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Introduction of CMP




Purpose of a CMP

The 8 Core CMP Actions
Serves to: —
Develop regional objectives

* Define the extent and duration of congestion —
Define the CMP network
across the AAMPO network.

. Identify underlying causes of congestion, T ——

. . . . system performance
including physical, operational, and 4 .

Analyze congestion problems and needs
demand-related factors.

Project Selection

. . Identify and assess strategies
. Assess the effectiveness of implemented

strategies and recommend improvements. Program and
Implement strategies

. Support long-range planning by aligning

congestion mitigation strategies with the Evaluate strategy effectiveness
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP).




Regional Congestion Index

Annual Person-Hours of Delay per . Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
Travel Time Index** .
Commuter* Freeway and Arterial
Urban Area
Miles Miles
2023 2024 2023 2024 2023 2024

Dallas-Fort Worth — Arlington . . 133,289 137,288

Source: Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) 2025 Mobility Report.

*Yearly Delay per Auto Commuter: Extra travel time during the year divided by the number of people who commute in private vehicles in the urban area.

**Travel Time Index: The ratio of travel time in the peak period to the travel time at free-flow conditions. A value of 1.30 indicates a 20-minute free-flow trip takes 26 minutes in the peak
period.



Congestion Forecast — No Build
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Map Source: AAMPO MTP 2050



Federal Regulations: CMP Characteristics and Guidelines

Definition: '!I o -t ‘I " Bocios Ithwav ﬂz-r:?r'q‘i:;rcﬁon
Federal Regulations outlined in 23 CFR § 450.322 ;

* TMA shall address congestion management to provide for
safe and effective integrated management and operation of B
the multimodal transportation system, based on a Congestion
cooperatively developed and implemented metropolitan-

wide strategy Management
o . Process:
* Use of travel demand reduction, job access projects, and £ i
operational management strategies 4 g, A Guidebook

* Required in metropolitan areas with population exceeding
200,000

* Developed and implemented as an integrated part of the
metropolitan transportation planning process




History of AAMPO CMP




CHANGES FROM 2018 CMP

0\=

- 7 \
Goals and Performance CMP Network
Objectives Measures

Scoring

Strategies



CMP Update Outreach and Timeline

Outreach Timeline

Feb 2025

P Reviewed federal CMP
requirements and FHWA
guidance

B introduced CMP update process
and objectives

P Discussed recommended
performance measures

B Presented updated project
screening and strategy forms

P Feedback: Objectives and
performance measures

Apr 2025
P Reviewed CMP network and
objectives survey results
B Confirmed network updates

pFinalized CMP objectives and
performance measures

P Discussed congestion forecasts
and CMP scoring overview

May 2025

P Shared finalized CMP objectives
and performance measures

P !ntroduced CMP
Corridor Fact Sheets

P Discussed CMP scoring
methodology and mitigation
strategies

P Conducted interactive exercises

B Feedback: Corridor- specific
strategies

Sept 2025

P Reviewed network adjustments
and scoring refinements

B Presented methodology updates
for corridor analysis

P Conducted corridor analysis
exercise for scoring and
prigritization

P Feedback: Criteria, weighting and
strategy selection



CMP Goals and Objectives

2050 MTP Goal |

Multimodal Land Use
2030 was identified as the Mobility Performance and
horizon year for each of the and and Accessibility
objectives. Congestion Reliability and Efficiency Accessibility
1. Maintain hours of delay v
per capita
2. Increase interstate
reliability to 70% v v v
3. Increase non- v
interstate reliability to v v
50%
4. Reduce meanincident
clearance times per v
incident by 20%
5. Maintain truck travel v v
time on highways
6. Increase average v
transit on-time v
performance to 85%
7. Increase non-SOV v
travel mode share by v
5%




2026 CMP Network Update

IF _J 2024 AAMPC Boundary

New Additions to CMP Network
- Eisting CMP Metwork
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Regionally Significant Roadways

* Boundary Expansion

* Federally functionally classified as interstate
freeways, other freeways or expressways

* Federally functionally classified as principal
arterials

* Intermodal connectors included in the
federally adopted national highway system

* Designated as SH or US routes

* Community connections that provide direct,
continuously signed connections between
nearby or adjacent census defined urbanized
areas, urban clusters and population centers
with more than 5,000 people

* Between activity centers that serve as
primary regional connectors to an otherwise
unserved regional activity center

* Extensions of regionally significant roadways
to connect non-connecting termini



NETWORK EVALUATION & PROCESS EVALUTION

Process Objective:
Develop a tool that can be
automated.

