ........... July 5, 1995 ................. ....... Attainment.
Miami County .............................. July 5, 1995 ........................ Attainment.
Montgomery ................................ July 5, 1995 ........................ Attainment.

. . . . . . .

‘ This date is November 15, 1990, unless otherwise noted.

I

. .
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f_l.S.C.7401 et seq.) and the Federal lVatcr
Pollution Control Act as amended [33 U.S.C.
1251 et seq.). Violations shall be reported to
the Federal awarding agency and the
Regional Office of the Environmental
Protection Agency [EPA).

7. B}d Anfi.1.obhying Amendment (31
L’.S.C~~352+Contractors who apply or bid
for an award exceeding S1OO,OOOshall file
the required certification. Each tier certifies
to the tier above that it will not and has not
LIscriFederal appropriated funds to pay any
person or organization for influencirrg or
attrmp:ing to influence an officer or
employee of any agency, a member of
Congress, officer or employee of Congress, or
all emp!oyee of a member of Congress in
connection with obtaining any Federal
contract, grant or any other award covered by
31 U.S.C 1352. Each tier shall also disclose
any lobbying with non-Federal funds that
takes place in conirection with obtaining any
Federal award. Such disclosures are
forwarded from tier to tier up to the
recipient.

8. Debarment and Suspensikr (E.O.S 12549
cnd 12689&Certain contracts shall not be
made to parties listed on the nonprocurement
port ion of the General Services
,<drninistmtion’s ‘“Listsof Parties Excluded
from Federal Procurement or
Xnnprocurernent Programs” in accordance
Nit})E 0.s 12549 and 12689, “Debarment and
$.i~~~erlsion.’cThis list contains the names of
i),lr:;cs debarred, suspended, or otherwise
e<clltde(i by agencies, and contractor
d,.:cinwd ineligible under statutory or
rc~ultitmy authority other than E.O. 12549.
Contractors \\,ith atvards that exceed the
sma!i ~>urchase threshold shall provide the
rt(IJ irt,d ccrti fication regarding its exclusion
~:<.:u~iInrl that of its principals.

(I, C,r,(l[rzzctstvhich require performance -
(j~liti(lt, the L1ni!ed States shall contain a
;.,)\ l.;ion requiring \Vorker’s Compensation
!:,.i:.,ict. (4’2U.S.C. 1651, et seq.). As a
~~,~cra! n:le, Department of Labor waivers
,, ill be obtained for persons employed
mi(~icic !he United States who are not United
SIJIW citizens or residents provided
ac!,ql[a!e protection will be given such
~,vrsons. The recipient should refer questions
oil [his sui~iectto the USAID Agreement
Officf:r,
. . . ● ,

D:itcd:January 6, 1995.
Nlichael D. Sherwin,

O,pufy ,issistant Adminislratorfor
.t/cjrtngcmenf.

[1’R [)oc. 95-975 Filed 1-18-95:8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 611541-M

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Pati 52

[OH71-1-6781, 0H72-I-6782; FRL-S14&7J

Approval and Promulgation of
Implementation Plans; Ohio

AGENCY: Environmental protection
P SCncy (USEPA).

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The USEPA is approving, in
final, two exemption requests from the
requirements contained in section 182(O
of the Clean Air Act (Act) for the Toledo
and Dayton ozone nonattainmcnt areas
in Ohio. These exemption requests,
submitted by the State of Ohio, are
based upon three years of ambient air
monitoring data which demonstrate that
the National Ambient Air Quality
Standard (NAAQS) for ozone has been
attained in each of these areas wi”tiout
additional reductions of nitrogen oxides
(NOX). Section 182(fl of the Act requires

States wi~ areas designated
nonattainrnent of the NAAQS for ozone,
and classified as moderate
nonattainment and above, to adopt
reasonably available control technology
IIL4CT) rules for major stationary .
sources of NOX, and to provide for
nonattainment area new source review
(NSR) fornew sourcesand
modifications that are majorfor NOX.
Section 182(fJ provides that these
requirements do not apply for areas
outside an ozone transport region if
USEPA determines that additional
reductions of NOX would not contribute
to attainment of the NAAQS for ozone
in the area.
EFFECTIVE DATE: This action wjll bc
effective February 21, 199s.
ADDRESSES: Written comments should
be addressed to:
lVilliarn MacDowell, Chief, Regulation

Development Section, Air
Enforcement Branch (AE-17J), U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 5, 77 West Jackson Boulevard,
Chicago, Illinois 60604.
A copy of the exemption requests are

available for inspection at the, following
location (it is recommended that you
contact Richard Schleyer at (312) 353-
5089 before visiting the Region5 office):
United States Environmental Protection

Agency, Region 5, Air Enforcement
Branch, Air and Radiation Division,
77 West JaEkson Boulevard, Chicago,
I]]inois, 60604. .

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Richard Schleyer, Regulation
Development Section, Air Enforcement
Branch (AE-17J), Region S, United
States Environmental Protection
Agency, 77 WestJackson Boulevard,
Chicago, Illinois, 60604, (312) 353-
5089.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Background
The air quality plaming requirements

for the reduction ,of NOX emissions arc
set out in section 182(fJ of the Act.
Section 182(O of the Act requires States

\vith areas designated nonattainrnent of
the NAAQS for ozone, and classified as
moderate nonattainrnent and above, to
impose the same control requirements
for major stationary sources of NOX as
apply to major stationary sources of
vola~ile organic compounds (VOC).
These requirements include the
adoption of RACT rules for major
stationary sources and nonattainment
area .NSR for major new sources, and
major modifications. Section 182(fj
provides further that these NOX
requirements do not apply for areas
outside an ozone transport region if
USEPA determines that additional
reductions of NOX would not contribute
to attainment. Also, the NOx-related.
general and transportation conformity
provisions (see 58 FR 63214 and 58 FR
62188) would not apply in an area that
is granted a section 182(fJ exemption. In
an area that did not..implement the
section 182(f) NOX requirements,, but
did achieve attainment of the ozone
standard, as demonstrated by ambient
air monitoring data (consistent with 40
CFR Part 58 and recorded in the
USEPA’s—Aerometric Information
Retrieval System (AIRS)), it is clear that
the additional NOX reductions required
by section 182(fl would not contribute
to attainment.

II. Criteria for Evaluation of Section
182(O Exemption Requests

The criteria established for the
evaluation of an exemption request from
the section 182(O requirements are set
f~fih in a memorandum from John S.
Seitz, Director, Office of Air Quality
Planning and Standards, dated May 27.
1994, entitled “Section 182(f) Nitrogen
Oxides (NOX) Exemptions—Revised
Process and Criteria.” Additional
guidance is provided in a document
entitled “Guideline for Determining the
Applicability of Nitrogen Oxides
Requirements Under Section 182(f),””
dated December 1993, from USEPA.
Office of Air Quality Planning and
Standards. Air Quality Management
Di\fision.

III. State Submittals

On September 20, 1993, and
November 8, 1993, the Stare of Ohio
submitted requests to redesignate the
Toledo (Lucas mtd Wood Counties) and
Dayton (Montgomery, Greene, Miami.
and Clark Counties) ozone
non~ttainrnent areas to attainment arcils

for the NAAQS for ozone. These
rcdcsignat ion requests nre current Iy
under review and will t)c evaluatwi ill
a separate rulemaking.

Included as part of the rcdesignatiorl
submittals were requests that the Toh:dn
,anrf D,ayton ozone nonatta]nmcnt arc{ls
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be exempt from the requirements
contained in section IS2(fj of the Act.
These exemption requests are based
upon. three years of ambient air
monitoring data (1991-1993] which
demonstrate that the NAAQS for ozone
has been attained in each of these areas
~vithout additional reductions of NOX.

IV. Analysis of State Submittals
The USEPA has reviewed the ambient

air monitoring data for ozone (consistent
tvi~h the requirements contained in 40
CFR part 58 and recorded in AIRS)
submitted by the OEPA in support of
these exemption requests.

For ozone, an area is considered
attainment of the NAAQS if there are no
violations, as determined in accordance
~vith 40 CFR Part 50.9, based on quality
assured monitoring data horn three
complete consecutive calendar years. A
violation of the ozone NfiQS occurs
\vhen the annual average numberof
expected exceedances is greater than 1.0
at any site in the area at issue. An
exceedance occurs when the daily
maximum hourly ozone concentra~ion
exceeds 0.124 parts per million (ppm).

The following ozone exceedances
\vere recorded for the period from 1991
to 1993:
Toledo: Lucas County, 306 N. Yondota

‘ (1991)-0.127 ppm and (1993)-0.126
ppm; average expected exceedances:
0.7. Friendship Park (1993)-0.136
ppm; average expected exceedances:
0,3.

Dayton: Montgomery County, 2100
Timberland (1993)-0.125 ppm;
average expect’ed exceedances: @3.
Thus, the annual average expected

exceedsnces in a three year period were
less than 1.0 and both areas are meeting
the air quality standard fo,- ozone.

A more detailed summary of the
ozone monitoring data for both areas is
provided in the USEPA technical
support document dated April 20, 1994.

v.Nox ILicrRules

The State of Ohio submitted adopted
NOX RAC.T rules to USEPA on July 1,
1994, for the Toledo, Dayton, and
Cleveland ozone nonattainment areas.
These rules are currently under review
and will be evaluated in a separate
rulemaking. These rules, when
approved by USEPA, may resuspended
by the State for the Toledo and Dayton
areas upon the final approval effective
date of the Section 182(f) exemption
requests addressed in this Notice.

VI. Inspection and Maintenance (I/M)
Programs

The I/M Final Rule (57 FR 52950)
requires States to submit to USEPA a
fully adopted I/M program by November

15, 19$3. At this time, holvever, the
preliminary interpretive guidance on
basic I/M, is discussed in the USEPA
policy memorandum dated September
17, 1993, from Michael H. Shapiro.
Acting Assistant Administrator for Air
and Radiation, entitled “State
Implementation Plan Requirements for
Areas Submitting Requests for
Redesignation to Attainment of the
Ozone and Carbon Monoxide (CO)
National Ambient.~ir Quality Standards
[NAAQS) on or after November 15,
1992,” (Shapiro Memorandum). The
Shapiro Memorandum provides that, for
areas where maintenance plans do not
rely on implementation of a basic f/M
program immediately following
redesignation, upon revision to the 1/M
rule, if a State adopts and submits ks a
revision to its SIP the following:

. The legislative authority for a basic
I/M program; “-

. A provisioning the SIP providing
that basic I/M be placed in the
contingency measure portion of the
maintenance plan upon redesignation;
and

● An enforceable schedule and
commitment by the Governor or his/her
designee for adoption and
implementation of a basic l/M program
upon a specified, appropriate triggering
event;

The State would have met the
minimum requirements for I/M as they
relate to USEPA’s consideration of the
State’s redesignation request submitted
for a nonattainrnent area. The USEPA is
presently proceeding to establish [his
interpretation through regulatory action
(see 59 FR 33237).

The State of Ohio is required to adopt
a basic I/M program for the To~cdo
ozone nonattainment area
(encompassing Lucas and lVood
Counties). However, the State has
submitted a redesignation request (SIP
revi~on) to attainment of the NAAQS
for ozone for the Toledo area. This SIP
revision includes legislative authority
for the adoption of a basic I/M program:
a basic UMprogram as a contingency
measure in the maintenance plqn upon
redesignation; and an enforceable
schedule for the implementation of the
basic I/M program upon a specified
triggering event. Under the approach set
forth in the Shapiro Memorandum, the
State has met the requirements for an
area requesting redesignation that is
re uired to adopt a basic Uhl program.

%ortheDayton ozone nonattainmcmt
area (encompassing Clark, Grecme,
Miami, and Montgomery Counties), the
Dayton local area has opted for an
enhanced I/M program. This requires
the Dayton area to comply with dl
applicable enhanced UM program

C-4G

requirements. The i/hf Finai Rule (57 i:ll
52950) provides that if the USEi>A
Administrator determines that N’oX
emission reductions are not beneficial
in a given ozone nonattainment area.
then NOX emission reductions arc not
required of the enhanced i/M program.
but the program shail be designed to
offset NOX increases resuiting from the
repair of hydrocarbon (HC) and carbon
monoxide (CO] failures.1

Upon the effective date of this action.
the Dayton area shali not be required to
demonstrate compliance with the
enhanced i/M performance standard for
NOX. liowever, the”Dayton area shall be
required to demonstrate, using USEPA”S
Mobile Source Emissions Model, klobile
5a (or its successor], that NOX emissions
-.vill be no higher than in the absence nf
any I/ihf program.

VII. Jvithdrawal of the Exemptions

Continuation of the Section 182(f)
exemptions granted herein is contingent
upon continued monitoring and
continued attainment and maintenance
of the ozone NAAQS in the affected
areas. If a vioiation of the ozone NA.+QS
is monitored in the Toledo or Dayton
area(s) (consistent with the
requirmncnts conurincd in 40 CFR part
58 and recorded in AiRS), USEPA \vill
provide notice to the public in the
Fcrferai Rcgisler. A determination that
the NO~ exemption no longer appiies
\v’ould mean that the NOX NSR and the
NOx-related general and transportation
conformity provisions would .
immediately be applicable (see 58 FR
63214 and 58 FR 62188). The NOX
RACT requirements \vould also bc
applicabiu, ~vith a reasonable time
provicled as necessary to allow majur
stationary sources subject to the RACT
requirements to purchase, install and
operate the required controis. Tile
USEPA bciieves that the State may
provide sources a reasonable time
period after the USEPA determination 10
actuaiiy rncet [he RACT emission limits.
The USEPA expects such time ixxiod to
be as expeditious as practicable, but in
no case longer than 24 months. If a
nonattainment area is redesignated [o
attainment of the ozone NAAQS, NOX
RACT shali be im!]lcmented as stated in
the [JSEPA-approved maintenance plan.

VIII. Notice of Proposed Rulcmaking
and Responses to Comments

The USEPA published a notice
proposing to approve the exemptiorl

1Ad[!i lional clarification concerning tl!e .
requiremt:ntsand areas wirh no NOX cxcnq)llw$ I+
protided in a memorandum from Mtiry T. Smi:!I.
,\cting Oircc! or. Office of hlohile Sources, {IJIc:!
Ckmbcr 14, 1994. cnti[lcd “1/h4 Kquirmwnfs ill
s(I. K.A(3l~!,~)i)tA~I,.is.”’
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It:quests for the Toledo and Dayton
l~~]llattainment areas in the July 26, 1994
Federal Register (59 FR 37947). The
~!SEPA received commentsiupporting
and adverse to this proposed action.
Copies of all comments have been’
placed in the docket file. The following
cnti ties submitted adverse or supporting
c{)mnltmts. Some of the comments
addressed similar points. The USEPA
IIas responded to the adverse comments
t)> issue as set forth below.

Submitting Entity (Date Received by
L’SF;PA]

Citizens Campaign for the
fil~vironment (7–27.-94); Natural
Resources Defense Council (8-9-94 and
8-24-94): New York State Electric and
Gas Corporation (8-10-94); Northeast .
States for Coordinated Air Use
Management (8–15-94 and 9–28-94);
State of New York Departtnent of
Lnrironmental Conservation (&F16-94
and 10-05-94); Commonwealth of
l’ennsylvania Department of
Environmental Resources (8–31-94);
!-k)u(hcrnEnvironmental Law Center
(IC-3-94): pollution Probe (10-03-94);
Ohio Sierra Club (10-03-94):
Conservation Law Foundation (10-03-
!t~): T!!(; Lung Association (Ontario, 10-
! 1-!)4); Ohio Environmental Protection
;\,y(rlc;y (10-26-94); Fuller& Henry (1P
ZF+I-I): ..nd Individual Residents from
!hr SI~te of Ohio (various dates between
:{/31!94 and 10/13/94).

:~.surmnary of the arfverse comments
Id I ISEPA’S responses follows:(,
l’roccdural Comments: Several

( {,1~1[1.lcntersargued that USEPA should
[:(]I tlpprrrve the waiver requests at issue
[IJII)r(]cedural grounds. hlOx
rxonlptions are provided for in two
separate parts of the Act, section
18’2(b)(l) and section 182(O.
(;[)[llnlcntcrs took the position that
l)(,(~ii use the NOX exemption tests in
~[)hsrx:tions 182(b)(l) and 182(f)(l)
includc language indicating that action
on such requests should take place
“u”hen [EPA] approves a plan or plan
revision.’” that all NOX exemption
~!etcrIIlinations by uSEPA, including

cxc:llpiirm actions taken under the
prtition process established by
subsection 182( fJ(3), must occur during
con.sidcration of an approvable ‘
dttainruent or maintenance plan, unless
!}]carea has been redesignated to
attain morrt for the ozone NAAQS. These
commentcrs also argue that even if the
p{;ti[ion procedures of subsection
182(fj(3) muy be used to relieve areas of
f:rrtai[l NOX requirements, exemptions
Irf,rn thc N(_)x conformity requirements
:, i!st full[jtx the process provided ir.

: .,(,..!ion 182(fJ)(I), since this is the
IIrf,vision explicitly referenced by

section 176(c). in the Ac~”s conformity
provisions.

LXEPA Response: Section 18z(fI
contains very few detaiLs regarding the
administrative procedure for USEPA
action on NOX exemption requests. The
absence of specific guidelines by
Congress leav- USEPA with discretion
to establish reasonable procedures,
consistent with the requirements of the
Adrninistiative Procechue Act (APA).

Despite the interpretation of the
ccrmmenters regarding the process for
considering exemption requests under
section 182(f), USEPA believes that
subsections 182(f)(l) and 182( f)[3)
provide indep~dent p~dures for
USEPA to act on NOX exemption
requests. The language in subsection
182(f)(l), which indicates that USEPA
should act on NG exemptions in
conjunction with action on a plan or
plan revision, does not appear in
subsection 182(f)(3). While subsection
182( fJ(3) references subsection 182( fJ(l),
U$EPA believes that this reference
encompasses only the substantive tests
in paragraph (I) [and, by extension,
paragraph (2)], and not the procedural
requirement that USEPA act on
exemptions only when a~ing on SIPS.
Additionally, paragraph (3) provides
that “person[s]’. (which section 302(c)
of the Act defines to include States) may
petition for NOX exemptions ‘“at arty
time,”’ and requires USEPA to make its
determination within six months of the
petition’s submission.These key
differences lead USEPA to believe that
Congress intended the exemption
petition process of paragraph (3) to be
distinct and more expeditious than the
longer plan revision process intendeci
under paragra h (1).

rSection 182 f)(1) appears to
contemplate that exemption requests
submitted under these paragraphs arc
limited to Statm, sincr.States are the
entities authorized under the Act t~
submit plans or plan re’.-isions. By
contrast, section 182(f)(3) provides that
“person[s]” z may petition for a NOX
determination “at any time” after the
ozone precursor study required under
section 185B of the Act is finahzed,3
and givesUSEPAa limit of6 months
afterfilingto grantor deny such
petitions. Since individuals may submit
petitions under paragraph (3) “at any
time”’ this must include times whnn
[here is no plan revision from the State
pending at USEPA. The specific
timeframe for USEPA action established
in paragraph (3) is substantially shorter

z .Scc.!ion 302(e) or the Act rlcfi IIrs tb,r II,!:11
“person”’ to include States.

JThe final section ISSB - WaS i~~ued Jul!
:)0. 199:{.

than the timeframe usually required for
States to develop and for USEPA to take
action on revisions to a SIP. These
differences strongly suggest that
Congress intended the process for acting
on petitions under paragraph (3) to be
dist inct—and more e.xpeditious-from
the plan revision process intended
under paragraph (l). Thus, USEPA
believes that paragraph (3)’s reference tti
paragraph (I) encompasses only the
substantive tests in paragraph (I) (and:
by extension, paragraph (2)), not the
requirement in paragraph (1) for USEPA
to grani exemptions only when acting
on plan revisions.

J1’ith respect to major stationary
sources. section 182(fJ requires States to
adopt N~ NSR and RACT rules, unless
exempted. These rules were generally
due to be submitted to USEPA by
November 15, 1992. Thus; in order tb
avoid sanctions under the Act, areas
seeking a NOX exemption would have
needed to submit their exemption
request for USEPA review and
rulemaking action several months before
November 15, 1992. In contrast. the Act
specifies that the attainment
demonstrations are not due until
November 1993 or 1994 (and USEP.4 ,
may take 12-18 month to approve or
disapprove the demonstration]. For
marginal ozone nonattainrnent areas
(subject to NOX NSR), no attainment
demonstration is called for in the Act.
For maintenance phns, the Act does nbt
specify a deadline for submittal of
m ai nt cnance demonstrations. Clearly.
the Act envisions the submittal of. and
USEPA action on, exemption requests.
in some cases, prior to submittal of
attainment or maintenance
demonstrations.

