
 

 

Anyone who requires an auxiliary aid or service for effective communication, or a modification of policies or procedures to participate in a MPO program, 
service, or activity, should contact Hilary Hershner at (319) 286-5161 or email h.hershner@corridormpo.com as soon as possible, but no later than 48 

hours before the event. This public announcement satisfies Section 5307 program of projects requirements for transit project public review and comment. 

 

 

MEETING NOTICE 
 

The Corridor Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) 

June 6, 2019 at 2:00 p.m.  
Time Check Hall – City Services Center, First Floor 

500 15th Avenue SW, Cedar Rapids 
 

Chair: Seth Gunnerson – Cedar Rapids  
Vice Chair: Brenna Fall – Cedar Rapids  
TTAC Voting Members: Brad Ketels - Linn County; Randy Burke – Linn County Conservation; Dick Ransom - 
Hiawatha; Shane Wicks – Fairfax; Kesha Billings & Mike Barkalow - Marion; Scott Pottorff - Ely; Jon Bogert – Palo; 
Kelli Scott - Robins; Ron Griffith, Nate Kampman, John Witt, Steve Krug, Doug Wilson, Matt Myers, Steve Hershner, 
& Jason Middlekauff - Cedar Rapids; Tom Peffer - Linn County Trails Association.  
TTAC Non-voting Members: Cathy Cutler - Iowa DOT; Darla Hugaboom- FHWA; Daniel Nguyen - FTA  

 

AGENDA 

Roll Call  

 

Public Comment Period 
 

Action/Discussion Items  

 

1. Approve Minutes from May 2, 2019 & May 7, 2019 – ATTACHED 
 

2. 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) Scoring Criteria – ATTACHED 

 

Report Items/Member Updates 

 

Next Scheduled Meeting 

 Next TTAC meeting: Meeting falls on July 4 holiday, CMPO staff may reschedule, if necessary. More 

details at the June 6 meeting. 
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TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TTAC) MEETING 

MINUTES 

Training Room, Lower Level – Cedar Rapids City Hall 

101 First Street SE, Cedar Rapids 

Thursday, May 2, 2019 at 2:00 p.m.  

 

Member Present Absent Alternate 

Seth Gunnerson X   

Brenna Fall X   

John Witt X    

Ron Griffith X   

Steve Hershner X   

Jason Middlekauff X    

Matt Myers X  Caroline Pauli 

Nate Kampman X   

Doug Wilson X   

Scott Pottorff X   

Shane Wicks X   

Dick Ransom X   

Randy Burke X   

Kesha Billings X   

Mike Barkalow X   

Jon Bogert X   

Kelli Scott X  Dax Suntken 

Tom Peffer X   

Cathy Cutler X   

Darla Hugaboom  X  

Daniel Nguyen  X  

Steve Krug X   

Brad Ketels  X  

 

Staff Present: Bill Micheel, Brandon Whyte, Hilary Hershner & Liz Darnall  

 

Seth Gunnerson called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m. 

 

Public Comment 

Public comments included in the agenda packet were reviewed. Mr. Whyte noted that CMPO 

staff posted each project on Facebook, with the exception of the last three from the second call for 

road projects. Majority of comments received were related to the roundabout at C Ave/County 

Home Road, showing a mix of support and opposition of the project.  
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Action/Discussion Items 

1. TTAC Minutes from the April 4, 2019 meeting.  
Dick Ransom motioned to approve the minutes, except that the word “careless” on page 5 be 

changed to carless. Seconded by Tom Peffer. The motion passed unanimously.  