Network Requirements Developing an Automated Process
* The network should be compatible

with data sources for evaluation.
* l|dentify data variables Refine Scoring
* Refine system performance Refine Identify & Criteria &

measures: scoring criteria and Network Clean Data Evaluation
evaluation parameters Parameters

* Develop ArcGIS Model & Scripts to
automate future evaluation
processes

* Develop agency partnerships data
standards to improve data
compatibility and processingin
future evaluation cycles.

Develop
Model &
Scripts




Scoring Recommendations

Scoring Considerations
Potential Scoring Update

Previous Scoring Revised Scoring

Category Inventory Measure Points Max Points Max
Parallel Expressway (within D mile) LE: ?Dl e asure Plts JCiE
Entire Limits 5 Parallel Expressway (within 5 miles) - B
i Parallel Arterials (frontage roads, major and L 2
Alternative Roadway R . - . Partial Limits 3 22 Entire Limits 10
minor arterials within 1 mi) None 0 Alternative Parallel Arterials (frontage roads, major Partial Limits s o
Direct Connections (Interchanges) to other Yes 4 Roadway and minor arterials within 1 mi) None 0
highways Non_e - - 0 Direct Connections (Interchanges) Yes 5
Rap!d Trar‘ls!t and Rail 12 to other highways None 0
Rapid Transit 7 High Frequency Routes (on facility) 10
Public Transportation Public Transportation High Frequtler_my Routes (1/4 Mile) 5
Bus 5 Bus (on facility) 8
None 0 Bus (1/4 mile) 4
Rideshare (Park-and-Ride, Transit Center, Park- Yes 7 Rideshare (Park-and-Ride, Transit Center, | On Facility 6
and-Pool) None 0 Park-and-Pool) Walking Distance 3
Yes 5
Managed/HOV Lanes LE::usne 3 Managed/HOV Lanes None o
Modal Options . . 27 . - IF - 2
Bike Lane and Sidewall 2 Modal Options Bike Facility and Sidewalk 25
Bike Lane 1 Bike Facility (on facility) 2
Bike Facility (connects to facility) 1
Sidewalk 1 Sidewalk (both sides of the road) 2
Bike or Pedestrian Facility {entire corridor) Bike or Pedestrian Facility (entire corridor) Sldewallt: =l bO‘th sides with 3
connecting facility
Sidewalk on one side with a 5
connecting bike facility
None or Incomplete 0 Sidewalk {one side of the road) 1
None or Incomplete 0




Scoring Recommendations

Scoring Considerations

Potential Scoring Update

Category

Previous Scoring

Inventory

Measure

Points

Max Points

System Demand (Recurring)

2025 Peak Hour WVC
PHED

2025 Truck Volume Percentage

Area Type

Below or Average
Above

Below or Average

Above

Rural
Suburban
Urban

Urban Intense
CBD

10
3

[l I+ R -

25

Revised Scoring

System Demand
{Recurring)

2025 Peak HourVC
(avg. 0.80)

Below or Average

y
=]

Above

PHED

At or Above 60% design

Below 60% design speed

2025 Truck Volume Percentage (avg. 12%)

Below

Above

Roadway Significance

Regional Significance

Sub-Regional Significance

Local Significance

|| = | ===

25

System Reliability (Non-Recurring)

Crash Rates

Shoulders

Safety Service Patrol Coverage

ITS

Below or Average
Above

Full Outside and
Full Outside or Inside
Partial Limits
None

Refuge areas (for
surface streets)
Entire Limits
Partial Limits
MNone

Entire Limits
Partial Limits
None

(4]

S WS W W 2 W

25

System Reliability
(Non-Recurring)

Crash Rates

Below the Average

—
(=]

At the Average

Above Average

Shoulders

Full Qutside and Inside

Full Outside or Inside

Partial Limits

None

Refuge areas (for surface streets)

Safety Service Patrol Coverage

Entire Limits

Partial Limits

None

ITS

Entire Limits

Partial Limits

=W o|=lwl=(Oo|=|w|(~lc|m

None

o

25




Scoring Recommendations

Scoring Considerations
Rating the System

Performance

Overall Score Rating Level Area Type: Urban Area Type: Other
Expressways/Freeways Good =50 > 40