The Act requires conformity ~vith
regard to federall~-supported NOX
generating activtres in relevant
nonattainment and maintenance areas.
However, USEPA’s conformity rules
explicitly provide that these NOX
requirements would not apply if USETA
grants an exemption under section,
182(fJ.

[n response to the comment that
section 182(%)(1) should be the
appropriate vehicle fordealingwith
cxernptions from the NOX requirements
of the conformity rule, USEPA notes
that this issue has previouslybeen
raised in a formal petition for
reconsideration of USEPA’s final
transportation confomlityrule and in
litigation pending before the U.S. Court
of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit on the substance of both the
transportation and general conformity
rLI!os.Thus the issue is under fufller
{m:isidtralion. but at this the tie
.k~ency.s posi:it)n is as stated above.

C-49 -.
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Additionally, subsecticm 182(fJ(3)
requires that NOX exemption-petition
determinations be made by USEPA
within six months. The USEPA has
stated in previous guidance that it
intends to meet this statutory deadline
as long as doing so is consistent with
the APA. The USEPA believes that the
applicable rules governing this issue are
those that appear in USEPA’s final
confom~ity regulations, and that USEPA
remains bound by their existing terms.

kf~deling Comments: Some
commenters stated that the modeling
required by USEPA is insufficient to
establish that NOX reductions would not
contribute to attainment since only one
level of NOX control, i.e., ‘“substantial”
reductions, is required to be analyzed.”
They further explain that an area must
submit an approvable attainment plan
before US.EPA can know whether NOX
reductions will aid or undermine
attainment.

USEPA Response: As described in
USEPA’s December 1993 NOX
exemption guidance,A photochemical
grid modeling is generally needed to “
document cases where NOX reductions
are counterproductive to net air quality,
do not contribute to attainment, do not
show a net ozone benefit, or include
excess reductions. The Urban Airshed
Model [lJAM) or, in the Ozone
Transport Region (OTR), the Regional
Oxidant Nlodel (ROM), are acceptable
me!hocls for these purposes. The
December guidance also provides thai,
under the “not contribute to attainment
test, ” an area may qualify for a NOX
exemption by attaining the ozone
standard, as demonstrated by three
years of ambient air monitoring data.
The exemption requests submitted by
the State for the Toledo and Dayton
areas are based upon ambient air
monitoring data. Therefore, adverse
comments submitted concerning
modeling are not relevant to this action,
and am not being further addressed.

Public Hearing Request: Some
commenters requested that a public
hearing be held on this action.

USEPA Response: This action is not
considered a SIP revision and therefore
the requirement for a public hearing
under section llO(a) of the Act is not
applicable.

Errvironrnenfal Impact Statement

(EJS) I/quest: Some commenters
requested that an EIS be prepared
regarding this action.

USEPA Response: All Clean Air Act
programs are exempted from the

“““Guideline for Oe[ermining the App!icabili!y of
Nitrogen C)xidc Rcquiremenls under section 182(0.””
from Jolin S. Sei[z, Director, Office of Air Quality
t’lar.ning and Standards, daled Decemkr 19, 19’3:1.

procedural requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) under
section 7(c)(1) of the Energy Supply and
Environmental Coordination Act, 15
U.S.C. 793(c)(I). Therefore, USEPA is
not preparing an EIS for this action.

SIP Status Request: One commenter
requested the status of other SIP
revisions (i.e., the 1570 rate-of-progress
plan and the redesignation request)
required to be submitted by the State.

USEPA. Response: This action only
addresses the section 182(0 exemption
requests submitted by the State of Ohio
for the Tole,do and DayIon areas and
USEPA final action on such requests are
not dependent on final actions on other
required SIP submittals, such as the
ones mentioned. Non-related SIP
revisions will be dealt tvith separately.

Toledo Transportation fmprot’ernent
Program (TIP): One commenter
provided comments on the basis of the
determination of the conformity of the
Toledo TIP and analysis of other Ohio
TIPs.

USEPA Response: This action only
addresses the section 182(fJ exemption
requests submitted by the State af Ohio
for the Toledo and Dayton areas.
Therefore, the comment is not being
further addressed.

Attainment Data Comments: Three
years of “clean” data fail to demonstrate
that NOX reductions would not
contribute to attainment of the NAAQS
for ozone. The USEPA’s policy
erroneously equates the absence of a
violation for one three-year period with
‘“attainment. ”

USEPA Response: The USEPA has
separate criteria for determining if an
area should be redesignated to an ozone
attainment area under section 107 of the
Act. The section 107 redesignation
criteria are more comprehensive than
the Act requires with respect to NOX
cxem tions under section 182(f).

~Un er section 182(f)(l)(A), an’
exemption from the NOX requirements
may be granted for nonattainment areas
outside an OTR if USEPA determines
that”’additional reductions of (NOX)
would not contribute to attainment” of
the ozone NAAQS in those areas. In
some cases, an ozone nonattainmcnt
area might attain the ozone standard, as
demonstrated by 3 years of adequate
moriitoring data, without having
implemented the section 182(fJ NOX
provisions over that 3-year period.

In cases where a nonattainment area
is demonstrating attainment ~vith 3
consecutive years of air quality
monitoring data without having
implemented the section 182(f) NOX
r)rovisions. USEPA believes that the.
section 182(t_j test is met since
-“additional rcductimrs of (NOX)

not contribute to attainment”” of the
N.4AQS in that area. In cases where it
is ~varrailted, USEPA’s approval of the
exemption is granted on a contingent
basis (i.e., the exemption would last for --
only as long as the area’s monitoring
data continue to demonstrate
attainment).

Downwind Area Comments: Several
commentcrs argued that USEPA’s
December 1993 guidance prohibits
granting a section 182(O waikrer based
on 3 years of clean data if evidence
exists showing that the waiver ~v~rdd
interfere with attainment or
maintcn~nce in do~vnwind areas. The
commenters argued that such condition
should also apply to waiver requests
based on modeling. Exemptions in Ohio
cities, they claim, are likely to
exacerbate ozone nonattainmcnt
downwind, and therefore are not
consistent with the Act. If the
exemptions are granted, emissions from
new stationary sources and the
transportation sector in Ohio, ivhich am
projected to increase, could delay
attainment of the ozone standard in
areas in the northeastern United States.

These commenters further claim that
(JSEPA modeling has demonstrated that .
Ohio is a significant contributor IO
atmospheric transport ofozonc
precursors to the OTR. Since this
mode!ing indicates that emissions of
NOX from stationary sources ~i’es!.of the
OTR contribute to increased ozone
levels in the northeast, they argued that
control of NOX emissions in the OTR
and in States west of the OTR ~vill
contribute to significant reductions in
pmk ozone levels within the OTR.

USEPA Response: As a result of sur;h
comments. US EPA has re-et’aluated its
position on this issue and decided to
revise the previously-issued guidance
As described belo~v, USEPA intends to
use its authority under section
lo to require a State to reduce
NOX emissions from stationary anrf/or
mobile sources ~vhcre there is evidence,
such as photochcmical grid nrorleling,
sho~ving that NOX emissions would
contribute significantly to
nonattainmcnt in, or interfere with
maintenance by, any other State. This
action would be independent of any..
action taken by USEPA on a NOX
exemption request for stationary sources
un(icr section 182(f). That is, USEPA
i)c[ion to grant or deny a NOX
cxcmplion request uridcr section 182(fJ
would not shield that area from USEPA
action to require NOX cmissim
rcdlictions, if necessary, under smlioll
llt)(a)[2)(D).

Modeling analyses arc undcrir:~y i]]
many areas for the purpose of I
(lf:rllr]rlstr:tlirl~ att:linmcnt in the l!lll:

●
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SIP mvisicms. Recent modeling data
suggest that ce~ain ozone
nonattainment areas may benefit from
reductions in NOX emissions far
upwind of the nonattainment area. For
example, the northeast corridor and the
Lake Michigan areas are considering
attainment strategies which rely in part
on NOX emission reductions hundreds
of miles upwind. The USEPA is working
with the States and other organizations
to design and complete studies which
consider upwind sources and quantify
their impacts. As the studies progress,
USEPA will continue to work with the
States and other organizations to
develop mutually acceptable attainment
strate ies.

&At e same time as these large scale
modeling analyses are being conducted,
certain nonattainment areas that are
located in the iwea being modeled, have
requested exemptions from NOX
requirements under section 18z(f). Some
~-eas requesting an exemption mAay
impact upon downwind nonattainment
areas. The USEPA intends to address
the transport issue through section
I IO(a)(Z)(D) based on a domain-tide
modeling analysis.

Under section 182(fJ of the Act, an
cxernption from the NOX requirements
may be granted for nonattainrnent areas
outside an ozone transport region if
LISEpA determines hat “additional
reductions of (NOX] would not
contribute to attainment of the national
ambient air quality standard for ozone
in the area. ”s As described in section
4.3 of the December 16, 1993 guidance
(!ocunrent, USEPA believes that the
term “area” means the “nonattainment
area,’” and that USEPA’S determination
is limited to consideration of the effects
in a single nonattainment areadue to
NOX emissions reductions from sources
in the same nonattainment area.

Section 4.3 of the guidance goes on to
encourage, but not require, States/
petitioners to include consideration of
the entire modeling domain, since the
effects of an attainment strategy may
extend beyond the designated
——

~There are three NOX exemption tests specified
in section 182[0. Of these, two are applicable for
areas outside an ozone transport region; the
“contribute to attainment” test described above,
ond the “’net air quality benefits” test. TheUSEPA
mus~determine,underthe lattertest.that the net
bencfi!s 10 air quli[y in an area“are greater in the
0Ls4.w c of Mlx reductions” from relrwnnt murcas.
Mst.d on the ptain language of saclion 182(f).

l!SEPA believes that each test provides an
i[~dcpenden[ basis for receiving a full or timitcd
NOx exemption. Consequently, as staled in section
I .I of the C3eccmber ]6, 1993 USEPA guidance,
“’[w~t;erc any onc oflhe tests is met (cvon if another
te+I is failed]. the seclion 182(fJ NOX mquirr!men!s
,,.,,,,~ld nrII apply or, under the cxccss reductions

I-O! ision, a portion of these requirements would
1!,13apply,””

nonattainment area. Specifically, the
guidance encourages States to “considsr
imposition of the NOX requirements if
needed to avoid adverse impacts in
downwind areas, either intra- or inter-
State. States need to consider such
impacts since they are ultimately
responsible for achieving attainment in
all portions of their State (see generally
section 110) and forensuring that
emissions originating in their State do
not contribute significantly to
nonattainment in, or interfere with
maintenance by, any other State (see
section 1lo].”

L~contrast, Section 4.4 of the
guidance states that the section 182(fJ
demonstration wouId not be approved if
there is evidence, such as
photochemical grid modeling, showing
that the NOX exemption would interfere
with attainment or maintenance in
downwind areas. The guidance goes on
to explain that section l10[a)[2)(D) (not
section 182(f)) prohibits such impacts.

Consistent with the guidance in
section 4.3, USEPA believes that the
section 110 and 182(fJ
provisions must be considered
independently. Thus, if there is
evidence that NOX emissions in an
upwind area would interfere with
attainment or maintenance in a
downwind area, that action should be
separately addressed by the State(s) or,
if necessary, by USEPA in a section
110 action. A section 182(f)
exemption request should be
independently considered by USEPA. In
some cases, then, USEPA may grant an
exemption from across-the-board NOX
RACT controls under section 182(0 and,
in a separate action, require NOX
controls from stationary and/or mobile
sources under section lo. It
should be noted that the controls
required under section lo may
be more or less stringent than RACT,
depending upon the circumstances.
Consistent with these principles,
USEPA is approvin these exemption

rrequests under 182 ~ of the Act. If
evidence appears that NOX emissions in
an upwind area would interfere with
attainment or maintenance in a
downwind area, appropriate action shall
be taken by the State(s) or, if necessary.
by USEPA tkder section l10(a)(2)(D).

Scope of Exemption Comments:
Co,mments were received regarding
exemption of areas from the NOX
requirements of the conformity rules.
Several commenters argue that the
exemptions should waive only the
requirements of section 182(b](l) to
contribute to specific annual reductions,
not the requirement that conformity
SIPS contain information showing the
maximum amount of motor vehicle NOX

emissions allowed under the
transportation conformity rules and,
similarly, the maximum allowable
amounts of any such NOX emissions
under the general conformity rules. The
commenters admit that, in prior
guidance, USEPA has acknowledged the
need to amend a drafting error in the
existing transportation conformity rules
to ensure consistency with motor
vehicle emissions budgets for NOX, but
want USEPA. in actions on NOX
exemptions, to explicitly nffirm this
obligation and to also avoid granting
wai~’ers until a budget controlling future
NOX increases is in place.

USEPA Response: With respect to
conformity, USEPA’s conformity ruless
provide a NOX waiver if an area receives
a section 182(fJ exemption. In
rulemaking on “Conformity: General
Preamble for Exemption From Nitrogen
Oxides Provisions,” 59 FR 31238,31241
(June 17i 1994), USEPA reiterated its
view that in order to conform,
nonattainment and maintenance areas
must demonstrate that both the
transportation plan and the
transportation improvement program
(TIP) are consistent with the motor
vehicle emissions budget for NOX even
Yvhere a conformity NOX waiver has
been granted. Due to a drafting error,
that view is not reflected in the current
transportation conformity rules. As the
commenters correctly note, USEPA
states in the June 17th notice that it
intends to remedy the problem by
amending the conformity rule. Although
that notice specifically mentions only
requiring consistency with the approved
maintenance plan’s NOX motor vehicle
emissions budget, USEPA also intends,
to require consistency with the
attainment demonstration’s NOX motor
vehicle emissions budget. However, the
exemptions at issue were submitted
pursuant to section 182(f)(3), and
USEPA does not believe it is
appropriate to delay action on these
petitions, especially in light of the six-
month statutory deadline provided for
such action, until the conformity rule is
amended. As noted abo~w, this issue has
also been raised in a formal petition for
reconsideration of the Agency”s final
transportation conformity rule and in
litigation pending before the U.S. Court
of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit on the substance of both the

‘,“CrilcriJ] and Procedures for Dcterrr,i:liny,
Conformity to SLatti or Federal Implcm”e::tation
PlirI!s of Transportation Plens, Programs, and
Projects Funded or Approved under .Ti!le 23 U.S.(:.
nf Ihf! ~dCrZi! ‘1’rdnsit Act..” November 24. 1w3 (5H
FR 6’2 lM); “Determining Con[ornrit y of General
E’rdcrfil Ac!iom to State or Federal Implemcnlation
Plans; Final Rule,” November 30.1993 [58 FR
b’!21-tl.
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transpofiation and general conformity
rules. Thus this issue is under
consideration, but at this time the
Agency’s position remains as stated.
The USEPA, therefore, believes that
until the issue is resolved, the
appli=ble Tules governing this issue are
those that appear in the Agency’s final
conformity regulations, and the Agemcy
remains bound by their existing terms.

Conclusive Evidence Comment: The
Act does not authorize any waiver of the
NOX reduction requirements until
conclusive evidence exists that such -
reductions are counter-productive.

.USEPA Response: The USEPA does
not agree with this comment since it is
contrary to Congressional intent es
evidenced by the plain language of
section 182(fJ, the structure of the Title
I ozone subpart as a whole. and relevant
legislative history. In dev~loping and
implementing its NOX exemption
policies, USEPA has sought an approach
that reasonably accords with that intent.

Section 162(fJ, in addition to
imposing control requirements on major
stationary sources of NOX similar to
those that apply for such sources of
VOC, also provides for an exemption {or
limitation) from application of these
requirements if, under one of several
tests, USEPA determines that in certain
areas NOX reductions would generally
not be beneficial. In subsection.
182[f)(l), Congress explicitly
conditioned action on NOX exemptions
on the Tesu lts of an ozone precursor
study required under section 18sB.
Because of the possibility that reducing
Nox in a particular area mayeither not
contribute to ozone attainment ormay
cause the ozone problem to worsen,
Congress included attenuating language,
not just in section 182(fJ, but throughout
the Title I ozone subpart, to avoid
requiring NOX reductions where ‘tiy
avould be nonbeneficial or
counterproductive.

In dcsaibing these various ozone
provisions (including section 182(f), the
House Conference Committee Report
states in pertinent part: “[T]he
Committee included a separate NOx/
VOC study provision in section (185B)
to serve as the basis for the vario,us
findings contemplated in the NOX
provisions. The Committee does not
intend NOX reduction for reduction’s -
sake, but rather as a measure scaled to
the value of NOX reductions for
achieving attainment in the particular
ozone nonattai.n.ment area-”’ IIR. Rep.
No. 490, 10lst Cong.. 2d Sess. 257-258
(1990).

As noted in response to a comment
discusd above, the command in
subsection 18z(fJ[I) that USEP.4 “shall
c:onsider” the section 185B report taken

together with the timeframe the Act
provides both for completion oftbe
report and for acting on NOX exemption
petitions clearly demonstrate that
Congress believed the information in the
completed section 1135B report would
provide a sufficient basis for USEPA to
act on NOX exemption requests, even
absent theadditional information that
would be included in affected areas’
attainment or maintenance
demonstrations. However, while them, is
no specific requirement in the Act that
USEPA actions granting NC)Xexemption
requests must await ‘“conclusive
evidence,”’ as ,the commenters argue,
there is also nothing in the Act to
prevent USEPA from revisiting an
approved NOX exemption if warranted
due to subsequent ambient monitoring
information.

In addition, USEPA believes (es
described in USEPA”S December 1993
guidance) that section 182{f)(1 ) of the
Act provides that the new NOX
requirements shall not apply {or may by
limited to the extent necessary to avoid
excess reductions) if the USEPA
Administrator determines that any one

of the following tests is met:
(I) In any area, the net air quality

benefits are greater in the absence of
NOX reductions from the sources
concerned;

(2) in nonattainment areas not within
an ozone transport region, additional
NOX reductions would not contribute to
ozone attainment in the area; or

f3) In nonattainment areas within an
ozone transport region, additional NOx
reductions would not produce net ozone
air quality benefits in the transport “
region.

Based on the plain language of section
l132(f), USEPA believes that each test
provides an independent basis for the
granting of a full or limited ‘NOX
exemption. Only the first test listed
above is based on a showing that NOX
reductions are “counter-productive.”. If
even one afthe tests is met, the sectiox
182(f) PJOX requirements would not
applyor. under the excess reductions
prol’ision, a portion of these
requirements would not apply

Transboundary Polh.rtion Comment:
Several commenters noted that the
Canada-U.S. Air Quality Agreement
signed by the two countri~~ on March
13,1991, calls for each Party to notify
the other of a proposed action, activity
or project likely to cause significant
transboundary air pollution. and, as
appropriate, to take measures to avoid
or mitigate the potential risk

USEPA Response: The USEPA takes
seriously international agreements
entered into by our government-
Ho~vevcr, USEPA does not believe that-.

!}Ieaction ofg{anting a NOX exemption
request wodd likely cause significant
tramboundary air pollution. The action
{o grant or den}{ these exernp~ion
requests wilt determine the amount of
emission redilctions. but not ca~w new

or additional transbuundary air
pollution.

Air Qua}ity Comment: Several
commenters skated that the air quality
monitoring data alone does not support
this exemption propasaL The air quality
levels are below LISEPA’S definition of -
an exceedance of the ozone h’&4QS at
0.125 ppm. bu~re greater than the

OzZE?;;Z~Z~~e?~?tK;euans
provided below. USEPA does’ntit agree
~vith the c~mrnenter”s conchsian. As
stated in 40 CFR 50.9, the ozone
“standard is attained when the expected
number of days per calendar year with
maximum hourly average
concentrations above 0.12 parts per
million (235 @m~] is equai to or kss
than I, as determined by ApperIdLx H.”
Appendix H references USEPA’s
“Guideline for Interpretation of Ozone
Air Quality Standards”’ (EP.445t)14-79-
003, January 1979), which notes that the
stated level of the standard is taken as
defining the number of si@ficant
figures to be used in comparison ~vith
the standard. For example, a standard
level of O.12 ppm means that
measurements are to be rounded to ttvo
decimal Places (0.005 rounds up to
0.01). Thus, 0.125 pprn is the smallest
concentration value in excess of the
levei of the ozone standard (please refer
to “Section IV. Anafysis of the State
Submittal” in this notice for mqnitored
ozone concentrations in the Toledo and
Dayton areas). The ambient air
monitoring data shows that no yioiation
of the ozone standard has occwrcd for
the Toledo and Da}-ton areas uuring the
1991-1993 ozone seasons.