 

2. Transportation Improvement Program FFY20-23 Project Review and Recommendation 

 

Road Project Review  

Hilary Hershner shared a road project overview: 

 

City of Cedar Rapids  

 1st Ave from 27th to 34th St 

 Tower Terrace Road (TTR) from 1,000 ft. west of Miller Road to I-380 Interchange 

Mr. Griffith asked if the typical section provided is correct for the City of Cedar Rapids TTR 

project, as it does not match what is in the plan. Ms. Hershner stated that this section is what was 

pulled from the TTR Plan. The trail on the south side will not be trail-width. East of the 

interchange will have 10’ trails on both sides, and a sidewalk on the south side. There was 

discussion about how it is consistent with the Corridor Management Plan, and that it allows 

accessibility for emergency vehicles.   

 

Mr. Suntken asked if the intent of the median is to accommodate future turn lanes. Ms. Hershner 

shared that this is the intent, and will be built to the inside rather than acquiring additional right of 

way.  

 

Ms. Billings requested clarification on the “10’ trail to be placed only on one side”, north versus 

south. Ms. Hershner stated that Linn County prefers the north side due to connectivity to Wickiup 

Hill. It was included in the final design because of the off ramps. There was discussion regarding 

a higher level of safety to construct a trail across the off ramps, opposed to the on ramps. In 

addition, there was discussion of where the side path drops off.   

 

There was an at-length discussion regarding the trail widths on the City of Hiawatha’s I-380 

Interchange at TTR application, and Mr. Griffith stated he would like to see 10’ and 6’ for the 

City of Cedar Rapids project, as it is a more favorable width for a multi-use path. Staff shared that 

it is policy to allow 5’ for residential and 6’ for commercial, although it does not mean that more 

cannot be done. In addition, there was discussion about the cross section proposed from the 

interchange to Edgewood Road to the east, and how far to carry to the west. Mr. Griffith 

expressed that the corridor to the west needs a separate management plan. Mr. Gunnerson shared 

that from the City of Cedar Rapids perspective, the terrain may pose challenges in regards to 

development. Mr. Hershner shared that from the corridor standpoint, there is an agreement with 

the City of Hiawatha to connect the systems on either side of the interstate. Furthermore, there 

was discussion of how the City of Palo and City of Toddville may benefit from the extension of 

the corridor.  
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Mr. Burke moved and Mr. Griffith seconded to recommend to change all sidewalks to 6’. The 

motion was carried.  

City of Hiawatha  

 I-380 Interchange at Tower Terrace Road 

 Pavement Reconstruction of Tower Terrace Road from I-380 to 700 ft. east of North 

Center Point Road 

Mr. Griffith asked how people on the north side are supposed to reach the trail. Ms. Hershner 

shared that the small group recommendation is to encourage direction via design and signage. In 

addition, there was discussion regarding accessibility to the trail for the mobile home park 

residents. CMPO staff shared that the mobile home park residents will use the mid-block 

crossing/driveway of the mobile home park, as the driveway close to the interchange will be 

closing. A sidewalk on the south side will require further discussion.  

 

Furthermore, there was discussion regarding a single vs. multi-lane aroundabout. Mr. Witt 

strongly opposed a multi-lane roundabout, as volumes currently do not support and would be a 

safety concern. Mr. Witt encouraged designing the roundabout so it can be easily converted after 

the road is completed in 2049. CMPO staff shared that the current model assumes TTR will be 

built out, however, the Corridor Management Plan indicates that by 2040 it would not be. Ms. 

Hershner shared turning movements with the TTAC.  

 

Mr. Wilson moved and Mr. Witt seconded to recommend an initial build of a single lane 

roundabout, citing safety concerns. Mr. Ransom opposed. The motion was carried eighteen to 

one.  

 

Linn County – County Home Road (E34) Roundabout 

CMPO staff shared that Linn County has not approved the changes discussed with TTAC. Mr. 

Griffith expressed concern with cyclist accommodation at this roundabout, and did not encourage 

cyclists merging into traffic. Mr. Wilson requested clarification for the term “outside the 

roundabout”. Mr. Griffith shared that it is a standard design with bike ramps that takes people to 

the sidewalk. In addition, there was discussion among the Committee regarding truck 

accommodations. Ms. Hershner shared that when this application was first received in January 

2019, she spoke with Brad DeBrower and discussed including pedestrian and cyclist 

accomodations as part of the project.   