Sufficient 30-50 25-4A0

Poor <30 <25
Arterials Good >75 =50

Sufficient 50-75 30-50

Poor <50 <30

Each category 25 points max for a total score of 0-100

Alternative Monak System System
Roadway Demand Reliablity
Infrastructure Options (Recurring) (Non-Recurring)

0 - 14 points 15 - 25 points

Needs improvement Sufficient performance



Congestion

Corridor Evaluation Exercise




2025 CMP Corridor Scoring Results

Legend

CMP Network 2025

Kerrville
Good

Poor

e Sufficient

Performance
Level

Good

Overall Score Rating Area Type: Urban Area Type: Other

Expressways/Freeways

Sufficient

Good

Arterials

Sufficient




CMP Corridor Fact Sheet: IH10-Loop 410 E and IH 35

Alternative Roadway Infrastructure

Parallel Expressways (within 5 miles) hNone
Parallel Arterials (within 1 mile) Partial Limits
Direct Connections Yes

Modal Options

High Frequncy Route with Bus Stops
Within a 1/4 Mile

Mo Facility near or on roadway
segment

Public Transportation

Rideshare (Park and Ride or Transit Center)

Managed/HOV Lanes Mone

Bike or Pedestrian Facility Proximity to Bike Facility

System Reliability (Recurring)

2025 PHED Below 60% design speed
2025 V/C Below or Average

2025 Truck Volume Percentage Below

Area Type Urban Intense

Alternative Roadway Infrastructure

Crash Rates Below the Average

Shoulders Full Qutside and Inside Shoulders
Safety Service Patrol Enftire Limits

Truck Lane Restrictions Ealtr',]-' E-;f San Antonio Designated Truck

ITS Coverage 1 camera, 1 DMS

Kirb)
Alta Vista River Road = ¢
Midtown Tobin Hill A
- - L —— Government United
Five Points @ Hill Alliance Homeowners
:
g Harvard Place -
Dignowity Hill Eastlawn Eastg
San Antonio
Jefferson
- Heights Eastwood Huntleigh Park
) Coliseum-Willow Village P asicanta
Historic Park ssoclation
Gardens Arena District
King William Wheatl
eatle |
Heightsy Hein-Crchard
Denver Heights
. Dellcrest Area
Southeast Side
Roosevelt Park !
ard:.i- - .I
) 4 Highland Park SunnySiope
Riverside
Riverside Lower
South Southeast Side

Mahncke Park

Pecan Valley

CMP Scoring: Urban Freeway/Expressway: 65/100 = Good



CMP Corridor Fact Sheet: Blanco Road - Loop 410 N and Loop 1604 N

Alternative Roadway Infrastructure
Parallel Expressways (within 5 miles)
Parallel Arterials (within 1 mile)
Direct Connections

Modal Options

Public Transportation
Rideshare (Park and Ride or Transit Center)

Managed/HOV Lanes

Bike or Pedestrian Facility

Yes
Partial Limits

MNone

Bus Stop and High Frequency Route
on Facility

Mo Facility near or on roadway
segment

None

Sidewalks, Existing Bike Facility

System Reliability (Recurring)

2025 PHED

2025 v/C

2025 Truck Volume Percentage
Area Type

At or Above 60% design
Below or Average
Above

Urban Intense

Alternative Roadway Infrastructure

Crash Rates
Shoulders
Safety Service Patrol

Truck Lane Restrictions

ITS Coverage

Above Average

Full Outside and Inside Shoulders
None

No Truck Lane Restrictions

None

Row

The Park at
Deerfield

Oak Hawven
1804 F::E:: :'t Heights
Deerfield ssion Ridge
Inwood
Homeowners s
Shavano Park idden Forest  Hill Country
‘u’illage Shady Oaks Dakhollg
Woods of Churchill
Shavano Estates
Maorth Central
Thousand Oaks
er Ranch Woodlands of
Shavano Castle Hills Camine Real Hill Country
Heights Hunters Creek Forgst fa Del Norte itlas
Ridge
Castle Wood c trvsid
pintington Park Forest Forest ountryside
Place San Pedro
Elm Creek Enchanted
Devonshire Village Greater Bluff Creek
Condominiums Harmony Hills
Mission Trace
Vance Jackson &
Lockhill
Estates
WVance Jackson ater San Antonio
y Hills International
Airport
185 p
Eociation
Colonies Oak Valley
(illage Mance Crownhill Park
Jackson
Kensington MeoAr|