LX. Final Action

The USEPA is approving Ihc
exemption requests for the Toledo aud
Dayton ozone nonattainmcnt areas from
the section IIJ2(~ NOX requirenrcnts
based upon the evidence provided by
the State and the State’s compliance
Ivith the requkements outlincxi in the
applicable USEPA guidance. This action
cxmnpts the Lucas, Jvood, ClarfG
Greene, Miami, and Montgmnery
counlies from the requirements to
implement NOX RACT, nonattainment
area iNSRfor new sources and
mac!ifications Lhat are major for NO,K,
and the NOx-related general and
tmnspofiation conformity provisions
Also. t!!e Clerk, Greene. Miami, and
Mon{cymrery COUntjCS sha]] LIOI [Jf2

required 10 dcmwwtrak compliance
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~vith the enhanced I/M performance
standard for NOX. If a violation of the
ozone NAAQS occurs in the Toledo or
Dayton area(s), the exemption from the
requirements of section 182(fJ of the Act
in the applicable area(s) shall no longer
apply.

X. Procedural Background

Nothing in this action <hall be
construed as permitting or allowing or
establishing a precedent for any future
request for a revision to any state
implementation plan. Each request for.
revision to the state in@lementation
plan shall be considered separately iri
light of specific technical, economic,
and environmental factors and in
relation to relevant statutory and
regulatory requirements. -

This action has been classified as a
Table 2 action by the Regional
Administrator under the procedures . -
published in the Federal Register on
January 19, 1989 (54 FR 2214-2225), as
revised by an October 4, 1993
memorandum from Michiel H. Shapiro,
Acting Assistant Administrator for Air
and Radiation. The Office of
Man~~L’.T?~!l( and Burfget exempted this
regulatory action from Executiiw Order
12866 revie~ir.

XI. Regulatory Process

Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act,
5 U.S. C. 600 et seq., USEPA must
prepare a regultrtory flexibility analysis
assessing the impact of any proposed or
final rule on small entities (5 U.S.C. 603
and 604). Alternatively, USEPA may
certifv that the rule w’ill not have a
significant impact on a substantial
number of small entities. Small entities
include small businesses, small not-for-
profit enterprises, and government .
entities i~’i(h jurisdiction over
populations of less than 50,000. Today’s
exemptions do not create any new
requirements, but allow suspension of
the indicated requirements for the Iife of
the exemptions. Therefore, because the
approval does not impose any new
requirements, I certify that it does not
have a significant impact on any small
entities affected.

Under section 307(b)(I) of the Clean
Air Act, petitions for judicial review of
this action must be filed in the United
States Court of Appeals for the
appropriate circuit by March 20, ]995.
Filing a petition for reconsideration by
the Administrator of this final rule does
not affect the finality of this rule for the
purposes of judicial review nor does it
extend the time within which a petition
tor judicial review maybe fired, and
shall not postpone the effectiveness of
such rule or action. This action may not
be challenged later in proceedings to

enforce its requirements. (See Section
307(b)(2)). ..

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part X?

Air pollution control,
Intergovernmental relations, Nitrogen
oxides, Ozone, Reporting and record
keeping requirements, Volatile organic
compounds.

Dated: January 5, 1995.
\’aldas V. Adamkds,
fle~jono/ Admjnjstrufor.

Part 52, chapter 1, title 40 of the Code
of Federal Regulations is amended as
follows: -/

PART 52—[AMENDED]

I. The authority citation for par( 52
continues to read as follo~vs:

Authority: 42 USC. 7401 -7671q.

Supart KK—Ohio

2. Section 52.1879 is ametlded by
adding ne~v paragraph (fJ to reed as
follo!vs:

$52.1879 Review of new sources and
modifications.
.** ● .”

(fJ Approval-USEP.+ is approvin:
[Ivo exemption requests submitted by
the Ohio Environmental protection
Agency on September 20, 1993, and
November 8; 1’393, for the Toledo and
Dayton ozone normttainment areas,
respectively, from the requirements
contained in Section 182(f) of the Clean
Air Act. This approval exempts the
Lucas, \Vood, Clark: Greene, hfiiomi, and
Montgomery Counties from the
requirements to implement reasonably
available control technology (lUICT) for
major sources of nitrogen oxides (NOX),
nonattainment area new source revieiv
(NSR) for new sources and
modificationsthat are major for NOx,
and the NOx-related requirements of the
general and transportation conformity
provisions. For the Dayton ozone
nonattainment area, the Dayton local
area has opted for an enhanced
inspection and maintenance (r/M)
programs. Upon final approval of this
exemption, the Clark, Greene,Miami,
and MontgomeryCounties shall not be
requiredto demonstrate compliance
with the enhanced I/M perfomlimce
standard forNOX.If a violation of the
ozoneNAAQSis monitored in the
Toledo or Dayton area(s), the
exemptions from the requirement ts of
Section 182(O of the Act in the
applicable area(s) shall no longer apply.

3. Section 52.1885 is amended by
adding new paragraph (r) to read as
follows:

$52.1885 Control Strategy: Ozone.
.*. * ●

(r) Appro~:~l-USEPA is approving
ttvo exemption requests submitted by
the Ohio Envimnnlcntal Protection
Agencv on Scp{~,:nhcr ?o, 1993. and ‘.
Novcniber 8, IW13, for the Toledo and
Dayton ozono llc>l):]tt:lill!~lentareas,
respectively, froitl tile requirements
contained in Sectio:l 18z(fJ of the Clean
Air Act. This approval exempts the
Lucas, \Vood, Clark, Greene, Miami, and
Montgonlei-y Counlies from the
requirements to implement reasonably
a~’silable control technology (RACT) for
major sources of nitrogen oxides (h’Ox),
nonattainment area neti; source revie~v
(NSR] for netv sources and
modifications that are major for NOx.
and the NOx-relatec{ requirements of the
general and transportation conformity
provisions. For the Dayton ozone
norrattainment area, tile Dayton local
area has opteci for an enhanced
inspection and maintenance (t/M)
program. Upon final ap>ro~’al of this
exemption, the Clark, Greene, hfiami,
eiTd bfor~t;]olnery Counties shall not he
required to demonstrate compliance
~vitl] the erlhanced l/hl performance
standard for lNOX.Ifa violation of the
ozone NA.<QS is rnoni~ored in the
Toledo or Dnyton area(s), the
c~enlptions from the requirements of
!+ction 182(~ of ~he Act in the
applicable are;)(s) slml! no longer apply.

11’1<Dw. 95-1?54 Filcfl 1-18-45; 8:45 an]]

131LLINC CODE 6560-50-P

40 CFR Part70

fwY-ool; FRL41344]

Clean Air Act Final Interim Approval of
Operating Permits Program; State of
Wyoming

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final interim approvai.

SUMMARY: The EPA is promulgating
interim approval of the Operating
permits Program submitted by the SIOIC
of \Vyoming for the purpose of
complying ~vith Federal requirements
for an approvable State Program to issue
operating pernlils to all major stationary!,
sources, and to certain other sources. “
EFFECTIVE OATE: February 21, 1995.

AODRESSES: Copies of the State’s
subrni!tfil and other supporting
information used ill dcvelopirlg the final
inlerim approval are available for
inspcctiorl d~lrin~ norrnat business
ho).lr$ al the f[J]IO\(’ii]g 10Cdion~ b.s

l~nuironmell(ai Protection Agency,
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APPENDIX D

MVRPC’s ISTEA Program Policies and Procedures

- -“

MIAMI VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
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MVRPC’S ISTEA PROGRAIM POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

I. Introduction -

A. Background - ISTEA requirements on project selection and priority.

1. MPO is responsible for developing a Long Range Transportation Plan and

a Transportation Improvement Program. TIP must be consis[en[ with LRP
and must include all projects in [he metropolitan area that are proposed for
federal funding. States are required to develop Sta[e TIPs which arc
consistent with MPO TIPs.

2. MPO over 200,000” population arc considered Transportation Management
Areas which are responsible for project sclec[ion of all highway (cxccpt
NHS, IM and BR) and transit projcc[s in consulmtion wi[h state. The

exceptions are selected by S[atc in coopcra[ion with LMPO(See A[[achmcn[
A).

3. TIPs must be prioritized and include a iinancial plan dcmons[m[ing how
projects arc [o be funded. Must demons[ra[c [ha[ full funding can be
reasonably anticipated in [he [imc period con[ernpla[cd for Lhccompletion
of the project.

4. LRPs and TIPs mus[ conform with Air Quali[y State Implemcn[a~ion Plans.

5. TMAs tha[ are classified as nona[[ainmcn[ for ozone should no[ include

significant capaci[y improvements unless projcc[ is included in a
Congestion Management System (“CLMS” - provides for ctlcc[ivc
management of new and exis[ing transportation facilities through the use

of travel demand reduc[ion and/or operational management stra[cgics).
.During interim period a cumcrrtly self-ccr[ificd planning process in

conjunction wi[h NEPA process can constitute an interim CMS.

6. MPOS are required to provide a reasonable opportunity for public comment

on the LRP and TIP. Appendix F - TIP Dcvclopmcn[ Process provides a
graphic overview of the TIP dcvclopmcn[ process including a public

comment pcriorl.

B. Usc of MVRPCS ISTEA Program Policies and Proccdurcs in programming all
federal transportation funds in the TIP.

1. MVRPC will usc [he ISTEA Program Politic.s ~nd Prcxcdurc.s m SCICCL,
rank and program subiilocatcd SurP~ce Trfinspor[a~ion Program (STP)

D-3 “



funds, Minimum Allocation (MA) funds and Congestion Mitigation and
Air Quality (CMAQ) Improvement funds.

7-. MVRPC will use the ISTEA Program Policies and Procedures to rank
(evaluate) and program all other federal highway funds (ODOT) and transit
funds (RTA and other transit operators).

II. PROJECT PROGRAMMING GUIDELINES - All submi[ted projects:

A. Must be eligible for federal funds. Attachment B - DOT [nterirn Guidance on
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program will be used for
CMAQ projects

B. Must be sponsored by an MVRPC member organization which has committed to
a timely project development schedule

c. Must be included or justified in a local plan or program

D. Must be submitted in the format shown in A[[achment C - Federal Fund
Application

E. Must have documented non-federal share financial commitment (formal policy
level resolution authorizing the use of local funds based upon anticipated project

schedule)

F. iMus[ provide evidence tha[ alternative project funding sources have been
considered

G. Must be consistent with one or more of the 15 fac[ors Iis[cd in ISTEA (See
Attachment D).

H. Must have six month progress reports filed with MVRPC which display adequa[c
progress toward implementation

I. Significant cost increases (10%) or project design modifications will require TC
approval

111. PROJECT PROGRAMMING PROCESS - The following process will bc followed:

A. Based upon an annual information report, ~hcTranspor[a[ion Commit[cc “TC” will
dc[erminc the availability of regionally controlled ISTEA funds (STP, MA and
CMAQ) for new projects. If funds arc available, the TC will dircc[ staf( to begin
project solicitation. The project solicitation will include o]] (cdcri,d funding

sources. The TC will notify applicable jurisdictions find organizations thal il
intends to begin soliciting new projec~s.

.-’

B. Staff will initially prepare a profile summarizing all applications which will bc

.
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presented to the TC as an information report.

c. Staff will review all project applications based upon Section IV - TWO Step
Project Evaluation and Ranking Process.

D. Staff will develop a draft funding recommendation, an air quality conforrni[y
determination and financial plan which will then be forwarded to the Council of
Citizens “COC” and Transportation Technical Advisory Committee “l’TAC” for

[heir review and recommendation.

E. The TC will make a final funding determination and staff will be directed to

notify project sponsors.

Iv. TWO STEP PROJECT EVALUATION AND RANKING PROCESS

The project evaluation and ranking is a two step process involving an initial screening step (Step
One) and a ranking s(ep (Step Two). All projects included in the llnal TIP will be evaluated by
.MVRPC based upon the adopted two step evaluation process.

StcrJ One

Previously approved projects (in current TIP) are advanced directly [o Step Two if a non-federal
share financial commitment is received and there is no apparent inconsis~ency with the Project
Pro~ramming Guidelines (See Sec[ion II). All po[cntial ncw projcc[s mus[ meet all of the
I“ollo\ving prc-scrccning cri[cria.

● Project is consistent with Regional Transportation Plan, Regional Bikcway Corridor Plan,
or o[hcr regional plans or programs. The RTP and Bikcway Plan arc. currently being
updated with the current schedule calling for the adoption by October, 1993. In the

interim, currently consistent projects are accep[ablc pending final evaluation as an
increment of the RTP. Small projec[s, which may no[ be shown in the plan, are required
[o be consistent with RTP policies.

* Project is consistent with one of the required managemen[ sys[ems (congestion, pavcmen[,

safety, bridge, public transportation and in[ermodal).

● Highway projec[s which will increase Lhecapacity of roadway for single occupant

vehicles must be consistent wi[h Lhc ISTEA required Congcs Lion Managcmcn L

Sys[em (CMS). The CMS will bc developed when final rcgula[ions arc rclcascd.
During the interim, capaciLy expansion projects consisLcnl with current TSM
corridor plans or those incorporating projccL lCVCINEPA analysis which include
fuli examination of al[CrnaLivC Operational sKatcgics arc ucccp[ablc.

e Project is consistcn[ wiLh one of LheISTEA emphasis areas on comprchcnsivc approtichcs
Lo So]ving LransportaLion
con~cs[ion reduction,

problems, wh-ich include main[cnancc and improved cflicicncy,
COOrdiflatiOIf Of LranspomLion and land usc planning,
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implementation of federal transportation
economically efticient improvements.

Step Two

If [he project meets the screening test it is initially
funding category (See .Attachment E), then evaluated

control measures, and low cost operation or

Maintain/Preserve the Regional transportation

assigned to the most appropriate ISTEA
and ranked using the following cri[eria.

network
● Preserve existing t~ansportation facilities
● Maintain current operation or safety standard

Improve efficiency and effectiveness of Regional transportation network
● Relieve current congestion or expected to prevent future congestion
. Reduce [raffic through transportation demand reduction mechanisms
● Promote alternative transportation modes

Improve air quality, reduce energy use, enhance implementation of ADA, or implement
enhancement improvement

Regional Transportation System expansion and/or enhanced mobili[y (Support for such
projecLs must be demonstrated in an established regional pIanning document such as [he
Regional Transportation Plan - based on current or projected demand)
. Roadways
. Transit
. BicycldPedestrian Facilities
● Intermodal Facilities
● Corridor Preservation

Once this draft analysis is completed, some projects may then be reassigned to another ISTEA
funding category. A final analysis would then be comple[ed based upon the above criteria. In
order to assure timely obligation of ISTEA funds, annual programming priority will be
determined based upon funding rank (See Step 2) and anticipated date of expenditure.
Appendix F - TIP Development Process provides a graphic overview or flow chart of [he above
described process. .

v. SUMMARY

LMVRPC’S ISTEA PROGRAM POLICIES AND PROCEDURES s[atcs the general pmcticcs of
the MVRPC Transportation Commit[cc regarding programming PrOjCCLS wi[h federal funds. The
policies and procedures will enable communities [o evaluate projcc[s for ISTEA funding
eligibility prior to submittal to MVRPC. They also provide a means of continuously monimring

[hc program so [hat only projects which arc actively pursued will ultima[cly rcccivc federal funds.
Exccp[ions to these general policies and procedures will be considered on a case by case t-msis.

- --
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?!! Memorandum
us. De$Xlrlmm
Of Tmn~ . ..-

I%5eruf Hlghwuy
. .

Administmtkm

~FORMATION: Guidance Update on the Congestion Dale

Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) Program

Reoly:9
~sociate Administrator for Program Development A[!n01
Associate Administrator for Planning

Regional Federal Transit Administrators
Regional Federal Highway Administrators
Federal Lands Highway Program Administrator

. . ~
....’

On July 13, 1995, revised guidance was issued on the CM.AQ program in response to comments
from our customers expressed during the 1994 program review and earlier roundtable discussions
of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA). The passage on November 28,
1995, of the National Highway System Designation Act (NHS legislation) brought several
additional changes to the CM.AQ Program. The attached Guidance Update incorporates the .
following changes:

9 The distribution. factors used to apportion funds each State receives under the CiMAQ

program for FY 1996 and FY 1997 are frozen to reflect the nonattainrnent area status in
FY 1994 including any changes that occurred during that year;

● Funding for maintenance areas, formerly limited to a 2-year transition period, is now

allowable under the FE-IS legislation without a time limitation; and

● The attainment deadline restriction which required that some aspect of a project must be
operational prior to the area’s attainment date has been eliminated since CMAQ eligibility
has been extended to.the maintenance period. Nevertheless, the guidance encourages

nonattainrnent areas to consider those projects that will help them attain the standards by
the appropriate attainment dates.

The NFIS legislation also made other changes to the CIMAQ program regarding the eligibility of
traffic monitoring management, and control facilities or programs (see Section ILI.A.5, the use of
private donations as matching finds (see Section 111.B.6), and the Federal share for bicycle and

pedestrian projects (see Section W. C).

The pt-imaq purpose of the CMAQ program remains the same: tO find pro]ects and ProlVamsJ
‘whether in nonattainment or maintenance areas, which reduce transportation related emissions.

The significant flexibility which resulted from the Revised Guidance of July 13, 1995, remains,

including continuing support of outreach activities and encouraging experimental pilot projects.

.
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If you have any questions on the CMAQ program or this guidance, please contact Mike Savonis of

R-WA at (202) 366-2080 or Abbe Marner of FTA at (202) 366-0096.

L2JGLL=U,.LL
Charlotte M. Adarns
FederaJ Transit Administration Federal M“ghway Adm”nkration

.4ttachrnent

--
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L Introduction
?.-.--.

AS established under the lntermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA), the CiMAQ
Progrzm was designed to substantiality expand the focus and purpose of Federal transportation
fiJnding assistance to include air quality improvement as a specific objective. These finds are to
assist areas designated as nonattainment and maintenance under the Clean Air Act Amendments
(CAM) of 1990 to achieve healthfil levels of air quality by funding transpoflation projects and
programs. Six billion dollars is authorized under the program, and apportionments totaling
S 1 billion are made each year to the States between 1992 and 1997. The first CM.AQ
apportionment was made in December 1991, and the last will not lapse until the end of fiscal year
(FY) 2000.

The CMAQ program has reached mature spending rates, and States have obligated these funds at
levels comparable to other. more familiar Federal finding programs, growing to 99 percent in
FY 1995. In 1994, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Federal Transit
Administration (FTA). and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) conducted an extensive
review of the CMAQ program with the stated purpose of improving efllciency of program

delivery and determining how to better achieve the program’s goals. This revised guidance was
originally issued as a result of that review process in an effort to be as responsive as possible to
i;~e States, local governments, project sponsors, and other stakeholders in the program.

Additional changes have been made as a result of the National Highway System Designation Act
of 1995 (NT-IS legislation). Additional copies of this revised guidance are available from the

FWA Hotline at (202) 366-2069. The’provisi~ns contained herein are effective immediately and

supersede ail previous guidance, including all questions and answers and policy memoranda issued
to date.

1
--
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II. Pro~ram Purpose

The original purpose of the CMAQ program was to find transportation projects or programs that
will contribute to attainment ofa national ambient air quality standard (NAAQS), primarily for

ozone and carbon monoxide (CO). The NH.S legislation expands eligibility to areas that were
designated as nonattainment under the CAAA of 1990 but were since redesignated to attainment

status by EPA (referred to as “maintenance areas” (see Section 111.B.4)). Nonetheless, the
CiMAQ Program’s primary purpose is to tind improvement projects that will assist
nonattainment and maintenance areas to reduce transportation emissions rather than maintain the
existing transportation networks.

States with areas which are designated as nonattainment for ozone or CO must use their CiVL4Q
tinds in their nonattainment or maintenance areas. States with a maintenance area and no
nonattainment area should give the air quality needs of the maintenance areas first priority (see
Section 111.B.4). A State may also use its ChfAQ finds in any ofi[s particulate matter (PM-1O)
nonattainment or maintenance areas, if the requirements below are met. This and all subsequent
mention of nonattainment status contained in this guidance refers to those areas classified as
marginal or worse for “ozone, and moderate or worse for CO or P\l-10 under the CAAA of 1990.