 

Mr. Peffer moved and Mr. Wilson seconded to accommodate cyclists and pedestrians through the 

roundabout by providing several paths on the outside of the roundabout through the splinter 

islands, as recommended by the roundabout design guide. The motion was carried.  

 

Mr. Wilson moved and Mr. Peffer seconded to recommend that when the roundabout is designed, 

possible connections to TUMA are laid out so in the future it can be built accordingly. The 

motion was carried.  

 

Furthermore, there was discussion among TTAC regarding adequate lighting at the roundabout 

for pedestrians. 
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City of Marion – 7th Ave from 12th St to 22nd St 

There was discussion regarding the frontage width. CMPO staff shared that 6’ is the minimum 

width for commercial, and it is driven by existing right of way.  

 

Mr. Wicks moved and Mr. Barkalow seconded to approve the design variances. The motion was 

carried.   

 

Mr. Ransom moved and Mr. Kampman seconded to approve CMPO staff recommendations for 

road projects. The motion was carried.  

 

Trails Project Review 

Brandon Whyte shared an overview of each trails project with the Committee: 

 City of Fairfax (Fairfax – Cedar Rapids Trail Connection, West Prairie Creek Trail) 

 Linn County Conservation (Highway 100 Trail, Segment 4) 

Seth Gunnerson asked where the purple segment of the trail ends for the Fairfax project. Shane 

Wicks stated that some would end at the south end of the field and north edge of the tree line. 

 

Mr. Gunnerson asked what additional sources of funding Linn County Conservation is seeking. 

Mr. Burke stated that Linn County will apply for SRT and FRP funding, and also have bond 

dollars as well as other project funds available.  

 

Dick Ransom moved and Jon Bogert seconded to fully fund the Fairfax project in FFY23, fund 

the remainder to the Hwy 100 trail, shift TAP funds to FFY20 to allow for sub-phasing of the 

Linn County Conservation project, and the remainder left in FFY23 will complete the trail. The 

motion was carried.   

 

Transit Project Review 

Liz Darnall shared an overview of each transit project with the Committee: 

 Cedar Rapids Transit – 2 Fixed-Route Replacement Buses; Paratransit Bus Repalcement 

 City of Marion – Marion Bus Stops 

 City of Cedar Rapids – Edgewood Road Multi-use Walkway (16th Ave SW to O Ave 

NW) 

Mr. Suntken requested clarification on the City of Marion’s funding request $182,000 versus the 

recommendation of $181,000. Ms. Darnall stated that CMPO staff will research the cause of the 

difference, and likely a typing error.  

 

Mr. Middlekauf moved and Mr. Wicks seconded to fully fund the Cedar Rapids Transit requests 

for fixed route and para transit buses, fulfill the City of Marion’s additional funding request of 

$110,000 in FFY20 and $71,000 in FFY21 for bus stops and spend the remaining $94,000 in 

FFY21 and $35,000 in FFY23 for the City of Cedar Rapids Multi-use walkway along Edgewood 

Road. The motion was carried.   
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3. Federal Aid Discussion 
Mr. Whyte shared that every four years, the CMPO is reviewed by the Iowa DOT to identify 

strengths and areas of improvement. Four years ago, an issue was identified with TAP and STGB 

balances. Currently, the CMPO has 1/5 of all STGB dollars in the state. The dollars are all fully 

allocated to projects, although the graph represents money that is not spent. In addition, the TAP 

balance four years ago was just under $3,000,000. Currently, it is 40% lower than it was which is 

positive. The CMPO will be on the right path over the next few quarters.  