Gold Canyon N

CMP Scoring: Urban Arterial: 62/100 =



CMP Corridor Fact Sheet: us 90/ Kingsbury Street- IH 10 E and W Court Street

Alternative Roadway Infrastructure

Parallel Expressways (within 5 miles) Yes N
Parallel Arterials (within 1 mile) None A
Direct Connections MNone

Frontage Rd

Modal Options z
= w2 =
Public Transportation Bus Facility on Route v = %iﬁ
" > i
; ) i Mo Facility near or on roadway o s
Rideshare (Park and Ride or Transit Center) segment ; ; L =
Managed/HOV Lanes None L 2
) i T
Bike or Pedestrian Facility None or Incomplete *.?; St
z =
e
. _ i
System Reliability (Recurring) 2 L
2025 PHED At or Above 60% design = 2 ot
2025 V/C Below or Average @ P>
2025 Truck Volume Percentage Above
Area Type TR — W Coure st . E Court 5t

|25

Alternative Roadway Infrastructure

Crash Rates Below the Average

Shoulders Full Outside and Inside Shoulders

Safety Service Patrol Mone

Truck Lane Restrictions No Truck Lane Restrictions CMP Scoring: Urban Arterial: 49/100 = Poor

ITS Coverage None



2026 CMP Dashboard:
T

Congestion Management Process 2025 AA

2025 CORRIDORS

Blanco Road (10) - CMP Score: 16 Q .
San Marcos i CMP Corridor 1

SH 46 (120} - CMP Score: 17
3rd Street / E Houston Street /
Bowie Street

Wourzbach Road (153) - CMP Score: 19

FM 3351 (33) - CMP Score: 21

Balverde

SH 123 (109) - CMP Score: 22 From Broadway St to Taylor Street

SH 46 (121) - CMP Score: 22 Area Type: Central Business District

Potranco Road (87) - CMP Score: 23

b 1 Number of Lanes: 4
SH 46 (122} - CMP Score: 24 - ) 3 ' . )
4 \ Facility Type: Arterial
FM 725 (34) - CMP Score: 26 { 1 \ ) Sk 4
Univeral City Shoulders: No Shoulders

SH 123 (108) - CMP Score: 26

IH 35 (62) - CMP Score: 28 Managed/HOV Lanes: None

US 181 {131} - CMP Score: 30 Parallel Expressway (within 5 mile): Yes

' S\ mreatitoni? .
SH 123 (107} - CMP Score: 31 [— Parallel Arterials (frontage roads, major and minor

SH 46 (125} - CMP Score: 31 arterial within 1 mile): Partial Limits
Castrgyilie

Direct Connections (interchanges) to other
highways: None

IH 35 (158) - CMP Score: 31

Culebra Road (18) - CMP Score: 32

SH 46 (124) - CMP Score: 32 Roadway Significance: 5

Stockdale
FM 3351 (156) - CMP Score: 32 g ;
Natalid 4 Oy Eield | / ; CMP Scoring

Blanco Road (9) - CMP Score: 33 i :

Devine

.
FM 78 (35) - CMP Score: 33 Bl ——

System Demand
{Mon-Recurring})

e

Bulverde Road (13) - CMP Score: 34 Esri, CGIAR, USGS | Texas Parks & Wildlife, CONANF Es’i_ TomTom, Garmin, SafeGraph, FAO, METI/NASA, USGS, EPA, NPS, USPWS Powered by Esri Seore 10 ;"10dﬂ'30291i°-“
f. B core
0 34 Systern Demand
IH 10 (50) - CMP Score: . . [Recurring)
: Alternative Roadway System Demand System Demand Modal Option CMP Total Score 25

SH 211 (119} - CMP Score: 34 Infrastructure Score (Recurring) Score (Non-Recurring) Score Sco re Score P e
Roadway 87

Us 90 Alt[345] - CMP Score: 35 1 5 3 0 2 5 43 |5'1|raslr‘chl-Jre
core 3


https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fmpo.maps.arcgis.com%2Fapps%2Fdashboards%2Ffd4196ba0055428db481a04613c980fe&data=05%7C02%7Cjory.dille%40hdrinc.com%7C181ed0db955e46278ab808de52e8eaee%7C3667e201cbdc48b39b425d2d3f16e2a9%7C0%7C0%7C639039357561263318%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=D7isKy1mIkXmh8BIfoBky%2FUSltEP4oW51KvxawJhLuw%3D&reserved=0