Funding under the CMAQ program may not be used in areas that are designated as nonattainmen[

by operation of law prior to enactment of the CAAA of 1990. These include but are not limited
[o the ozone “transitional, ” “submarginal.”’ and “incomplete data” areas and the CO “not
classified” areas.

S[ates with ozone or CO nonattainmen[ ol maintenance areas, but wishing [o use CMAQ finds in
P\l- 10 nonattainment or maintenance ~re~s. must meet the following requirements.

● the. State must consult with, and con~lder [he views of, the metropolitan planning organizations
(?JPOS) in all”nonattainrnent and [n~l!i[cnance areas within the State before programming

CJI.AQ finds for a PM-10 project l“h,- S[ate must obtain the concurrence only of the IWO in
whosejurisdiction the project is to bc Illlplcmented.

● also, the EPA regional ofllce must oyrc”c[hfit [he proposed use of CMAQ finds for PM- 10

projects or programs will not detrac[ t“r(!l~l{~rdelay efforts to attain the ozone or CO standards

The CMAQ provisions in ISTEA recosnize c~z(lneand CO as the primary transportation
pollutants. The requirements listed above t/111 enwtre proper consideration of the views of the
a9encie5 chargedwithcontrollingtranspo~a[lorlemissions of ozone precursors, CO, and PIM-10.

especially their views on Ihe most efFective (!SVot”[r~nsportation funds in achieving the NAAQS.
The CMAQ eligibility of PM-10 projects \vill nll[ nt~ect a State’s ~MAQ apportionment, but has
[he potential to spread the limited CMAQ funds 11.er a gre~e r number ofnonattainment and

D-15 “
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maintenance areas within the State. Examples ofeiigible P“oje.:s and programs in a PLM-10

nonattainment or maintenance area, if the above requirements are met, are paving dirt roads,

diesel bus replacements, and purchase of more effective street-sweeping equipment.

These requirements apply only to projects and programs whose sole justification for CM.AQ
eligibility is the reduction in PM- 10 emissions. In an area which is nonattainment or maintenance
for both Pfif - 10 and one of the other pollutants, projects which reduce emissions of CO or ozone
precursors in addition to reducing PM- [0 emissions are not subject to these additional
requirements.

Congress did not intend CMAQ finding to be the only source of finds to reduce congestion and
improve air quality. Other funds under the Surface Transponation Program (STP) or FTA’s
capital assistance programs, for example, may be used for this purpose as well. Furthermore, the

greatest air quality benefit will accrue not solely from Federal funds but from a partnership of
Federal, State and local efforts.

HI. Project Eli~ibility

in g,eneral, all projects and programs eligible for CMAQ funds must come from a conforming

tra,lsponation plan and transpoflation improvement program (TIP), and be consistent with the “
conformity provisions contained in Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act. Projects also need to
complete the National Environmental Policy Act @EPA) requirements and be included in the
appropriate statewide program, and meet basic eligibility requirements for finding under Titles 23
and 49 of the United States Code.

‘rranspo~a[ion projec[s and programs are e]igible for CM.AQ program funds only if they meet

ce~ain cri[eria spelled out in the ISTEA as amended. The CMAQ provisions in Title 23,

Section 149 as amended by the NHS Iegisla[ion are attached (see Attachment 1). In determining

project eligibility under these criteria, priority should be given to implementing those projects and
programs that are included in an approved State implementation plan (SIT) as a transportation
control measure (TCM) and will have air quality benefits. The activity must be eligible under the
law and this guidance, even if it is inclu~led as a TCM in a SIP, before CMAQ finds maybe used

[“orit. Any reference to improving air qu~ti[y contained in this guidance means reducing ozone

precursors in ozone areas, CO emissions in CO areas or, inapplicable, transportation-rela[ed

PM- 10 pollution in PM-10 areas, whe[her [hese areas are designated as nonattainment or
maintenance.

in cases where specific guidance is not provided . ti[her below or in other communications. the

following should guide CMAQ eligibility decisions

4
--
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Capituf Investment: Federal contributio:ls to air quality im~iovements under the CMAQ

program should be used for establishment of new or expanded transpotiation projects and
programs to reduce emissions. In most cases this is likely to be capital investment in
transpoflation irdi-astructure or establishment of a new demand management strategy or other

program.

Opera2hzgAssistance: There are several general conditions which must be met in order for
any type of operating assistance to be eligible under the CMAQ program. These apply equally to
trm%c flow improvements, transit, ridesharing, bicycle and pedestrian programs, inspection and
maintenance (I/M) programs, travel demand management (TDM) measures and any other project
fiinded under the CMAQ program and not covered elsewhere in this guidance.

e operating assistance is limited to new or expanded semices.

● in extending the CMAQ funds to operating assistance, the intent is to help stafi up viable
new services which have air quality benefits and eventually will be able to cover their costs
[o the maximum extent possible. Other established finding sources should supplement and
ultimately supplant CMAQ operating assistance. Thus, CMAQ finds must be used in
combination with usual fares or user fees (or reasonable fares/fees in the absence of an
established fare/fee).

* operating assistance under the C\f.AQ program is limited to 3 years, except as noted
e;sewhere in this guidance.

Emission Reductions: The proposal for funding must be expected to result in tangible
re?uc:ions in CO and ozone precursor emissions (and under certain conditions PM-10 pollution)
‘~b,;scan be demonstrated by the assessment of anticipated emission reductions that is required
under [his guidance for most projects. The FHWA and FTA strongly encourage State and local
go~;ernments to use CMAQ finds for [heir primary purpose under the ISTEA: to assist

non~:tainment and maintenance areas [o reduce transportation-related emissions.

~l~blic GOOd Finally, the proposal ttir tilnding should be for the good of the general public.
)~:~,:~ethe transPoflation semice may be !Ocused on a specificarea,CM.4Q finds can be used for

services which benefit a specific entity, jlich as a major employer, only for short trial periods to
[~jtthe viability of the program or project Public-private partnerships, however, are allowed ifa

project will benefit both the public and elements of the private sector (see Section 111.A. 13).

.4. Previously Eligible Activities

TiI,ekinds of activities that have been, and con[inue to be, eligible for CM.4Q funds are described

bel~ V, [ogether with any restrictions. Al p;ssible requests for funding are not covered; instead
[hi.; section provides particular cases where ~uidance can be given and rules of thumb applied to
assist decisions regarding CMAQ eligibility.

;
---
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i. Transportation Activities in an ~D t)roved SIP or kfaintenance Plan: Transponation
activities in approved SIPS and maintenance plans are likely to be eligible activities and, if SO,

must be given the highest priority for CLIAQ finding. Their air quality benefits will generally
have already been documented. If not, such documentation is necessary before CMAQ
finding can be approved. Further, the transportation activity must contribute to the specific
emission reductions necessary to bring the area into attainment.

7 Transportation Control Measures: The TCMS included in Section lo of the-.

CAAA of 1990 are the kinds of projects intended by the ISTEA for ChL-lQ finding, and
generally satisfi the eligibility criteria. As above, and consistent with the statute, air quality

benefits for TCiMs must be determined and documented before a project can be considered
eligible. Two of the CAM TCMS, however. are specifically excluded from the CMAQ

program by the ISTEA legislation. They are: xii - reducing emissions from extreme cold-start
conditions, and xvi - programs to encourage removal of pre- 1980 vehicles. Eligible TCMS are
listed below as they appear in Section 103.

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)

(vii)

(viii)

(ix)

(X)

(xi)

(xii)

(xiii)
(xiv)

programs for improved public transit;
restriction of certain roads or lanes to, or constmction of such roads or lanes for use

by, passenger buses or high-occupancy vehicles (HOV);
employer-based tra~sportation management plans. including incentives;
trip-reduction ordinances;
traffic flow improvement programs that achieve emission reductions;

fringe and transpoflation corridor parking facilities sewing multiple-occupancy vehicle
programs or transit sewice:

programs to limit or restrict ~ehicle use in downtown areas or other areas of emission
concentration pa~icular[y during periods of peak use;

programs for the provision of all form; ofhigh-occupancy, shared-ride services:

programs to limit portions ofrofid surfaces or certain sections of the metropolitan area
to the use of non-motorized vehicles or pedestrian use, both as to time and place:

programs for secure bicycle storage facilities and other facilities, including bicycle
lanes, for the convenience and projection of bicyclists, in both public and private areas;

programs to control extended idling of vehicles;

EXCLUDED BY !STEA:
employer-sponsored programs [o permit flexible work schedules;

programs and ordinances to facili[a[e non-automobile travel, provision and utilization

of mass transit, and to generally reduce the need for single-occupant vehicle travel. as
part of transportation planning and development efforts ofa locality, including

programs and ordinances applicable [o new shopping centers, special events, and other
centers of vehicle activity;

D-18 ‘
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(xv) programs for new construction and major reconstmctions of paths, tracks or areas

solely for the use by pedestrian or other non-motorized means of transportation when

economically feasible and in the public interest. For purposes of this clause. the
Administrator shall also consult with the Secretary of the Interior.

(xvi) EXCLUDED BY ISTEA.

3. Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities and Prom-ams: Bicycle and pedestrian facilities and

programs are included as a TCM in Section 108 of the CAAA (ix, x. xiv, and xv above). In
addition, the ISTEA makes specific mention of the eligibility of bicycle and pedestrian

facilities and programs under CMAQ (~ 23 U.S. C. 217 (a)(d)). Included as eligible projects
are:

● constmction of bicycle and pedestrian facilities,
● nonconstruction projects related to safe bicycle use, and
● establishment and finding of State bicycle/pedestrian coordinator positions, as

established in the ISTEA, for promoting and facilitating the increased use of non-
motorized modes oftranspoflation. This includes public education, promotional, and
safety programs for using such facilities.

4. Management and Monitoring .Svstems: The ISTEA required that 6 management systems “

be developed, established, and implemented by the States (see 23 U.S. C. 303(a)). The NHS
legislation now makes these management systems optional. However, 23 U.S.C. 134(i)(3)
still requires that the metropolitan planning process in all Transportation iManagement Areas
(metropolitan areas of200,000 or more in population) include a congestion management

system, [n addition, States are required to develop and implement a traillc monitoring system
for highways and public transportation facilities and equipment (see 23 U. SC. 303(b)).

Projects to develop, establish, and implement these management systems and the tratilc
monitoring system, whether under the provisions of23 U,S,C, 303 or under a State’s own

procedures, remain eligible for C\lAQ funds where it can be demonstrated that such use is
likely to reduce transportation rela[ed emissions.

5. Trnfflc Management/Congestion Relief Str;ltegies: Tral%c management and congestion
relief strategies in both the highway and [ransit fields are eligible for CMAQ finding as CAW

Section 108(f) TCMS provided that they can be shown to improve air quality. In addition to

traffic signal modernization projects designed to improve traffic flow within a corridor or
throughout an area like an urban central business district, intelligent transportation

infrastmcture (ITI) traffic management and traveler information systems can be effective in
reducing traffic cong&tion, enhancing [ransi[ bus performance and improving air quality. A

program of nine components has been identified as a framework for integrating and deploying
ITI in metropolitan areas of all sizes. The following se’-v components of the ITI have the
greatest potential for improving air quality

7
---
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● regional multimodal traveler information center
● trafiic signal control systems
● freeway management systems
● transit management systems
● incident management programs
a electronic fare payment systems
● electronic toll collection systems

While interconnected trafllc signal control sys:ems and freeway management systems have
been remgnized for their air quality improvement benefits, other user services like electronic
fare and toll collection systems can be usetil in reducing or eliminating air quality “hot spots”.

[individually, these core infrastructure elements can reduce emissions and therefore qualifi for
CXIAQ finding. However, when linked together in a system, their benefits are likely to be

greater.

In recognition of the air quality benefits to be derived from the eficient and effective

operation and maintenance of advance transportation management and traveler information
systems. operating expenses are eligible for CiMAQ finding, where:

● they can be shown to have air quality benefits;
● [he expenses are incurred from new or additional semices; and
● previous finding mechanisms, such as fees for services. are not displaced.

The lSTEA requires that CNIAQ tinded projects contribute to the attainment ofa national
ambient air qualitv standard. Therefore. it must be found that these operating costs are.
necessary for the overall system to contribute to attairiment of an ar,lbient air quali~y standard.

The Fl+V.A/FTA, atler consultation ~vi[h EPA, is empowered to make this finding on a case
by case basis. Funhermore, it is reas:~nable to assume that. after several years, a
transportation semice may no longer be considered to be an air quality improvement project.
but that it has become a part of [he ~“~i~[ingtransportation network. Hence, FHWA and FTA
field offices are advised to use the ctln>ulra[ion process with EP,A to make a determination
that operating assistance for traflic Ill:]nayement and control will assist in the attainment of an
air quality siandard, particularly t~~r~lr~~pc~sals to extend [his assistance beyond an initial 3-year

period of eligibility.

6. Transit Proiects: Improved public [r~l]..l[ Ij one of the TCMS identified in Section 10S of the

Ci+l. A wide range of capital improvelncn[~ are eligible for CMAQ finding as described
below. In general, CMAQ eligibility is Jc[er’nined on the basis of whether or not the project
represents an expansion or enhancement ~lt”[ransit service, If the capital project is clearly a

system/service expansion, it is eligible. III( is a reconstruction or rehabilitation of an existing
facility, it is not eligible and the project sp~~nsor should pursue other finding sources, such as
the Section 9 formula grant program or [heSllrfaC~ Transport,ition i)rogram. There will be

“:ray” areas: for e~ample, a major recons[nlc[ion of an old, undemti[ized railroad terminal

3
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might be done in conjunction with new park-and-ride ~acilil~+sand a restructuring of bus
routes to enhance transit service. [n such cases. the eligibility determination by FTA will

focus on whether it is reasonable to expect a significant gain in ridership due to the project,

Traruitfacifities-Eligible capital projects include such facilities as new stations, tetinals,

transit centers. transit malls, interrnodal transfer facilities, and preferential treatment for
buses/HOVs on existing roads. Consistent with previous policy, park-and-ride facilities
located adjacent to a transit stop are eligible, although in a CO or PM-10 nonattainment or
maintenance area, air quality analysis may be required to demonstrate that no localized
“hot-spot” violations wiil occur. Major new fixed-guideway and bus/HOV facilities and

extensions to existing facilities are also eligible.

Transitvehiclesantieqliipme)l[-:4ewbuses, vans, locomotives and rail cars to expand the

fleet and augment semice are eligible. One-for-one vehicle replacements of the existing bus,
rail or van fleet are eligible, although the caveat in previous guidance still applies: that is,

CLMAQ finding for bus replacements in PM-10 nonattainment and maintenance areas is
clearly justified, whereas bus replacements in CO and ozone nonattainment and maintenance
areas will provide much smaller air quality benefits with respect to the pollutants ofconcem.
Purchase of new buses, as well as refieling infrastmcture, dedicated to alternative fiels is
eligible notwithstanding the conditions in Section 111.A.9. Automobiles used solely by the .
transit agency are not eligible.

Determining the eligibility oftransit-related equipment will be handled on a case-by-case basis.
Major system-wide upgrades, such as advanced signal and communications systems which

improve speed and/or reliability of!ransit semice will likely be eligible, whereas in-kind
replacements will not be. Again. the guideline is whether or not the equipment can reasonably

be expected to enhance semice and generate additional ridership.

Transi[-as.sociaftiddevefopmvtt[-This includes various types of retail and other sewices

located in or very close to transit facilities. They offer convenience for the transit patron but
are not required for the functioning ()!’the system. [n general, transit-associated development
is not eligible under the CiMAQ Program Child-care centers located adjacent to a major

transit stop have been proposed in [he past as ber!eficidi to air quality. This type of use could
now be finded as an experimental pilo[ project.

Trarlsitoperations-Operating assistance under the CMAQ Program is limited to the

introduction of new transit services. Examples are: shuttle service feeding a station; circulator

service within an activity center; or fixed-route service linking activity centers. Minor
adjustments in existing routes and service schedules do not constitute new service. The intent

is to support demonstrations of new transi[ or paratransit set-vice to try to tap new markets
and increase transit use. Service demonstrations will usually involve buses or vans since the

s~rvice should be relatively low-cost and efisily [erminated if sufficient ridership is not
achieved. The 3-year period of finding assistance should be long enough to assess whether
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the service is worth continuing with othe~ established sources of finding. While there is no
requirement that the new service be implemented in conjunction with TDM measures. project

sponsors are encouraged to do this.

Operating assistance under the CMAQ program can also be used for the stafi-up of new major
infrastmcture projects. such as new rail lines or bus/HOV facilities and extensions to existing
systems. However, CMAQ finds cannot replace previously committed funding from other
sources to support operations. e.g.. local financing plans for operations contained in Federal
fill-funding grant agreements for major investment projects. Under the CMAQ program,
operating assistance for cew transit sewices will be finded at an 80 percent Federal share.
The Federal share applies only to the portion of operating costs not covered by fare revenue
or fees for service.

[n addition to operating assistance for new transit sewice, this guidance also allows partial,
short-term subsidies of transitiparatransit fares as a means of encouraging transit use. This is
subject to the conditions set out in Section 111.B.7. Proposals such as reduced fare programs
during periods of elevated ozone levels (so-called “ozone alerts”) and discounted transit

passes targeted at specific groups or locations may now be eligible if these conditions are met

7. Hi~hwav and Transit Maintenance and Reconstruction Proiects: Routine maintenance .
projects are ineligible for CMAQ finding. Routine maintenance and rehabilitation on existing
facilities maintains the existing levels of highway and transit service, arid therefore maintains
existing ambient air quality levels. Thus, no progress is made toward achieving the NAAQS.
Rehabilitation projects only serve to bring existing facilities back to acceptable levels of
semice, Other finding sources, like the STP and Section 9 formula grant programs, exist for
reconstruction, rehabilitation and maintenance activities. Replacement-in-kind of track or

other equipment, reconstruction of bridges, s[ations and other facilities, and repaving or
repairing roads are ineligible.

8. Planninu and Proiect Development .Activities: project planning or other development
activities that lead directly to cons~ruc(ion of facilities or new services and programs with air

quality benefits, such as preliminary engineering or major investment studies for
transportatiordair quality projects. are cliyible. This includes studies for the preparation of
environmental or NEPA documents and related transpoflationlair quality project development

activities. Project development studies \\ould include planning directly related to a TCM or

feasibility/developments] studies for any other eligible project or program. In the event that

air quality monitoring is necessary to determine the air quality impacts of a proposed project,
which is eligib[e for CMAQ finding, the COSIS of(hat monitoring are also eligible.

General planning activities, such as economic or demographic studies, that do not directly
propose or support a transportation/air qunlity project are too far removed from project
development to ensure any emission reductions ~nd are not eligible for finding. Funding for

Io
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9.

preparation of NEPA or other environmental documents that are not related to a
transportation project to improve air quality is also ineligible. Such activities should be
finded with other appropriate Title 23 or Federal Transit Act funds.

Region- or area-wide air quality monitoring is not eligible because such projects do not
themselves yield air quality improvements nor do they lead directly to projects that would
yield air quality benefits. Air quality monitoring is normally a State air quality agency
responsibility which is fimded under Section 105 of the Clean Air Act. If the MPO or State
chooses, air quality monitoring could also be fitnded as a transportation planning activity and
appropriate Title 23 funds used. However. it should be noted that regional air quality

monitoring is subject to EPA guidance on siting and quality assurance.

Alternative Fuels: In general, the conversion of individual conventionally-powered vehicles
to alternative fiels is not eligible under the CMAQ Program. However, the conversion or
replacement ofcentrally-tieled fleets to alternative fiels is eligible provided that the fleet is
publicly owned (or [eased) --such as city or State vehicle fleets--and one of the following
conditions is met:

● the fleet conversion is in response to a specific requirement in the C,&A.+ e.g. the clean
be! vehicle program required of ’’serious” and worse ozone nonattainment areas, or “

● the fleet conversion is specifically identified in the SIP as part of the emissions reduction

strate=~ of a nonattainment area or in the maintenance plan for purposes of maintaining
the air quality standards.