 

Mr. Whyte shared that the STGB balance has increased by 50%, from $22,000,000 to 

$33,000,000. The TIP is a four-year document and CMPO staff received guidance that has been 

abided by. The DOT will observe a decrease in the numbers as several TTR projects are 

scheduled for letting next year. The TTR projects carry $12,000,000. In addition, there was 

discussion that cost estimates that are too low or too high can delay projects. Iowa is unique in 

that STGB funds may be carried over. CMPO will process all of the information in completing 

the TIP and beginning work on the LRTP. This information will be brought before TTAC in the 

coming months.  

 

Report Items/Member Updates 

 

Adjournment 

Mr. Gunnerson moved and Mr. Ransom seconded to adjourn the meeting. The motion was 

carried.  

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Jillane Gilmour 

Administrative Assistant II 
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TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TTAC) 

MEETING MINUTES 

Training Room, Lower Level – Cedar Rapids City Hall 

101 First Street SE, Cedar Rapids 

Thursday, May 7, 2019 at 2:00 p.m.  
 

Member Present Absent Alternate 

Seth Gunnerson X   

Brenna Fall  X  

John Witt X    

Ron Griffith X   

Steve Hershner  X  

Jason Middlekauff X    

Matt Myers X  Caroline Pauli 

Nate Kampman X   

Doug Wilson X   

Scott Pottorff X   

Shane Wicks  X  

Dick Ransom X   

Randy Burke X   

Kesha Billings X   

Mike Barkalow X   

Jon Bogert X   

Kelli Scott X  Dax Suntken 

Tom Peffer X   

Cathy Cutler X   

Darla Hugaboom  X  

Daniel Nguyen  X  

Steve Krug  X  

Brad Ketels X   

 

Staff Present: Bill Micheel, Brandon Whyte, Hilary Hershner & Liz Darnall  

 

Seth Gunnerson called the meeting to order at 2:01 p.m. 

 

Public Comment 
There were no public comments.  
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Action/Discussion Items 
1. Project Evaluation Criteria for 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan 
Patrick Alvord, Confluence, led the discussion with TTAC to cover project evaluation criteria for 

the 2045 LRTP with an objective of obtaining a recommendation and focus on specific 

considerations for the scoring criteria, as well as specific points totals. Jared Gulbranson, WSP, 

joined the meeting via phone. The goals and evaluation criteria spreadsheet was updated with 

CMPO staff leading up to the special meeting. Mr. Alvord shared that Confluence will evaluate 

all of the projects as they are received.  

 

Modes 

– Roads 

– Trails  

– Transit 

– Safe Routes to School (SRTS) 

 

Goals 
– Safety & Security 

– Economic Vitality 

– Sustainability & Health 

– Transportation Choice 

– System Operations 

– Maintenance 

– Stormwater & Green Features 

Points total per mode/project = 100 

 

Roads 
Safety & Security 

There was discussion regarding non-motorist households and the question of the ability to 

measure at this point. Previously, the question was phrased“Does project include bicycle, 

pedestrian, or transit improvement in area where non-motorists or carless households live and 

travel?” and was rephrased to state“Does project include bicycle, pedestrian, or transit 

improvement in area where non-motorists or carless households live?”. In addition, TTAC 

discussed high crash areas, crash criteria, and the relationship to pedestrian incidents. TTAC will 

continue to work through safety and security to develop specific questions with particular 

definitions. Furthermore, additional topics of discussion are listed below: 

– What are we defining as a high crash area? 

– Average crash rates in particular areas? 

– Include traffic volumes in calculation? 

– Look at crashes in terms of rate and volume on an annual basis 

– Define “high crash area” 

– What’s an acceptable safety measure? 
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– Rank projects, highest quartile in terms of improvement 

– CMPO staff develop values for scoring criteria with subcategories to judge the Vision 

Plan 

– Direction on safety features should have a volume-based restraint; Crash reduction vs. 

counting features 

– Define “safety feature” 

– Consider actual severity of crashes 

Economic Vitality 

TTAC discussed developing a definition to discuss later, as well as mapping. This criteria will be 

dependent on the project, and the intention is for it to be a range of any adopted plans.  