CMP Strategy Selection

Policy/Program/System Level

* Policy Management

Intelligent Transportation Systems

* Advanced Transportation Systems

* Operational Management

* Travel Demand Campaigns
Corridor/Project Level
 Corridor Improvements

* Public Transportation Improvements




CMP Project Screening and Strategy Forms

AAMPO OVP Screening Criterta (DRAFT 9-4-2018)

C 0 0 rd i n at i O n Wit h AAMPO Congestion Management Process (CMP) ROAD NAME: LIMIT FROM: T0:

Project Level Screening MPO DROJECTID(Slzl ]

stakeholders on projects e '
adding capacity

STRATEGIES FOR MANAGING CONGESTION

Ty 3 Strategies
e I — . B ) o srematne e [ .
* 35 33 Modal Options ription of how the strategy is being
reone 85 3° e SystemDemand incorporated into the project (when appiicabie)
v o

_ ] System Relability
Forms will be made Pr—————

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)

O O O ® Advanced traffic management
. Factors that influence access to/from the region, between regional activity centers, and to,/from local land uses [
Click cell to
available on AAMPO i - OO O o ananceapuvicunsnsystems
. Does the roadway have paraliel expressway within 5 miles? | rause | O @
W t Does the rosdway have parallel arterials within 1 mile? [ rause | [ ] Emergency management
e S I e Does the roadway have direct connections to other highways| | FALSE |
EIESE I AL FER T [ B Policy Management
Mscore 4 18 o DEow, IMpIOwements Ie NOS3Y in INT CAegory. Piadce 160 Tadie “SUateged for Managing Congeition” 10 (Jentify reldted (U 2tegies
Modal Options Deficiency O O O @ landuse
Factors that influence the viability of traveling by alternative modes on the corridor
'Click cell to ( ) < ) ( ) Preservation of green space
Score
answer
What public tramsportation are available? m O O O . Pa rking management
15 & rideshare option available?
e managed or WOV Incas svalishie? B O O O Preserve neighborhood aesthetic
What bicyde and/or pedestrian facilities are available [for the entire project length)? m
[ TouiPoietsinCategor:ModalOptions | 0| OO O @ ransiorientes devetopment (100)
H score is 14 of below, Improvements ane noeded in this categony. Please see Tabie "Strategies for Managing Congestion” 10 identify related strategies.
5 SR
e e ) Deficlency Corridor Improvements (21 mile in length)
Factors that influence the size of demand for roadway space on the corridor O O O . Capaciw improvements
Click cell to ®
Score
Is the roadway's [ 2015) peak V/C above or below the region’s average (2015) peak V/C . Conztstlon relief corridors
of 0.857 [ ]
Is the roadway's [2015) truck volume percentage above or below the region's sverage O O O . Bottleneck removal

(2015) truck volume percentage 11.54%?

What s the roadway's area ?
o o i oty sytom Demang

AR

O O O Roadway rehabilitation

iore i 14 or below, Improvements are needed in thic category. Please see Table "Strategies for Managing Congestion” to dentify related sty stegies
O O O ® Bicydle facilities
System Reliability (Non-Recurring) Deficlency
Factors that occasional | ing) traffic ©n the corridor O O O Y Pedestrian facilities
Click cell to
answer Sooos .
Advanced Transportation Systems
Is the roadway's (2017) crash rate above or below the region's average (2017) crash
rate of 289 crashes per 100 M VMT? m § =
Are shoulders for highways) or other refuge area (for surface streets) available? [Fase | O O O . Premium transit
Is the roadway part of the Safety Service Patrol service area? [Fase |
Does the roadway have a truck lane restriction? [FAsE | O O O Managed lanes
Does the roadway have Intelligent Transportation Systems? [FaLse | .
L Categon ity
f score i5 14 o below, improvemants are needed in this category. Please se Tabie *Sirategies for Managing Congestio ateger




Congestion Management Process

 January: TAC (today) and TPB Approval
« 2026 -2030: Continue stakeholder engagement and data
collection

e 2030: Next CMP Update



Motion to Approve

Motion to approve the 2026 Congestion
Management Process (CMP) Update and
recommend adoption to the Transportation
Policy Board.



Thank you

Jory Dille
Transportation Planning Lead
HDR Engineering
jory.dille@hdrinc.com



mailto:jory.dille@hdrinc.com
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