Sa[is@ing these conditions assures that the alternative fuel conversion is aimed primarily at air
quality improvement and firther requires that these projects be given the highest finding
priority. There is one exception-- replacement ofa standard size, conventionally -fheled transit

bus with a new, dedicated alternative fuel vehicle is eligible under the transit provisions of this
guidance and does not have to meet these requirements. Conversions of existing transit buses

to alternative fhels and replacements with new dual be! vehicles must be included in the SIP

or maintenance plan to be eligible for (’MAQ filnding. As with all CklAQ proposals, it must

be demonstrated that the proposed tleet conversion is effective in reducing the specific

pollutant(s) causing the air quality viola[ion

The establishment ofon-site fueling facilities and other infrastructure needed to fill altemative-
tiel vehicles are also eligible expenses under the above conditions. This means that the
vehicles and facility must be publicly owned (or leased) and that the use of altemative-fiel

vehicles must be either required under the CAAA or in the SIP or maintenance plan, with one
exception, [fprivate filling stations, that are reasonably accessible and convenient, exist to

iiel the altemative-fiel vehicles, then CMAQ finds ma~ not be used to find publicly -o”wned
fueling stations. Such an activity would interfere with prl~ace enterprise. and needlessly use
transportatiordair quality fi.jnds for services duplicated in the area.

.--’ [!
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10. Telecommutin g: The DOT supports the establishmct O; [elecommuting programs.
Planning, technical and feasibility studies, training, coordination and promotion are eligible
activities under CMAQ. Physical establishment oftelecommuting centers, computer and

otilce equipment purchases and related activities are not eligible. Such activities are not
typically transportation projects and funding them would not meet the requirements in the
ISTE.A.

11. Travel Demand Management: Travel demand management encompasses a diverse set of

activities ranging from traditional carpool and vanpool programs to more innovative parking
management and road pricing measures. Many of these measures are specifically referenced
in the legislation creating the CMAQ program. Travel demand management projects meeting
the basic eligibility requirements of the Federal Highway and Transit programs have always

been eligible for CMAQ finding. Eligible activities include: market research and planing in
support of TDM implementation; capital expenses required to implement TDM measures;
operating assistance to administer and manage TDhf programs for up to 3 years; as well as
marketing and public education efforts to suppon and bolster TDM measures (see also
Sections 111.B. 1-3).

Experience to date suggests that new transpoflation sewice has the greatest chance of
success if offered along with complementary measures which discourage single-occupant “
vehicle use, such as parking restrictions or differential parking fees. Several provisions in

ISTEA require metropolitan areas to consider TDiM measures in the planning process and
[his guidance seeks to encourage their development and implementation.

12. Intermodal FreiEht: The CMAQ finds have been. and may continue to be, used for
improved intermodal freight facilities \vhere air quality benefits can be shown. Capital
improvements as well as operating assistance meeting the conditions ofttis guidance are
eligible. In that many intermodal freight facilities include private sector businesses, several of
the proposals that have been funded have been under pubhc-private partnerships.

13. Public/Private Initiatives: The C\t,4Q program may be used to fund projects or programs

that are owned, operatrd or under [he primary control of the public sector, including public/
private joint ventures. A State may llSt? CiMAQ finds for initiatives that are privately owned

and/or operated, including efforts developed and implemented by Transportation
\fanagement Associations, as long as the activity is one which: ( 1) normally is a public

sector responsibility (such as facility development for enhanced I/M programs), (2) private
ownership or operation is shown to be cost-: Kective, and (3) the State is responsible for

protecting the public interest and public investment inherent in the use of Federal funds.
.

Activities which are the mandated responsibility of the private sector under the Clean Air
Act, such as vapor recovery systems at gas stations, are not eligible. Implementation of
employer trip reduction programs is also a private responsibliity, bl. t general program

12. .
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15.

B.

1.

(

assistance to employers to help them plan and promote thi%e programs is eligible. Further

assistance to support trip reduction programs in the form of new public transpotiation

semices is also eligible as outlined in Section HI. A.6.

Other Eligible Transportation Proiects and Pro~rams: Other transportation projects and
programs, even if they are not included underone of the categories above may also be fimded
under CMAQ. Innovative activities based on promising technologies and feasible approaches
to improve air quality will also be considered for finding. This would include such ventures
as new efforts to identi@ and curtail the emissions of gross emitters, planning and
development of parking management programs, and preferential treatment for high-

occupancy vehicles. Like all proposals, the State must provide documentation of air quality
benefits, and FTALFHW~ in consultation with EPA, must be satisfied that the project or
program will help attain a NAAQS.

Limitation on Construction of Single-Occupant Vehicle Capaci ty: Construction projects
which will add new capacity for single-occupant vehicles are not eligible under this program

unless the project consists ofa HOV facility that is only available to single-occupant vehicles

(SOV) at off-peak travel times. For purposes of this program, constmction of added
capacity for single-occupant vehicles means the addition of general purpose through lanes to
an existing facility, which are not HOV lanes. or a highway on new location.

%ewly Eligible Activities

Outreach Activities: Outreach activities. such as public education on transportation and air
quality, advertising of transportation alternatives to SOV travel, and technical assistance to
:mployers or other outreach activities for Employee Commute Option program

mplementation have been, and continue [o be. eligible for CMAQ finds. The previous
~l!owing up to z years Of CIMAQ filn(l;ng for these activities has been changed. NOW,

]utreach activities may be tinded under [he C&l.AQ program for an indefinite period.

policy

)utreach activities differ fbridamen[.illv from the establishment of transportation sewices.
rhey are communication services [h,il :ire critical to successful implementation of
ranspo~ation measures, especially J~’ln;\nd management measures. As such, they reach new

wdiences each time they are implenlcn[cxi. and [he restriction on the length of time they may
]e linded seems contrary to one of [he program’s goals of effecting behavioral changes to
“educe transportation emissions. Ou[rc:lch ~c[ivities may be employed for a wide variety of

ranspoflation services. They may eql,:lllv atlkc[ new and existing transit, shared ride, I/M.
rafllc management and control, bicycle and pedestrian, and other transportation services..

II--
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s.

LMarketing programs to increase use of trar.spotiation alternatives to SOV travel and public

education campaigns involving the linkage between transportation and air quality are eligible
operating expenses. Transit “stores” selling fare media and dispensing route and schedule
information which occupy leased space are also eligible. These activities are not subject to the
3-year limit.

Based on information from the 1994 program review, there appears to be a great need to
educate the public on the impacts of their travel behavior. States and ?vfPOs are encouraged
to give due consideration m outreach activities in the programming of their CMAQ
apportionments.

~ Rideshare Protwams: Previous guidance restricted eligibility to the implementation of new-.

or expanded services. Rideshare services consist ofcarpool and vanpool programs. and
important activities of these programs are computer matching of individuals seeking to

carpoo! and employer outreach to establish rideshare programs and meet Clean Air Act
requirements. These are outreach activities even if they are part of an existing rideshare

program and are now eligible for CLI.AQ finding under the same rationale as above.

New cr expanded rideshare programs, such as new locations for matching services, upgrades

for computer matching software, etc. continue to be eligible and may be funded for an .
indefinite period of time.

Many expenses related to vanpooling are different from the above activities, and a distinction

needs to be drawn from the above policy. Unlike carpool matching services the
implementation ofa vanpool operation entails purchasing vehicles and providing a
transportation sewice. These activities are not communication serwices and not different from

other transportation services. Therefore. proposals for vanpool activities such as these must
be for new or expanded service to be eligible and are subject to the 3-year limitation on
operating costs.

Under the CMAQ program, the purchase price ofa publicly-owned vehicle for a vanpool
sewice does not have to be paid back [o [he Federal Government. Requiring payback would
place an additional constraint to wider ilnplementation and usage of rideshare programs.
Nonetheless, CMAQ finds should no[ be used to develop vanpool sewices that would be in

direct competition with and impede priyfi[e sector initiatives. Consistent with the
metropolitan planning regulation of Oc[ober 29. 1993 (23 CFR 450.300), States and MYOs

should consult with the private sector pril~r to using CMAQ finds to purchase vans, and if
local private firms have definite plans to provi(le adequate vanpool service, CMAQ finds

should not be used to supplant that semice

3. Establishing/Contracting with TNIAs Transportation Management Associations (T\lAs)

are comprised of private individuals or firms who organize to address the transportation issues
in their immediate locale. Previous guidance allowed the funding of transportation projects

l-l
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5.

generated by TMAs ifair quality benefits were demonstrated but did not allow finding for the
ll&4 itself This guidance now allows the use of CMAQ finds for the establishment of
TiMAs. Eligible expenses for reimbursement are associated start-up costs for up to 3 years.
As with previous guidance, the TMA must still be sponsored by a public agency, and the State

(or other public agency) is still ultimately responsible for ensuring that finds are appropriately
used to meet CMAQ program objectives.

During the program review, representatives from seyeral States felt that existing policy
prevented them from contracting with TMAs to provide services and develop projects that

have air quality benefits. The TMAs can play a useful role in brokering transportation services
to private employers, and this guidance clarifies that CIM.~Q finds may be used to contract “
with TMAs for this purpose, including coordinating rideshare programs, providing shuttle

sewices, developing parking management programs. etc. Sutilcient care must be taken to
specifi the goals and deliverables before granting the use of C.M.4Q finds for this activity.

LMaintenance Areas: Under the M-?S legislation, CMAQ finds may now be obligated for
projects in maintenance areas, thereby IiRing the 2-year limitation contained in the previous
program guidance of July 13, 1995. CMAQ finds may be used to reduce transportation-
related emissions in maintenance areas as well as nonattainment areas within a State with no
time limit. C;dAQ finds cannot be used for projects in areas designated as “transitional, ” .
“submarginal, ” or “incompie~ data” nonatrainment areas for ozone or in “not classified”
nonattainment areas for carbon monoxide.

If a State has a maintenance area and no nonattainment areas, the air quality needs of the
maintenance area should be given first priority. Since the existence of maintenance areas was
taken into account when the NHS legislation froze the distribution factors at FY 1994 levels,
it is clear that the intent of the change was to continue to provide finding for projects which

reduce transportation emissions. Before using CMAQ finds elsewhere, a State must show

that the maintenance area status is not endangered by the shift oftinds. This can be done by

demonstrating to FHW~ FTA, and EP.4 that the decision was made in consultation with the
affected MPO along with an examirm[ion of the maintenance plan for CMAQ needs. A State

could make a case for “continued m~intenance of the standard,” for example, if it can be
shown that any transportation activities contained in the mairltenance plan have sufficient
funding commitments to carry out such activities without the use of CIMAQ finds.

Exoansion of I/M Eli~ibilitv: Emission 1~1 programs show strong potential for improving
air quality and related activities are cos[-etYec[ive uses of CMAQ finds. Recognizing this,
FHWWFTA’S previous policy indicated tha[ construction of facilities and purchase of

equipment for I/M stations in test-only networks were eligible. Projects necessary for the
development of these I/M programs and one-[ime start-up activities, such as updating quality
assurance software or developing a mechanic training curriculum, were also described as

eligible activities, Operating expenses were also c!e[ermll.eu :: be eligib!e for CMAQ finding
subject to the general conditions applying [o all new transportation services. Specifically. the
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I_/Nfprogram must constitute new or additional efforts; existing find,ing (including inspection

fees) should not be displaced, and operating expenses were only eligible for 2, now expanded
to 2, years.

When implemented, the policy to allow expenditures for the establishment of I/M programs
was in line with EPA’s rationale that test-only [W programs are the most effective way to
realize emission reductions. Hence the policy was restricted to test-only W programs. Since
that time, EPA has allowed some I/M programs to go fotward that include elements of test-
and-repair, provided that the overall estimated emission reductions necessary to meet the
State’s ;argets are still met. Thus, the CiMAQ policy regarding I/M k now similarly revised.

Funds under the CMAQ program may be used for the establishment of I/M programs at
publicly-owned MU facilities This is true whether the I/M progra~ is test-only or test-and-
repair. Publicly-owned I/M facilities may be constructed, equipment may be purchased, and
the facility operated for up to 3 years with CMAQ finds, provided that the conditions
covering operations described above are met.

The establishment of I/M programs at privately-owned stations, such as service stations that
conduct emission test-and-repair services, can only be finded under the CMAQ program

under the provisions covering “public-private partnerships” contained in this guidance.

However, if the State relies on private stations. State or local administrative costs for the
planning and promotion of the State’s MM program-- whether test-only or test-and-repair,

bo[h--may be finded under the CMAQ program.

The establishment of ’’portable” [/Tf programs is also eligible under the CiMAQ program,

or

provided that they are public semices, contribute to emission reductions and do not conflict
.vi[h statutory I//VI requirements or EP,+ implementing regulations. These programs must be

Included in the area’s TIP before they can be finded.

6. Experimental Pilot Proiects/lnnov:\ tive Financing: States and local areas have long

experimented with various types of transportation sewices--and different means of employing
them--in an effort to better meet the travel needs of their constituents. These “experimental”
projects may not meet the precise eligibility criteria for Federal and S[ate finding programs,
but they. may show promise in meeting the intended public purpose of those programs in an
innovative way. The FHWA and FTA have supported this approach in the past and funded

some of these projects as demonstrations to determine what the benefits and costs actually
are

The CMAQ provisions of IslZA allow experimentation provided that the project or program

can reasonably be defined as a “transpoflation” project and that emission reductions can
reasonably be expected “through reductions in vehicle miles traveled, tiel consumption or
through other factors. ” This is in addition to the broad flexibility allowed under the lSTEA to

fLnd a wide variety of projects. A more flexible approach makes particular sense given the

16
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magnitude of the air quality problem in ;he most severe noiiattainment areas in the country
and the lack ofsubstantiai emission reductions gained from traditional transportation projects

and programs.

This guidance encourages States and MPOS to creatively address their transportatiordair
quality problems and to experiment with new services, imaginative financing arrangements,

publidprivate partnerships and complementary approaches that constitute comprehensive
strategies to reduce emissions through transportation programs. The CiWQ program can
now be used to support a well conceived project even if the proposal may not othenvise meet

the eligibility cfiteria of this guidance. Proposals submitted for finding under this provision
should show promise in reducing transportation emissions and should have the concurrence “of
FFW,W’FTA and State transportation agencies, and the MYO. The proposal must also be
coordinated with EPA and Statt#iocal air quality agencies. A particular example that might be
finded under this approach could be to use CMAQ funds for capital improvements to transit
stations for the establishment of day care centers.

Certain projects may not be funded under the CiMAQ program under any circumstances.
Activities which are legislatively prohibited, including scrappage programs, programs to
reduce emissions from extreme cold stan conditions, and highway capacity expansion
projects, may not be funded under the CMAQ program, despite the enhanced flexibility under
this policy, Similarly, rehabilitation and maintenance activities as described in Section 111.A.7

of [his guidance show no potential to make fhrther progress in achieving the air quality
standards and may not be finded under the CLMAQprogram even under this provision.
Program finds may also not be used for projects which are outside ofnonattainment or
maintenance area boundaries (in States with nonattainment and/or maintenance areas (see also

Section 111.B.4)) except in cases where the project is located in CIOSCproximity to the
nonattainment or maintenance area and the benefits will be realized primarily within the

nonattainment or maintenance area boundaries. Finally, projects not meeting the specific

eligibility requirements under Titles 2.3 or 49 may also not be finded under this provision.

There is risk in employing this approach. and States and MTOS should do so cautiously.
While the CLMAQprovisions of ISTE,\ were written broadly to encourage an innovative

approach, the prir,ciples of sound program management must still be followed. Under this
approach, there will likely be proposals for funding with which transportation agencies have

little experience. As such, before-and-atler studies are required to determine the actual

project impacts on the transportation network (measured in VMT or trips reduced, or other
appropriate measure) and on air quality (emissions reduced). An assessment of the project’s

benefits should be forwarded to FHWA or FTA documenting the immediate impacts as well
as a projection of what the project’s long-term benefits will be.
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‘ AI] projects fimded under this section should be explicitly identified in the amua.1 report of

CMAQ activities as required under Section V.B of this guidance. In fiture years, when

before-and-after studies are complete, a summary of the actual project benefits should also be
included in the annual report.

Finally, it is appropriate to place limits on the amount of CMAQ finds given the speculative
nature of these proposals. As such. the amount obligated for proposals made pursuant to this
section should not exceed 25 percent of a State’s yearly CMAQ apportionment.

Another way that States and local agencies are encouraged to experiment is through the
FHWA’S or FTA’s Innovative Financing Programs which can employ CLMAQfinding. These
programs allow FHWA and FTA greater latitude to use Federal transportation finds to set up

revolving loan programs, employ creati~’e approaches in meeting State or local match
requirements, and other financial matters. Many innovative financing tools were adopted
statutorily in the NHS legislation and now may be used in any Title 23 program. including

CiMAQ:

. expanded use of bonds and other forms of debt management, including eligibility of bond
interest and other bond costs for Federal reimbursement;

. allowing privately donated finds. materials and services to constitute the required State .
and local match on Federal projects: and.

. use of Federal finds as loans to revenue-generating facilities,

The NHS legislation allows States to recei~e matching credit for donations of privately

donated funds, materials and services on a specific Federal-aid project. Before this change,
States could only receive credit for State and local funds, and the value of privately donated
right-of-way used as the local match. NOW.however, any donated finds, or the fair market
value of any privately donated materin!s or services that are accepted and incorporated into a

CMAQ project or program by the S[a[e, are credited to the match requirements on that

CMAQ project or program (see At[~chment 2).

As a particular example of how [he loan provision under the Innovative Financing program
might be used in connection with C\l,\Q funding. a proposal has already been approved to

construct an intermodal freight fncili[y using C\lAQ finds, in part, as a loan which will be
paid back to the State from user fees :\s [he loan is repaid, the revenues will be used for

transportation purposes. Similarly. [here have also been inquiries about the use of CiMAQ

finds (G convert privately-owned diesel [nicks to alternative fuels, thus substantially reducing

oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and PM-1A10 emissions \Vhile this proposal would not be eligible

under usual circumstances, a feasible approach could be developed to use CMAQ finds for
the incremental cost of converting or replficing the diesel engines as a loan to private truck

owners. Such a program would have to be t~irly administered under direct State supervision
and be open to all owners located in non~[[ainment and maintenance areas who are interested
in participating.
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In addition to the statutorily-adopted innovative financing tools. FHWA continues to solicit
proposals from States for other flexible ways to finance projects, including CMAQ projects.

Under “Test and Evaluation” authority in ISTEA, FHWA can approve new and imovative
concepts for moving projects forward which othen.vise might not be permitted under Title 23.

States should contact their FHWA Division or FTA Regional ofices to discuss any proposals
of this nature.

7. Fare~ee Subsidy Pro~rams: Previous guidance allowed short-term operating assistance to

suppofi the initiation of new transportation sewices but did not allow demand-side incentives,
such as fare or fee subsidies as a means of reducing transportation emissions. Now, the
CIMAQ program is being expanded to allow finding for partial user fare or fee subsidies in “
order to encourage greater use of alternative travel modes (e.g. carpool, vanpool, transit,
bicycling and walking). This more expansive policy has been established to encourage areas

to take a more comprehensive approach--including both supply and demand measures--in
reducing transportation emissions.

The CLM.AQfunds can be used to subsidize fares or fees if the reduced fardfee is offered as a
component ofa comprehensive. targeted program to reduce SOV use. Other components of
such a program would include public information and marketing ofnon-SOV alternatives,
parking management measures, and better coordination of existing transportation services. “
The intent of this policy is to focus on situations where alternate transportation modes are
viable, but nonetheless, heavy reliance on single-occupant vehicles exists, such as at major

employment or activity centers.

Examples of how the fare/fee subsidy might be used include: a discounted transit fare program
developed through a cooperative arrangement between a transit operator and a major

employer; a program subsidizing empty seats during the formation ofa new vanpool; reduced
fares for shuttle services within a defined area, such as a flat-fare taxi program; or providing

financial incentives for carpooling. bicycling and walking in conjunction with a demand
management program.

An underlying tenet of this provision is 10 support experimentation but always with the goal of
identifying projects which are viable wi[hou[ the short-term finding assistance provided by the

CMAQ program. Thus, the subsidy mus[ be used in conjunction with reasonable fares or fees
to allow the greatest chance of holding on [o “trial” users While the fare/fee subsidy program

itself is not limited in time. specific groups or locales targeted under the program must be
rotated and the subsidized fare/fee must be limited to any one entity or location for a period

not to exceed 2 years.

The CMAQ program was never envisioned as a source of long-term support for
transportation operations. However. FHWA ~nd FTA ~elieve this new policy is highly
supportive of implementing and evaluating [he effectiveness ui d variety of demand
management measures.
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IV. CNfAQ Programming Priorities

The Clean Air Act requires that FHWA and FTA @e priority to the implementation of

transportation portions of applicable SIPS, and TCMS from applicable SIPS are provided the
highest priority for finding under the CMAQ Program. The SIPS and the control measures they
contain are necessary to assist a State to attain and maintain the NA4QS. If States are failing to
implement TCMS in approved SIPS, adverse consequences can ensue. A basic criterion for
making conformity determinations is the timely implementation of TCNfs in the SIP, and
confomity determinations are necessary before transportation plans, programs, or projects can be
adopted and approved. If States fail to give priority to such TCMS, their conformity
determinations and transpofiation initiatives will be in jeopardy. In addition, failing to implement
TC:MS is also the basis for application by EPA of the Clean Air Act’s highway finding sanctions.

Under certain circumstances, sanctions may be expanded even beyond tl,c nonattainrnent area to
cover an entire State. Once CMAQ projects and programs are identified, States need to insure

that sufllcient obligation authority is resewed to implement these projects and programs so that

nonattainment areas make progress toward attainment of the NAAQS. While the continuation of
CMAQ finds into the maintenance period under NHS legislation now makes it possible to look at
longer term strategies. States and NfPOs are still encouraged to consider and give priority to

strategies that would help them meet their attainment deadlines.

States and NfPOs should make strategic use of the CiMAQ fbnds allotted to them even if they will
not be used for TCLMSin their SIPS. Limited resources and the low levels of effectiveness in
reducing emissions through transportation measures that have been the experience to date argue
for maximizing the impact of Federal, State and local expenditures to improve air quality. The

FHIV.A and FTA continue to recommend that States and hfPOs put together their
transportation/air quality programs using complementary measures that simultaneously provide
alternatives to SOV travel while reducing demand through pricing, parking management.

regulatory or other means.

v. Program Requirements

Proposals for CIMAQ finding should include a precise description of the project, providing

information on the project’s size, scope and [imetable, Also, an assessment of the proposal’s
expected emission reductions in accordance with the provisions described below is required.
States are also required to submit annual reports detailing the obligations made under the CMAQ
program during the previous fiscal year.

A. Air Quality Analysis

1. Quantitative Analyses: Quantitative assessments of how the proposal is expected to reduce
emissions is extremely important to assist areas in developing and fui~ding the most effective

projects in nonattainment and maintenance areas They also provide an objective basis for
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comparing the costs and benefits of conlpeting proposals f:r CLMAQfunding. In that States
are required to submit annual reports, analysis of air quality benefits for individual project

proposals will assist their preparation, as well. It is particularly important to assess the
benefits of projects that improve or increase basic transportation services, including transit,

traffic flow improvements, ridesharing. and bicycle and pedestrian improvements, and
quantified emission reductions are expected for these projects. Similarly. analyses are
expected for conversions to alternative i%els and I/Nf programs, as well.

Decisions regarding the level and type of air quality analysis needed, as well as the credibility

of its results, are lefl to FTA and FHWA field staff, in consultation with EPA. Across the
country, State and local transportation/air quality agencies have different approaches, “
analytical capabilities and technical expertise with respect to such analysis. At the national
level, it is not feasible to specifi a single method of analysis applicable in all cases.

\Vhile no single method is specified. every effort must be taken to ensure that detemninations

of air quality benefits are credible and based on a reproducible and logical analytical procedure
that will yield quantitative results of emission reductions. Of course, ifan air quality analysis
has been done for other reascns, it may also be used for this purpose.

7 Ouali!fi!ive Assessments:-. Although quantitative analysis of air quality impacts is required “
whenever possible, some improvements may not lend themselves to rigorous quantitative

analysis because of the project’s characteristics or because practical experience is lacking to

adequately analyze the project. [n these cases, a qualitative assessment based on a reasoned
and logical examination of how the project or program will decrease emissions and contribute

[o attainment ofa NAAQS is appropriate and acceptable.

Public education, marketing and other outreach efiorts fall into this category. The primary

benefit of these activities is enhanced communication and outreach that is expected to
Intluence travel behavior, and thus. air quality. Yet tracing the benefits to air quality through

:he intervening steps requires a multi-disciplinary approach that incorporates market research
analysis which is often beyond manv transportation and air quality agencies’ area of expertise.

As such, these projects which can include advertising alternatives to SOV travel, employer

outreach, public education campaign>. and communications or outreach to the public during
“ozone alerts, ” or similar programs do not require a quantitative analysis of air quality
benefits.

3. .4nalvzinP Grou Ds of Proiects: [n many situations, it may be more appropriate to examine
the impacts of more comprehensive stra[esies [o improve air quality by grouping TCiMs. A

strategy to reduce reliance on single-occupant vehicles in a travel corridor, for example, could

include transit improvements coupled with demand management. The benefits of such a
strategy should be evaluated together rather than as separate projects. Transit improvements.
.-idesharing programs or other TC\ls ar~ecting an entire region may be best analyzed in this
fashion,
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B. Annual Reports

To assist in meeting statutory obligations, States are required to prepare annual reports for
FHW~ FT~ and the general public that specify how CiM,4Q finds have been spent and what
the air quality benefits are expected to be. Annual ;:purting makes the States and local agencies
accountable to the general public. Also, the annual report enables FHWA and FTA to be
responsive to the Congress on the utilization of the finds and their impact.

This report should be provided by the first day of February following the end of the previous
Federal fiscal year (September 30) and cover all
report should include:

1. A list of projects fbnded under CNfAQ, best

types:

CMAQ obligations for that fiscal year. The

categorized by one of the following seven project

●

●

●

●

●

☛

●

experimental pilot projects

transit: facilities: vehicles and equipment: operating assistance for new transit service, etc.

shared-ride: vanpool and carpool

traffic flow improvements: traflic

programs, and parking for shared-:icle services,

management and control sewices, signalization

intersection improvements. and construction or dedication of HOV lanes, etc.

demand management: trip reduc[ion programs, transportation management plans,
work schedule programs, vehicle restriction programs, etc.

pedestrianhicycle: bikeways, storage facilities, promotional activities, etc.

I/M and other TCMS (not covered by the above categories)

etc. -

projects,

flexible

Project planning and other developmental activities, as weil as public education, marketing
and other outreach efforts which are eligible under the CMAQ program should be categorized
the same way as the project or program [hey support.

2. The amount of CMAQ finds obligated [or the year, disaggregate by the type of project listed
above; and

3. A tabulation of the estimated air quality benefits for the year summed from project-level
analyses and expressed as reductions of ozone precursors (volatile organic compounds and
NOX), CO, or PM-10. These reductions shollld be expressed as kilograms per day removed
from the atmosphere. This information will be important in monitoring and reporting tO

Congress on CLMAQprogram effectiveness

7-)--
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Note that the amual report should now specifically include and identi~ any projects fimded under

the Experimental Pilot Projects/Innovative Financing provision of this guidance (see
Section 111.B.6). Summaries of before-and-after studies should be included as they become
available.

VI. Federal, State and NIPO Responsibilities

A. Federal Agency Responsibilities/Coord ination

As noted in previous guidance, the FTA and FI-IWA regional offices should establish a .
consultation and coordination process with their respective EPA regional offices for early review
of CIMAQ finding proposals. Review by EPA is critical to assist the determination of whether a
project will have air quality benefits and to assure that the most effective projects and programs
are approved for CMAQ finding. Proposals for finding should be forwarded to EPA as soon as

possible to insure timely review.

Either the local FTA or FHWA ofllce will be responsible for project management. In cases where
the project is clearly related to transit. FTA will determine the project’s eligibility and manage the
project. Similarly, traf%c flow improvements that improve air quality through operational
improvements of the road system wouid be managed by FH_WA For projects that include both “

traffic flow and transit elements, such as park-and-ride lots and intermodal projects, the managing
agency will be decided on a case-by-case basis, Following initial review by the managing agency

and consultation with EPA. the managing agency makes the final determination on whether the
project or program is likely to contribute to a~tainment ofa NAAQS and is eligible for CLNfAQ
finding.

The consultation process should provide for [imely review and handling of CMAQ funding

proposals considering the tight attainment deadlines facing many areas. A project category list
should be developed for expedited funding under CMAQ without firther review by the other
agencies. AS EPA will evaluate all T~\lj in an approved SIP, they can be included on such a list.

[t is strongly recommended that the FH\Y.+. FTA and EPA regional offices develop and
implement a memorandum ofunders(rmdlng :ha( specifies which projects can go forward without

tirther coordination. It should also include deadlines for review beyond which it will be assumed
that the review agencies have no commcn[s on [he proposal. For Federal agency review of

individual proposals, that consultation period should be approximately 2 weeks. For review of
multiple proposals, such as a draft TIP. Federal review should be completed as expeditiously as

possible so that the response time by Federal .Agencies to CMAQ finding proposals is generally
limited to about 1 month..
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B. State and MPO Responsibilities

Decisions over which projects and programs to find under CMAQ should be made through a
cooperative process involving the State depaflments of transportation, affected MTOs. and State
and local air quality agencies. This process seines to develop a pocl of potential CMAQ projects
to be considered for funding in a State’s nonattainment and maintenance areas. The programming
of CiMAQ projects should follow the procedures for TIP development noted below.

Projects to be finded with CJMAQ finds must be included in the TIPs that are developed by the
~MPOs in cooperation with the State and “transit operators. Under the metropolitan planning
regulations of October ?8, 1993 (23 CFR 450.300), TIPs must contain a priority list ofprojects”to
be carried out in the 3-year period following adoption. As a minimum, projects must be grouped
by year and proposed funding source. For projects targeting CMAQ liJi,ds, priority in the TIP
should be based on the projects’ estimated air quality benefits.

Since the Tl_Ps must be consistent with available finding, it is important that the State advise the

MPOs of its proposed approach to utilize CIMAQ finds in a timely manner. Once CMAQ
projects are included in a TIP (approved by the MPO and the Governor), and included in a
FHW,%’TTA-approved statewide TIP, those projects in the first year may be implemented.
Projects in the second or third year of the TIP could be advanced for implementation using the -

specified project selection procedures in the planning regulation.

It is the State’s responsibility to manage its obligation authority made pursuant to Title 23 to
ensure that CMAQ (and other Federal-aid) funds are obligated in a timely fashion and do not
lapse, Other provisions affec[ing the overall Federal-aid program, such as advance construction

~uthori[y, apply to the CiMAQ program as well.

Close coordination is needed between [he State and MPO to assure that CMAQ finds are used
appropriately and to maximize their effectiveness in meeting the Clean Air Act requirements.
States and MPOS must tiJlfill this responsibility so that nonattainment areas are able to make

good-faith efforts to attain the NAAQS by the prescribed deadlines. State and MTO actions
should inc!ude consultation with air quality agencies at the State and Iocai !evels to develop an
appropriate project list of CMAQ programming priorities which will have the greatest impact on

air quality.

C. Apportionments and State Subnllocation

According to the ISTEA-legislation, CMAQ finds are apportioned to the States primarily based
on the severity of their ozone pollution and the number of people affected by it. Each State is
guaranteed a minimum of 0.5 percent of the total yearly apportionment even if it has no
nonattainment areas.
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Under the Ch4AQ Program as amended by the NTIS legisiationi-States which have ozone
nonattainment areas that are classified as “marginal” or worse during any part of FY 1994
(October 1, 1993--September 30. 1994) are apportioned finds based on the population in these
areas and the severity of the ozone problem at that time. If the ozone nonattainrnent area was
also a CO nonattainment area classified as “moderate” or worse during FY 1994, the State is
apportioned additional CMAQ finds. If a State contains a CO nonattainment area that was u a
nonattainment area for ozone as well, no additional funds are apportioned to the State. Areas
redesignated to attainment status before FY !994 would not be included in the apportionment
factors. Changes to nonattainment classifications (from marginal to moderate for example)
occurring during FY 1994 would affect the distribution. hy changes occurring before or after
FY 1994 will have no effect on the distribution of CMAQ finds for FY 1996 or FY 1997. .

The CMAQ finds can be used in all areas designated as nonattainment under Section 107(d) of
the Clean Air Act, including any areas later redesignated as maintenance areas. CMAQ finds
camot be used for projects in areas designated as “transitional,” “submarginal,” or “incomplete

data” nonattainment areas for ozone or in “not classified” nonattainment areas for carbon
rnono,xide.

Despite the statutory formula for determining the apportionment amount, the State can use its

CMAQ finds in any ozone, CO or PM-10 (under certain conditions) nonattainment or -
maintenance area. It is under no statutory obligation to suballocate CM.AQ funds in the same way
as they were apportioned. States may retain finds for use in specific nonattainment or
mainte,lance areas or find CMAQ projects on a case-by-case basis. However, it is clear from the
program review that there must be a collaborative process between the State and lMPOS in
nonaitainment and maintenance areas for selecting projects to maximize emission reductions.
Thus, States are strongly encouraged to consult with affected MPOS to determine CLM.AQ
priorities and allocate finds accordingly.

The Federal share for most eligible activities and projects is 80 percent or 90 percent if used on
certain activities on the Interstate System. Under certain conditions (including sliding scale rates),

the Federal share under Title 23 can even be higher. Certain activities identified in Section 120(c)

of Title 23 (see Attachment 3), including [ratTc control signalizatio~ and commuter carpooling
and vanpooling, may be fimded at 100 percent Federal share if they meet the conditions of that

section. Pedestrian and bicycle projects and programs previously limited to an 80 percent Federal
share, without the use of sliding scale ra[es. are now treated exactly the same as general Federal-
aid projects (i.e. the Federal share payable on pedestrian and bicycle projects now includes the
sliding scale rates) as a result of the NHS legislation- The NHS legislation also makes it easier for

States to receive matching credit for donations of privately donated finds, materials, and services

on a specific Federal-aid project (see Section [1[ B.6)
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VII. States that are in Attainment.

States that do not have any ozone or CO nonattainment areas may use their finds for any eligible
projects under the STP or the CMAQ pro~ram. lfa State has a maintenance area and no

nonattainment areas, the air quality needs of the maiii(enance area should be given first priority

(see Section 111.B.4). States with PM-IO areas only are encouraged to use CMAQ funds for
projects and programs that contribute to reduction of PM-10 emissions. This priority should be

given only if mobile sources are coiuidered significant contributors to such nonattainment.

States that are in attainment or achieve attainment of transportation-related NPAQS, are fbrther
encouraged to give priority to the use of CMAQ program finds for the development of “
congestion management systems. public transportation facilities and equipment, and intermodai
facilities and systems. as well as the implementation of projects and programs produced by those
systems.

WM. Further Information

[f you have any questions on the CJMAQ program or this guidance. please contact Mike Savonis
of FHWA at (202) 366-2080 or Abbe &famer of FTA at (202) 366-0096.

t

Thomas J. w’
Federal Highway Administration

(.2L&Ky[ok ./i7/Q4LLM
Charlotte M. Adams
Federal Transit Administration
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TITLE 23

Attachment 1

UNITED STATES CODE

HIGHWAYS
CH.APTER 1 - FEDERAL AID HIGHWAYS

sec. 149. Congestion mitigation and air quality improvement
program

(a) Establishment. -The Secretary shall establish a congestion
mitigation and air quality improvement program in accordance with
this section.

(b) Eligible Projects. -Except as provided i.n subsection (c), a

State may obligate funds apportioned to it under section
104(b) (2) for the congestion mitigation and air quality
improvement program only for a transportation project or program
if the project or program is for an area in the State that was
designated as
Clean Air Act
1994 and -

(l)(A) if the
Administrator

a nonattainment area under section 107(d) of the
(42 U.S.C. 7407(d)) during any part of fiscal year

Secretary, after consultation with the
of the Environmental Protection Agency, determines,

on the basis of information published by the Environmental

Protection Agency pursuant to section 108(f) (1) (A) of the Clean
Air Act (other than clauses (xi,i.) and (xvi) of sucn section),
that the project or program is likely to contribute to--
(i) the attainment of a national ambient air quality standard; or
(ii) the maintenance of a national ambient air quality standard
in an area that was designated as a nonatta.inment area but that
was later redesignated by the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency as an attainment area under section 107(d) Of
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7407(d); or

(B) in any case in”whicn such information i.s not available, if
the Secretary, after such consultation, determines that the

project or program is part of a program, method, or strategy
described in such section;

(2) if the project or program is included in a State

implementation plan that has been approved pursuant to the Clean
Air Act and the project will nave air quality benefits;.

(3) the Secretary, after consultation with the Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency, de:-ermines that the project
or program is likely to contribute to the ~ctainment of a

national ambient air quality standard, whether through reductions

in vehicle miles traveled, fuel consumption, or through other

27----

D-39 “..

I



factors; or

(4) to establish or operate a traffic monitoring, management, and
control facility or program if the Secretaq, after consultation
with the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Ayency,
determines that the facility or program is likely to contribute
to the attainment of a national ambient air quality standard.

No funds may be provided under this section for a project which
will result in the construction of new capacity available to
single occupant vehicles unless the project consists of a high
occupancy vehicle facility available to single occupant vehicles
only at other than peak travel times. In areas of a State which”
are nonattai.nment for ozone or carbon monoxide, or both, and for
PM-10 resulting from transportation activities, the State may
obligate such funds for any project or program under paragraph
(1) or (2) without regard to any limitation of the Department of
Transportation relating to the type of ambient air quality
standard such project or program addresses.

(c) States Without a Nonattainment Area.-If a State does not have
a nonattainment area for ozone or carbon monoxide under the Clean
Air Act located within its borders, the State may use funds
apportioned to it under section 104(b) (2) for any project -
eligible for assistance under the surface transportation program.

(d) Applicability of Planning Requirements .-Programming and
expenditure of funds for projects under this section shall be
consistent with the requirements of sections 134 and 135 of this
title.

Section 104 Apportionment

(b) (2) Congestion mitigation and air quality .improvecnent
program. -For the congestion mitigation and air quality
improvement program, in the ratio which the weighted
nonattainment area population of each State bears to the total
weighted nonattainment area population of all States. The
weighted nonattainment area population shall be calculated by
multiplying the population of each area within any State that
was a nonattainment area (as defined in section 171(2) of the
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7501(2))) for ozone during any part of
fiscal year 1994 by a factor of-

(A) 1.0 if the area is classified as a marginal ozone
nonattainment area under subpart 2 of part D of title I of the
Clean Air Act;

(B) 1.1 if the area is classified as a moderate ozone
nonattainment area under such subpart;

2s-.
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(c) 1.2 if the area k classified as a=er’~ous ozone
nonattainment area under such subpart;

(D) 1.3 if the area is classified = a severe ozone nonattainment
area ~nder such subpart; or

(E) 1.4 if the area is classified as an extreme ozone
nonattainment area under such subpart.

If the area was also classified under subpart 3 of part D of
title I of such Act as a nonattainment area for carbon monoxide
during any part of fiscal year 1994, for purposes of calculating
the weighted nonattainment area population, the weighted
nonattainment area population of the area, as determined under
the preceding provisions of this paragraph, shall be further
multiplied by a factor of 1.2. Notwithstanding any provision of
this paragraph, in the case of States with a total 1990 census
population of 15,000,000 or greater, the amount apportioned under
this paragraph in a fiscal year to all of such States in the
aggregate, shall be distributed among such States based on their
relative populations; except that none of such States shall be
distributed more than 42 percent of the aggregate amount so
apportioned to all of such States. Notwithstanding any other
provision of this paragraph, each State shall receive a minimum -
apportionment of \l/2\ of 1 percent of the funds apportioned
under this paragraph. The Secretary shall use estimates prepared
by tk.e Secretary of Commerce when determining population figures.

(c) Effect of Limitation on Apportionment.- Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, for each of fiscal years 1996 and 1997,
the amendments made by subsection (a) shall not affect any
apportionment adjustments under section 1015 of the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 1943).

-)9
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Attachment 2

UNITED STATES CODE

TITLE 23

Sec. 323. Donations

(a) Donations of Prope~ being Acquired. - Nothing in this title, or in any other provision of
law, shall be construed to prevent a person whose real propefly is being acquired in comection
with a project under this title, afkr he has been fblly informed of his right to receive just
compensation for the acquisition of his property, from making a gifl or donation of such property,

or any part thereofi or of any of the compensation paid therefor, to a Federal agency, a State or a
State agency, or a political subdivision of a State, as said person shall determine.

(b) Credit for Donated Lands. -
(1) General Rule. - Notwithstanding any provision of this title, the State matching share for a

project with respect to which Federal assistance is provided out of the Highway Tmst Fund (other
than the Mass Transit Account) may be credited by the fair market value of land incorporated into
the project and Iawtilly donated to the State after the date of the enactment of this subsection.

(2) Establishment of Fair Market Value. - The fair market value of the donated land shall be
established as determined by the Secretary. Fair market value shall not include increases and
decreases in the value of donated property caused by the project. For purposes of this subsectio~
the fair market value of donated land shall be established as of the date the donation becomes -
effective or when equitable title to the land vests in the State. whichever is earlier.

(3) Limitation on Applicability .- This subsection shall not apply to donations made by an
agency ofa Federal, State, or local government.

(4) Limitation on Amount of Credit.- The credit received by a State pursuant to this

subsection may not exceed the State’s matching share for the project to which the donation is
applied.

(c) Credit for Donations of Funds, Materials, or Services. --Nothing in this title or any other
law shall prevent a person from offering to donate finds, materials, or sen-ices in connection with

a project eligible for assistance under this tiile. [n the case of such a project with respect to which
[he Federal Government and the State share in paying the cost, any donated funds, or the fair
market value of any donated materials or services, that are accepted and incorporated into the
project by the State highway department shall be credited against the State share.

(d) Procedures. - A gift or donation in accordance with subsection (a) maybe made at any
time during the development ofa project. Any document executed as part of such donation prior
to the approval of an environmental document prepared pursuant to the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 shall clearly indicate that--

(1) all alternatives to a proposed alignment will be studied and considered pursuant to such
Act;

(2) acquisition ofpruperty under this section shall not influence the environmental assessment
of a project including the decision relative to [he need to construct the project or the selection of a
specific location; and

(3) any property acquired by gift or donation shall be revested in the grantor or successors in
interest if such property is not required for the alignment chosen af?er public hearings, if required,
and completion of the environmental document.

I
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Attachment 3

UNITED STATES CODE
TITLE 23

Sec. 120. Federal share payable

(c) INCREASED FEDER4L SHARE FOR CERTAl_N SAFETY PROl_ECTS.--The Federal
share payable on account of any project for traffic control signalization, pavement marking;
commutercarpoolingandvanpooling,orins~allationoftrafficsigns,trafficlights,guardrails,

impactattenuators,concretebarrierend treatments, breakaway utility poles, or priority control

systems for emergency vehicles at signalized intersections may amount to 100 percent of the cost
of construction of such projects; except that not more than 10 percent of all sums apportioned for
all the Federal-aid systems for any fiscal year in accordance with Section 104 of this tide shall be
used under this subsection.
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ATTACHMENT C

FEDERAL FUND APPLICATION

.

Rvjcd Sponsor L Da&

FYojcdName

IYojccfbtion and Tcrmini

Dcscriprion of Prqmscd WO*

FcdcA FunctionalClassification

Current Yu Traffic Volumti

llcsi~~ Year Traffic Volumes

STATUS OF PROJECT:

F!!sODOT programming crcuncd?

kc ConsLwction Plans complete?

Additional C’ommcn~

CONSISTENCY WITH MVRPC PLANS:

Is this Project on tic Regional Transpcmation Plan? 1.D.H

If nrx, is Lhis projca consislcn( with tic Rcgicrnal Transporustion Pl~n?

Explain:

Is tiis proju[ a Transpo~tion Systcm tigcmcn[ (TSM) [yy project? @xarnplc: intcrscc[ion imprtri”cmcnt.

sigdtiion, bikcway, t.mnsi( improvcmcn~ . . . )

Is his project Iisti m a proposed r.ransportation conwol st.ralcgy (for S~wwidc lmplcmcnu[ion PILI-SIP)m rcducc

./”
hyc!:c.carbon emissions?
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LOCAL COMMITME~ TO PFZOJECT:

is this Jmjczl on tic iocal franspo~”on plan a okr W plan?

Is lhis pojcct on lhe Project Sponsor’s ksuc 2 Mpilal im~ovcrna[ program?

HOW Will fhc krcd sk of the proj~l & firlancd? .

Wdl =srnems be * to pay ● Pom”onoftielocalcost?
TO WhaI cxten[?

Additional Cornmcns

Is this pro~l 8 phase of a Iargcrprojcc[?

Dcscnbc larger projecl .

If su~cicn[ funds arc not available for tic cnlirc ~ojccl, could a potion of tic projcc[ bc built fiis[ &d tic

mmaindcr Ia[cr? Explain:

M tis projcc[ ends a[ a corpralion line, how will Lhis projccl bc coordina[cd witi tic adjaccn[ jurisdiction?

Na.mc Ofjtitiction?

Kkcs tic adjaccn[ jurisdiction pIan on cx[cnding tic proju[?

Will his prmjcct k able to function on i~ own or dots i[ depend on anohcr improvement [o bc functional?

GIVC tic estimated pro@[ COS( and pro~scd funding (or each phase as shown blow, ~ cosu should include

utili[y relocations and work agrumcns:

l%ctiminary

En~nccnng

pj~ DCVCIOpmcn(

Righ[-of-WaY

Construction

COnLingcncics

Inspztion and
Engineznng

TOTAL COST

FEDERAL ~DS STATE ~’DS LOCAL FUNDS TOTAL FIJNDs

. .
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PROVIDE THE PROJEff SCHEDULE YOU ANTICIPATE AS SHOWN BELOW

kllGHWAY~lKF.WAY PROJECTS

“ MONTH AND YEARA~lON

MVRPC Approval

ODOT Rogmmming

Envircmmcmal Assessment SubmiM

EnvironmentalAsscssmcn[Approval

Begin Consmction Plans

File Plans

Begin R/W Acquisition

Lc[ Rojccl

A~lON

hWRPC Approval

FfA Programming approval

Environrncn~ Submi{d

Envhonmcnd Approval

~A Gran[ Award

TRANSIT PROJECTS

MOtNTH AND YEAR

--
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ATTACHMENT D

1.
2.

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

Source:

FIITEEN FACTORS REQUIRED BY lSIZA
“ FOR PLANNJNG, PROGRAMMING AND PROJECf SELE(XION

Preservation of cxisling transpona{ion facilities.
Transportation planning consistent with energy conservation goals.
Relief of congestion and prevention of congcs[ion in the future.
Consistency of transportation plans and decision-making wi(h land use plans.
Programming of mansportation cnhancemcn[ activities.

Effects of all transpormtion development rcgardkss of funding source.
Intcmational, intcrrnodal facilities, pm and airport access, freight disrnbu[ion, national
parks, mcmation a.mas, his[onc sites and mili[ary ins[alla[ions.
Urban and A roadway conncctivi[y.
Transportation needs identified in six management systems required in [he law.
Rights of way preservation for fu[urc transpona[ion corridors.
Efficienl freight movement.
Use of life-cycle costs in design and engineering of facilities.
Overall social, economic, energy, and cnvironmen~al effects of transporn(ion decisions.
Methods to expand tmnsit services and [O increase use of those services.
Investments which increase sccuri[y in transi[ systems.

In[cmnodal Surface Transponation E(ficicncy Act of’ 199], al Scc[ions 1024 and
3012.
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ATTACHMENT E

JSTEA FUNDING CATEGORIES

HICH\~AY~l KE\VAY OR FLEXIBLE .
13ndgt Rcplaccmcnt and Rehahilita[ion “BR:
BA~lway
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
Hazard Elimination and !jafc[y Program
ln[crsm(c
]fl[~r.$[~[.’ Mainunance
Minimum Allocation
Nj[ional Highway System
Sur!ace Transportation Program

MPO Allocation
S[a[t All~ation
County Allocation
Donor Sm[c Bonus

T%4NSIT
S&lion 3

“BW” Fomnula “3F“’
“CMAQ’” Discretion “3D”’
,,~~-,o

Seclion 9 “ “9’”
,. ,,
1 Scclion 16 ‘“16’”

“IM’” .Wction 18 ‘“18””
“MA”
‘“NH”

“STP”
“STD”
‘“STR””
“DSB”

--
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APPENDIX E

CMAQ AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS

--

E-1 > MIAMI VALLEY REG1ONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
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AIR QUALITY EMISSION REDUCTION ANALYSIS

for

REGIONAL OZONE ACTION PROGRAM - SUMMER 1996

for Day[on/Springfield,

ANALYSIS INFORMATION AND ASSUMPllONS

1)

~)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

Ohio

The Regional Air Pollution-Control Agency annually performs ozone monitoring from April 1
[hrough October 31. This includes 30 weeks per year.

The target population used in this analysis is male/female, 18-54 year-olds in [he Day[on
metropolitan area (including Clark, Greene, Miami, Montgomery, and Preble counties). This
population is 542,200. This [arget population is estima[ed [o be [he bulk of the working force.

Based on frequencyand reachprojections(Auachment D), [he percent ot’ the [urge[ population
reached from advertising of (he Ozone Ac[ion Program for 30 weeks is 62.8%, which is 340,501.

The Miami Valley Regional Transit AUd_IOri[yserves Montgomery Coun[y.

The [arget population for Montgomery County is 3 i0,000.

1[ is assumed [hat the percentage ot’ Lhe Mon[gomer-y Coun~y targe[ population reached from
advertising of the Ozone Ac[ion Program for 30 weeks is 50%, which is 155,000.

A}

B)

A)

B)

1[ is assumed [hat 1% of the [arge[ population reached [hrough advertising will begin
ridesharing [o work for 26 weeks during [he months ot’ ~May - Oc[ober, inclusive. 1[ is
assumed tha[ during the firs[ monti of tie program, [he advcr[ising will have minimal impac[
un[il [he message has been reinforced
a two-person car-pool, one person
approxima[e!y half of the 1% of the
would actually bc ~ken off Lhe road.

IL is assumed that !A% of [he [argeL
advertising will begin riding the bus

Lhrough a varic[y ot”mcdi; m.s. 1[ is assumed [h~[ in
would obviously con[inue [o drive. Thcre(orc,
target population single occupancy vchiclcs (SOVS)

population in Montgomery Coun[y reached through
for 26 weeks during the mon(hs of May - October,

inclusive. It is assumed tha[ during the first month of Lheprogram, Lhc advertising will have
minimal impact unLil Lhe message has been reinforced throu~h a varic[y 01 mediums.

The average one-way commute length is 10 miles. ILis assumed carpoolcrs will [ravel [his ‘

distance to work.

The average trip length for a transit rider is 5 miles. 1[ is a.ssumcd [r~nsi[ riders will [ravel

[his dis[ance per trip on [he bus.

The HC emission ~aCLOr used for the analysis is [aken from Mobile 5a Runs done by Ohio EPA (or
[hc Dayton area and are for principal ar[erial roadways, for dlc year 1996. The emission fx[or
inctludes S~agc II vapor recovery and Enhanced Vchiclc Inspection ond iMuinlcnancc for Lhc arc~.
This is consistent wi[h the Day Len/Springfield area’s Rcdesigna[ion Application and SIP Compliance

I



CWACl Anatysis-Regional Ozone Action Program-Summef 1996

ANALYSIS RESULTS

I. Number ot dailv single occuDancv vehicles (’SOVS) removed from [he road due [o new ridesharers
or new transit riders durins the ozone monitoring season

A) (340,501 x .01) + 2 = 1,702 new ridesharers

B) 155,0(30 x .005 = 775 new transit riders

11.Dailv vehicle miles not traveled bv SOVS

A) 1,702 fewer cars daily due to ridesharing x 10 miles one-way commu[e n-ip x 2 commu[e
[rips/workday= 34,040 daily vehicle miles no[ traveled by commu[ing SOVS bicause of
rides haring

B) 775 fewer cars daily due to new transi~ riders x 5 mile [rip = 3,875 daily vehicle miles not
traveled by SOVS because of new [ransit riders

34,040 + 3,875 = 37,915 vehicle miles not [raveled

HI. Total Dailv Emission Ileductions:

Allvehicles, combined
emission factor (grams/mile)

x 37,915 daily vehicle miles

Daily Emission Reduction (kg/day)

Hc

1.156

43,830:

43.83 kgfday

I
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.St~ztZ”Ftzd~oca~c
i)snographic: Adults 16-54

Ffarket: Dayton Metro
Arbitron: Spring 199<

?Ogulztion: 5<2,200

Monday-Friday Saturday Sunday
= Station 6-1o 10-3 3-7 7-12 6-10 10-3 3-7 7-12 6-10 10-3 3-7 7-12

-- _____________ ---- ___ - ____ -- -- ____ __ -_ ____ ____ -- - - --- - ____ ____

L W.lZU/WGTZ
w~~~s 1-30

fif-~ri 6am-Mid 20 “ “
14-Sun 6am-6am 14

________________________________________________________________________________--——-—————_— ______ ________________________________________________
2 TRor[ao

Weeks 1-30 3 3 3
:f- ? ri 6am-Ftid 6
L!-Sun 6am-6am 15

- ----——— _________ ___ __________________________________________________________________________________________________ _____________________

---- ---- ______ ____ _____ ______ _____ -— _______ _______ ____ ______ ______ _
trJ~?/D~~~ spot cost/. . Total Ratng Cume Nst Fr2q Cpp 2 of

spot cost Reach Hrfit
—--— —--- ______ ____ _____ ______ _____ _________ ____ ____ _ ---- ---- -------

L– W.~.ZU/WGTZ: WAZU-Fr.[WGTZ-F14
—--- -—--_____ ____ _____ ------ ----- -------- ---- _____ ____ ____ _____ ___
;.!–7.-;--- 5an-Nid 20 0 0 1.5 156,600 156,600 32.2 0.00 28.9
;!–Sun 5am-6an 14 0 0 1.1 169,300 165,700 1<.7 0.00 30.6

~~~~~ \.;:.:s1-30 1020 0 0 1.3 169,300 169,100 44.2 0.00 31.2
==. . ==. = =.== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==. . ==== ===. ===. =.== ==== ==. . ==== =

; 2- 7’?.0:[30 : h’oNz->J[ w’Tu~- ~h[ Wpll[,x- F}(
--———-——---- ___ ____ ____ ____ ____ ________ ____ ---- ____ ___ ___ ____ ___ ___

1,,—:-,,. ..- 52 R1-lea 3 300 27,000 5.6 156, <00 ~j~ ,<00 ~7.3 54.04 2a. a
~.!—~.-, Loa-3pa,, ___ 3 300 27,000 5.7 143,800 lflq3,800 19.3 52.64 26. S
,,,-:-,1 .-1 3?.7,–7QTI 3 100 27,000 4.5 164,900 LC54,900 11.~t 66.12 30.4
,~.(_:.-;...- - :?m-!lid 6 90 16,200 <.2 2)3,200 232,600 17.6 21. <0 <2.9
.,11–s’sltl 62m-62Tl ~~ o 0 2.9 24~,700 248,300 23.6 0.00 45a

‘y’~:~1 \.,: ,.; ~
-. ~-jo 900 108 97,200 3.9 248,700 248,700 76.1 27.86 45.9

. ..= . ..= ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== ==== =

C07153 curls Duplic~tion determined by Random Factoring method.

-————-—- —--- --- ________ ______ _ ----- -------- --- ---— --- ---- ---- --- ----

1 i.l.~. ZU/\.l GTZ 1020 0 0 13A. 169,300 159,300 44.2 0.00 31.2

2 ~?\o:.~~~ 900 108 97,200 3.9 24a ,700 248,700 76.1 27. a6 ‘45.9
.== .=. === === === === =—_==== === === === === === === === === =.= . . . .————-. . ==== ==== ==== ==== ==

Granti Total 192CT 31 97,200 2.5 340,300 340,300 77.6 19.97 62.8
-— —------- ——_ —______ _________ -____ —-—-----—---—-- ======= ====== ======= =______________________ _________ -___ ——-—--— —- —-- ——-—
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}farket: Dzyton F!etro
Arhitron: Spring 1994

-- ----- - -_ - ---- - ___ - _ -

SCH:DULE sut’mAFIY
.~dults 16-54

Total Spots: ,1920 Reach: 62.5 Cpp : 20
Average rates: 51 Freq: 77.6 Cpf[ : 3.68

Total Cost:9~.,200 GRPs :. . 4868
.____..-————__——— ------------------------------ - .__— _____________ _ -- _ - _ _ _____ __ --—-———---—.—--—--—- ----- _____ _ __—____ -- _-___--_-________________e_ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ _

..

--’
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CM/AQ ANALYSIS FOR
CITY OF DAYTON

VMS-220 COMPUTER CONTROL REPLACEMENT
“ 5/3/94

The VMS Computer Control Replacement will provide some air quality benefits. Computer
sys[em control obtains the maximum possible traffic capacity from the exis[ing stree[ systcm.
It increases the efilciency of [he traffic signal system operation, enabling fewer stops and a
more continuous traffic flow, minimizing congestion and delay, rcsul[ing in a reduc[ion in
~uel consumption and emissions produced.

. .

The existing Multisonics VMS-220 system was ins@led in
becoming difficult to obtain (o maintain the system.
significantly since the installation of the VMS-220 systcm.
another hybrid system includes the newer technology tha[
VMS-220 computer control system.

ANALYSIS INFORMATION AND ASSUMPTIONS

1983 and replacement parts arc
Technology has also changed
The newer VMS-330 system, or
is not available on the present

1) The VMS Compu[er Control System conwols 7 arterials and vzrious isolated intersections
in tie City of Dayton covering 19.00 miles and includes 108 signals. The following arterials
are involved:

● German~own Street from Williams to Ge[[ysburg Avenue. 1[ is 2.39 miles in Icng[h and
has 10 signals. The existing ADT is 21,000.

● Gettysburg Avenue from Free Pike to Germantown Stree[. It is 4.27 miles in length and
has 17 signals. The existing ADT is 32,400.

● Smi Aville Road from Third Street [o Patterson Road. It is 2.85 miles in lcng(h and has
IZ signals. The existing ADT is 26,500.

● SR48 (N. Main Street) from Siebenthaler Avenue [o Rivcrvicw Avenue. 1[ is 3.6 miles
in Ieng[h and has 16 signals. The exis[ing ADT is 25,750.

● SR49 (Salem Avenue) from Hillcrest Avenue to Rivervicw Avenue. It is 2.8 miles in
length and has 15 signals. The existing ADT is 34,000.

● Wayne Avenue from Bainbridge AvelJoncs S[rect to Watcrvlic[ Avenue. II is 1.95 miles
in length and has 11 signals. The exis[,ing ADT is 24,100.

● Wilmington Avenue from Wayne Avenue to Pa[tcrson Road. It is 1.14 miles in lcng[h
and has 5 signals. The exis[ing ADT is 27,100.

There arc also 22 signals al isola[cd intersections in [hc Ci[y of Day[on.

There arc 16 other interscc[ions on the VMS sys[cm which arc loca[cd ouLsidc of [hc Ci[y O(
Day[on. These may be included in [he projcc[.

os/03f14 4-’ \~lA.\~lVALLEY REGIO:</\[. ?LA.YXI,SG CO!.f\flSSIOX
C).!AQ iLNALYSIS-DAYi_O!-4 VMS REPL

~_7.
.
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2)

3)

The deterioration of the currcn[ signal sys[cm would rcsul[ in a rcduc[ion of sys(cm speeds.
Wc are assuming this rcduc[ion to bc approximately 2-5 mph. For [hc analysis wc will usc

‘“Bcl’orc Rcplaccmet” speeds of 30 mph during off-peak hours and 28 mph during pcd
hours. The installation of a ncw systcm will prevent a rcduc[ion of speed.s. [bus the “’Al”[cr
Rcplaccmcnt” speeds used for [hc analysis will bc [hc current sy.wcm speeds, 35 mph during
oil”-peak hours and 30 mph during peak hours.

The emission fac[ors used for [hc analysis arc m.kcn from Mohilc 5.0A Runs done hy Ohio
EPA for [hc Dayton area. The facmrs arc for [hc ycw 1996, and include Lhe implcmcntution
of Stage 11 Vapor Rccovc~ and Enhm-wcd Inspection and Maintcnancc (I/M) for the area.
This is consistent wi[h [hc Duyton-Springfield area’s Redesignation Appliqatirm and SIP
Complifincc Plan. ?

Bcl\\rc Rcplaccrncn[

-1) For each of [hc ancrids, 4(I% of [hc Average Daily Traf!lc (ADT) occurs during tic AM

and PM peak times (which are approximately 7:00 am-9:00 am and 4:00 pm-6:(X) pm).

5) For each of the afierials, i[ is assumed that before replacemcn[ the average speed during [hc
peak [imes would hc 28 mph.

6) For each of the artcnals, it is assumed that heforc rcplaccmcn[ the average speed during [hc
of~-peak times would be 3(1 mph.

Al”[trRcplacemcn[

7) For eoch of d-It ancrials, 40% of [hc ADT is assumed [o occur during the AM and PM peak
times (which arc approximauly 7:(X) am-9:(M) am and 4:(X) pm-f:(?tlpm).

Ii) F[~r c~ch of [hc az-tcrials, i[ is assumed [ha[ a[mr rcplaccmcn[ [hc average speed during Lhc

peak [imcs will bc 30 mph.

9) For each of [hc ancnals, i[ is assumed [ha[ af[cr rcplaccmcn[ (hc average speed during [hc
ot”l”-peak times will bc 35 mph.

(j~/7)v)4

C!.f/\Q A.KAI.YSI.S.DAYTOS VMS REP[.

-“

hf[A$f! \’ALl.l; Y kE(; ]osA1. 1’1./1SS1S(; (“()\ t\ll.SS[()S

E-8 ●

I



u-1J>.

,.(J),i.J

*

..
2

E
-
9

“

I



x.

?Z
-10

f

1-



\.i.));i))))))

I.j:))i?i))))1)

-.

I



<Ib

>:

E
-
1
2

<
.
.

I



iLi;i>.JJ)i>)I

..;>.a

-.

I



I:1II

#-

E
-
1
4
.



I
!i1I

I

.<
-

E
-
1
5
*

.
.

I



.

.:))J

.t1.[..,#))

.i.c));).

;;\b.)))

a
“E
-
1
6

“

.4;1#



CM/AQ ANALYSIS FOR
CITY OF DAYTON

TIWFFIC SIGN.4L C.+BLE REPLACEhlENT

The traffic signal cable replacement will provide some air quality benefi[s. It will enhance the
existing computerized traffic signal system to increase the etllciency O( the traffic signal system
opera[ion. Less down time in the communication system will resul[ in a reduction in (UCI
consumption and emissions produced.

ANAI.YS~ TNF(3FZMATION AND ASSU}fPTI~ N~

1) The cable being replaced is [raffic signal communications cable for 30 miles of the City O(
Day~on’s signal systems, including [he VMS 2!20 System tha[ was ins[alled in 1983.

2) For calculation purposes, the information for seven typical sections wi[h the VLMS-220 system
was averaged to obrain values for a typical sec[ion with cable replaccmen[. The average ADT
is 23.400 for these seven sections.

3) 1[ is ~mumed hat the efilcient speed of vehicles is an average of 30 mph. Inetllcient speed O(
~chicles is assumed [o be an average of 28 mph.

-!) 1[ k assumed that before replacement, the efficiency of the cable is 757~. 1[ is assumed tha[
~([cr replacement, the etliciency will incmasc to 9S%.

5) The emission [actors used for the analysis ~re taken from Mobile 5.(3A Runs done by RAPCA
[’or~he Dayton Mea. The (actors are for ~hc year 1997, and include the partial implernen[ation
ot’SU:C H Vapor Recovery, Anti-Tampering rots, and Enhanced IfISpCCLIOnand Maintenance
(MvI) for Lhe area. This is consistent with the Dayton-Sprin~tield area’s Redesignation
Application and SIP Compliance Plan.

\[[,\\[I VA[.[.[:Y REGIOS, \[, !’[.,\.S>”fXG co,tf\![SSIOS

E-17 .
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General Information:

To(al Replacement Len@r (miles) 30

Average Existing ADT ~3,40(3

VWIT (miles)= Lengrh x ADT 70~,Q#

Before Replacement: 25% inefticicncv 75% ctlkicncy [o[al

25% Inefficiency Speed (mph) 28

Etission -Factor (grams/mile) 1.7396

Emissions (grams) = VMT x factor [,~~1,[99 305,300

75% Efficiency Speed (mph) 30

Emission Factor (grams/mile) 1.6427

Emissions (grams) = M x factor 1.153,175 S64.8S?

Total Existing Emissions (grams) 1,170,181

After Replacement: 2V0 inetlicicncy 9S% Cfficicncy [o[al

Z% [nefficicncy .$ipxd (mph) ~s

Emission Factor (gramdmilc) 1.7396

Emissions (gains) = VMT x fac(or \,~~\,199 ~J,~~~

9S% Efficiency Speed (mph) 30
Emission Factor (grams/mile) [.6427

EmissioM (garns) = VMTx fac(or 1.153.175 1.130. [[2

TOLalNew Emissions (grams) 1,154,536

t\’etHC Emissions Reduction

= Existing - New 15,645 gmrmdday

15.645 kqjday

6.295 ton.dyear

151i7P)j

Ci.[,~. Q97. V\!S

\f[,\\f[ V,\ LI.[; Y kEG[O,Xr\L [’L,\ SX[SG COMMISSIOS
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CM/.AQ ANALYSIS FOR

CITY OF DAYTON
SIGNAL UPGRADE, 15 INTERSECTIONS

This signal upgrade is part of a five-year plan [o rebuild signalized intersections. This phase will
modernize equipment needed to ensure proper traffic progression through fif[een intersections in
the City of Dayton. This project will help improve air quality because it will limit the maintenance
on the signals, thus decreasing the amount of down time.

AN~FORMA-JYON AND AsslJ~

The fifteen signal rebuilds will be averaged to ob[ain a typicalADT.

Approachlengthwillbeusedforcalculationpurposes.The typicalapproachIeng[h is 100 feet.

The average speed before replacement is assumed [o be 28 mph. Af[er replacement the speed
will be assumed to increase to 30.5 mph.

The emission factors used for the analysis are [aken from Mobile 5.0.4 Runs done by RAPCA

for tie Da~on area. The factors are for the year 1997, and include the par[ial implementation
ot’St-age LIVapor Recovery, #m[i-Tampering G(S, and Enhanced Inspection and Maintenance
(VM) for the area. This is consistent wi[h [he Day[on-Springfield area’s Redesignation
Application and SIP Compliance Plan.

I

!.! I,\\![ V,\Lr.E’< kf:GIOS,\l. PL,\>’.XlSG CO.V\l LSSIO>”
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ANAI,YSISRESU1,l’~

10i17i95

c.\!,\ Q’)7. v\fs

General Information:

Toml Length (miles) 0.01s9
Averag!ADTper Intersection I9.400

VMT (miles)= Length x ADT 367

Before Replacement:

Speed (mph) ~~

Emission Factor (grams/mile) 1.7396

Emissions (grams) = VMT x fac[or 639

Total Existing Emissiom (grams) 9,588

After Replacement:

Speed (mph) 30.5

Emission Factor (g,ra.rnsh.ik) 1.6427

Emissions (grams) = WMT x factor 604

Total h’ew Emissions (grams) 9,054

Net HC Emissions Reduction

= Exis[ing - N’CW 534 gra.rns/d3y

0.534!@kiy
0.215 tOns/year

\l[,\).f[ V,\l_LEY W; GIO>’,U PL,\.\.S[>’G COMMISSIOX

4-
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CLWAQ ANALYSIS FOR
CITY OF DAYTON

CENTRAL BUSNESS DISTRICT CONTROLLER REPL.4CEMEPJT

This projec[ will replace existing electro-mechanical controllers in downtown Dayton. 1[ will
involve a modernization of signal controllers needed LOensure proper [ra[~lc (low through
downtown. This will improve air quali[y because the implemenca[ion OF[he project will keep [he
[raffic I1OWconsis[en[ in the downtown s[ree[s.

~1’J,ALYSIS IW’OFllWIA’I’10~ ~~ Q&&W~N1l’T ~

Tle speed on a typical street in downtown Dayton is 18-20 mph.

A) The average speed before rcplacemen[ will be used as 18.9 mph.

B) The average speed af[er replacement will be used as 19.6 mph.

Ttnere am nine northbound/southbound SUeeLSand six eastbound/westbouncl streets in [he CBD.
The l:ngtis and ADT of these blocks were averaged to obtain a [ypical norddsou[h stree[ and
a typical easdwest street.

The emission fac[ors used for the analysis are dcen from Mobile 5.OA Runs done by RAPC.4
(’or[he Dayton area. Tle fac[ors are (or [he year 1997, and include [hc p~r[ial implementation
ot’S[Jgc II Vapor Recovery, An[i-Tampering [es[s, and Enhanced Inspcc[ion and Maintenance
(1/M) [or [hc area. This is consisten[ with the Day[on-Sprin:ficld are~’s Redesignation
,J.pplication and SIP Compliance Plan.

E-21 ~
.-
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,4 N,4LYSISRI?SI1l,H

General Information: “

To(al Lm@. Ea$[-West(miks) 7..$05Toed Length, Nord_i-Souti (miles) 4.432

Average .ADT, East-West 9,400 Average ADT, North -SOuti I0,800

VNIT’(miles)= Length x ADT 69,607 VMT (miles)= Lengyhx ADT 47,866.,

Totil VNIT 117,473

Before Replacement: After Replacement:
!

Speed (mph) 13.9 Speed (mph) 19.6

Emission Factor (grams/mile) ~.~709 Efissjon Factor (:ramsjmil~) 2.1974

Emissions (grams) = WIT x factor 266,769 &missions (grams) = VNITx(ac[or ~5s,[34

Xet HC Emi.s.sions Reduction

= Existin: - New S,634 grams/day

8.634 ‘@day

3.474 tondyear

!bll,\\ll v,\l.l.E’f !-tEGlos,\l. P1.,\>:slxG CON1.NIISSIOS



AIR QUALITY EMISSION REDUCTION AN.~LYSIS

for
REGIONAL OZONE ACTION PROG12,4N1 - SUklMER 1997

for Dayton/Springfield, Ohio

+~,+Ly~$ [~F(JR&fAT DN Am A~[J MPl.-JJJQ

1) Tne RcgionaJ Air Pollution Control Agency annually perfotms ozone monitoring from April 1 through
October 31. This includes 30 weeks per year.

2) The [args[ popuktion used in [his amdysis is males and females aged 6 [o 75, in [hc D~ymn mc[ropoli[an
area (including CIark, Greene, lMiami, LMontgomery, and Pre.ble coun[ies). This population is 861,600.
Tn.is [Nge[ population is estimated [o be [he bulk of tie work force, plus e;’eryone re~ched by [elcvision
Lnd schoo! programs beginning in [he second grade.

~j Eased on anticipated frequency and reach projections for radio, [tlcvijion ~nd a-l!o[hcr media, [hc
p?rcen[ of the [arge[ population reached from advenising ot’ [he O/one Ac[ion Program [or N weeks
i.i an es[ima~d 85$?0,which is 732,360.

‘ T;: ~.!l~mi Vaj]ey Regional Transi[ .Autioricy serves !Nlon[gomcr; Coun [y.-, .

5) ‘i_ot [2r~c[ population for LMon[gomery County is 497,400.

~}
UJ [t Lj 2s.sumed [ha[ [he percentage ot”[he LMon[gomeryCoun[y urge[ p,~~ula~ion reached t“rom advenisin~

J: :l-C~zonc Ac[ion program for so weeks is 509G, which is 24S,7(~~9.

‘1::.. :; Lisums d dna[ 1% of[k [w~~[ population reachc~ ~nro~:~, ~JI,,..r;~,;~:l~ \Vill begin ~d~sharing

:) ‘;~ork for 26 week.s durin~ tic mon[hs ot May - Oc[oi-wr, ir.;iu.<i.o, !( i.sas,sumcd [ha[ during
::-,: :;,r,:~mon[h of [he progrum, [he advertising will n~vc c]{;.;,,,rlal jj;)o~c[ L]n[il[hc mcs.sa~c has
5,::n reinforced through a varic[y of mediums. 1[is Lssumx :~-;~[in J [~’,o-person curpool, onc
~~rjon would con[i.nue LOdrive. Therefore, appro.xim~[:ly hi; c,: ihc 1% 0[”[hc [arge[ populu[ion

(-(sing L occupancy vehicles (S OVS) would actually be [db~tn~c;;”[l~,c (!ro~

3) 1[ is assumed [ha[ fiYo of [he [arge[ population in tvlon[~omery Coun~y reached through
,.~d~e~~ino til ~gm IxImg [he bus tor 26 weeks dunr, g [he rr~:l:hs ot’ hlay - Oc[obcr, inclusive.

1: is assu~ed [ha[ during ~he first mon[h of[he pro~rarn, [hc arl.c~i,sin~ Lvillhave minimal impac[
l~n[i][he message has been reinforced [hrough a varis[y ot”rnccilum.$.

,,lo) J,) The average one-way commute length is 10 miles. 1[ i; ~jju,m~d c~rpoolcrs will
dis[ancc LOwork.

3) Tne average [rip leng~h ~or a [ransi[ rider is 5 mi!cs. [( i.s~.i<.!n7cd [ran$i[ riders wil
dismncc pcr (rip on [he bus.

lmvcl Lhis

[ravel [his



CWAQ Analysis-Ragiand Ozona Action Program-Summar 1997

~NAI,y SIs ~J2S[lI,T~

A. (732.360 x .01) + 2 = 3,662 new ridesharers

B. 155,000x .ooj = 1,224 new umsi[ riders

,
.-+. 3,66? t“e;ver cars daily due [o rides ha-ing x 10 mll~ on~-v.’~’

j Conrnu[c [rip x 2 commu[c
iti?.ti’workday = 73,240 daily vehicle miles no[ [raveled by commuting SOVj because of rides harin(l

~

3. 1.2W fewer cars daily due [o new transit riders x 5 mile [rip = 6,220 d~ily v:hiclc miles no[ waveled
by SOVS because of new [ransi[ riders

73,242 -+6,220 = 79,460 vehicle miles not [raveled

M! vehicles, combined
clmis.sicn fac[or (grams/mile)

x 79,460 daily vehicle miles

Daily Emission Reduction

~earty Emission Reduction

,., ,-. .
5>

.

1.2331

97,982 ;

97.98 kg(lt!y

(30 work weeks) 16.20 tOrlS/yc:lr



CY 1996 AIR QUALITY EMISSION REDUCTION ANALYSIS

for

AIV’RT,A PC)llTlO~ OF THE IZEGION.4L OZONE ACTION PROGR.+N1

for DaytonKpringtield, Ohio

1) The Regiorul Air Pollution Control Agency annually pert”onns ozone monitoring [rem April 1 [hrough Oc[obcr
31. This includes 30 weeks per year.

?} The Yliami Valley Regional Transit Authority (lvlVRTA), which serves tMongomery Coun[y hti an average
d~ilv rider.ship 0[47,(M).,

3) The Ylim,i Valley Regional Transi[ Au[hori[y will offer reduced fares on d~ys idcn[itled as Ozone Action Days.
L1VRT,4 will otTer a maximum of 10 reduced fare days during [he ozone monitoring season. Thus, [or
c~lcu!~!ion purposes, it is resumed [ha[ [here will be approximately 10 reduced fare days during the ozone
.T.Or,i[,Otings~~son.

~) T:: ).!hti Vdky Regional Transit Authority has reduced (are days [wice d year on “Down[own Dayton Days”
.,,.,4.,m..-. 4.. ,1.” i.m.cruw in ridership on [hose days is 17%. During [he summer 01’!994 Cincinnati, Ohio had a “Regionul
0z7:2 .;’.12:[Pro~r2m”. From July 11 [hrough .%p[ember 2. 1994 [he SOu[hwM[ ohio Regiorwl Tmnsi[
,+!.:[,7,>-J- ! ,., .,7in Cincinnati had reduced fare days. Tkre was a 14% increase in ridcrship during these reduced l-m
:: -~-.. ..s.”-.s. ,. ...--. u... [or [he DayordSpringtield ‘ilEGION.ti OZOLNEACTIO.\ PROGRALM i[ is assumed dwrc will
;a.:,’;~~. ;-.. . . .,.:::.s: h daily ric!ership on reduced fi~redays durin~ [hc ozont~ monitoring season (or [hc Day[on
. . .----

, -—.. . . .. . ...
:), . ..-:. . ...;j:j:~ l“ac[orused t-or[he analysis is [a-kenborn LMobilc53.Runs done by RAPC, A t“or{he D~y[on arc~

.. . ... . ~-q. ;n.)i ~krial roadways, [or tie yc~r 1996. Thtsc inciLid:[h,:.. . ....L..,G( pdr[ial implcmcnLa[ion oiS[u~c 11
:). .:- : :.: ;..:(~,,,,.+n[i-Tampering [es[s, md Enkmccd [n.spec[ion and Jli:l:c:::!ncc (.[/Nl). This is consis[cn[ wi[h

...- . .ti,..=,~ld are~’s Rcdesigna Lion .-\pplic~[ion and S[? Comp!l;l:,cc pi~:~
. ;n,-. ”q .-,.,‘.”.

,.~- -.
.4! ‘., .’. ‘.’”. . .. ..[~

—... ——. —2. . . ..— —.

J -. 1’,’, ) ; 5 = 7,050 daily riders no[ making an SOV [rip during tic ozorw monitoring season,, ,’,,,

~,ojo” [“,:..,; .-: cars daily x 5 mile tip leng[h = 35,250 daily vehicle miles no! Lravelcd by SOVS



AIR QUALITY EMISSION REDUCTION ANALYSIS

for

MIAMI VALLEY REGION.AL TIL4NSIT AUTHORITY

REPL.ACEtMENT DIESEL BUSES

-AN,A1,YSIS I~~R~AT1 ON AND Assu~~r ONQ

1) Tne project is [o replace eieven diesel buses that currently have 19S2 De[roi[ Diesel 6V92 engines
with buses having either 1996 Detroit Diesel Series 50 or Cummins lYI-11 eng”ines. These hus
repiacemen[s ‘will improve air quality.

2) Tne average number of annual miles per bus is 30,000.

:) Tnc es[imated average speed of the buses is 15.7 miles per hour.

-!) Ttit emission factors used for the analysis are taken from ivlobilc 5,4 runs done by [hc Ohio
Dtpanmen[ of Transportation for the Day[on area for the years 19S2 and 1996.

~;,;’;”) ~-nud miles traveled per diesel buses + 365 dayslyear = S2.2 daily miles [raveled per diesel
‘a.. ....-.

.7.2 <ai!y miles traveled per diesel bus x 11 diesel buses = 904.2 [o[al d~ily miles [ravellcd by I 1
-,”.’s

. . :; ...,. .: ,”. ;,,, . .

.! - . __~2._. ,n: (Or v -1~

19S2 HC emission fac[or:

1996 HC emission fac[or:

.0:!’1::--”:’,’:,:L,>Io-[ween 1982 and 1996 factors:

11. ~~~)j& En&ion R~ction.

Hc
?.:d:c!ion in Heavy Du[y Diesel Vehicle
cn?i;;!~n t“ac[ors from 1982 [o 1996 (g,rams/mile)

().8 [

.-
~J:;. Emission Reduction.’

}’c:irly ~missionRecjuction
-“
---

73?,4 gday

7.324 kgday

2.95 tonslycar



CY 1997 AIR QUALITY EMISSION REDUCTION ANALYSIS

for
1}1VRT.4 PORTION Oi? THE ILEGIOLN.4L OZONE ,ACTIOL\’ PROGR.4h1

for Day[on/Springtleld, Ohio

AN,4LYS1S NFCIRM TIC)N Am P&S[JMp-r-t CIN~

The Regional Air Pollution Control Agency annually performs ozone moni[orin~ (mm April 1 through Oc[ohcr
31. This includes 30 weeks per year.

.,.
The Nliami Valley RegionalTransitAu[hori[y(MVRTA), which serves Montgomery County hus an tivcragc
d~ily ridership 0[47,000.

Tne Miti Valey Regional Transi[ Au[horky will offer reduced fares on days idcn[iticd as Ozone Ac[ion Days.
NIVRT.A will offer a maximum of 10 reduced tire days during [he ozone monitoring season.

Thus, for
c~lcula[ion purposes, i[ is assumed cha[ [here will be approximately 10 reduced fare days during [hc ozone
rnorii:oring season.

Tnc >lkmi Valley Regional Transi[ Au[hori[y has reduced fare days twice J year on “Down[own Day[on Days”
Md [b.t I.mcrez% in ridership on [hose days is 1770. During [he sur-rmwrof 1994 Cincinn~ti, Ohio had a “Re~ional
Ozor!t Alert Program”. From July 11 [hrough Sep[embcr 2, 1994 [he Sou[hwes[ Ohio l?e~ional Transi[
Au:b.oti:y in Cincinnati had reduced fare days. There was a 1470 increase in ridership dur-in~ fiese reduced fare
,J.,l. .-..,,>. T~,tr:fore, for [he Da~orJSpfi~tield REGIOhrAL OZOtNE ACI_IOL\ PROGR.+ht i[ is assumed [here will
,-~.. ~5% incre~se in daily ridership on reduced [are days during [he ozcjne rnoni[oring sexon for [hc Day[onIJe :!
~~::.

T_nc~,cr~ge [ri~ kngti per rider is 5 miles.

..-.. .. .....- .’. . .
:,, - . . - :.T. s.$Ion Iac[or used tor [he analysrs u [a!kn kom !Moblle)3 Runs dcnc. .

h, R,-\PC,.\ [“or[hc Dav[on iuc~
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