 

Sustainability & Health 

TTAC discussed defining environmental justice/low-mod census tracts, combination of low 

income or disadvantaged populations. Mr. Micheel pointed out that there are already definitions 

at the federal level that can be utilized. In addition, it was discussed whether this involves the 

environment directly and appropriate connotation. Ms. Pauli posed the question of a transit 

component without a bicycle.  

 

Transportation Choice 

Mr. Gunnerson asked that as long as congestion is being defined, if it was the best use of funds. 

CMPO staff agreed and felt that it would be the best use of funds. TTAC discussed making “0” a 

possibility, particularly if a road being built is not connecting to anything.  

 

System Operations 

There were no comments on this criteria.  

 

Maintenance 

TTAC discussed Tower Terrace Road, and if it is allowed if deemed a priority by Policy Board. 

In addition, discussion was held on whether to include additional points for maintenance in the 

complete street elements. There is the potential for being penalized by adding new assets. 

 

Stormwater & Green Features 

TTAC discussed defining what a green element is, and that this may apply more at the application 

phase. Mr. Ransom posed if numbers are assigned, it could be a huge safety improvement yet the 

project gets bumped back due to scoring criteria. Mr. Alvord shared that this is where weighting 

would come into play. In addition, CMPO staff added that coming up with scores and weighing 

what is most important from there may be the best approach. Mr. Witt asked if it is system 

redundancy under “System Operations”. Mr Alvord stated that this would add a facility or 

technology that could aid in re-routing another issue for an emergency or natural disaster. 

Furthermore, there was discussion regarding filling gaps and referring to as “offering alternate 

connections” instead.  
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Trails 
Safety & Security 

TTAC discussed treating crashing similar to cars, and that it will include non-motorized crashes 

as well. Data on bike wipeouts is currently not reported. Mr. Gunnerson noted providing separate 

accomodations in regards to trail safety and including in the plan. Currently, only two 

communities have trail plans.  

 

Economic Vitality  

CMPO staff shared that this needs additional clarification, as it is intended to mean any adopted 

plan and discussed the CMPO putting together trail plans as part of the paid dues that would be 

more than a map.  

 

Sustainability & Health 

TTAC discussed that “Project provides connections to neighborhood services for bicyclists, 

pedestrians, and transit” should be updated to “Project provides connections to neighborhood 

services for bicyclists, pedestrians, or transit”. In addition, it was clarified that transit in this 

situation means bus pads to imply that it is serving both pedestrians and bicyclists.  

 

Transportation Choice 

Mr. Griffith requested to define facility. TTAC discussed congestion issues, and CMPO staff 

shared that this would be qualitative, and not quantitative. If it is kept, it was discussed to assign a 

lower point value as most applications are new trails.  

 

System Operations 

No scoring.  

 

Maintenance 

TTAC discussed avoiding overbuilding infrastructure, and how to treat adding a trail with an 

exisiting right of way to essentially complete a street. In addition, weighing maintenance higher 

and the feasibility of focusing on lane miles. CMPO staff shared that in the past, trail maintenance 

was not focused on but beginning to look at this concern and incentivizing projects. Mr. Ransom 

noted to balance this based on a need or desire to extend the system. CMPO staff stated that they 

expect to see more of these requests within the next 5-10 years.  

 

Stormwater & Green Features 

No discussion.  

 

Transit 
Safety & Security 

No comments. 

 

Economic Vitality 

No comments.  
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Sustainability & Health 

No comments. 

 

Transportation Choice 

TTAC discussed weighing pedestrians higher than cyclists. 

 

System Operations 

No comments. 

 

Maintenance 

No comments. 

 

Stormwater & Green Features 

No scoring.  

 

Safe Routes to School  
Safety & Security 

No comments. 

 

Sustainability & Health 

No comments 

 

Transportation Choice 

No comments. 

 

System Operations 

No scoring. 

 

Maintenance 

No scoring. 

 

Stormwater & Green Features 

TTAC discussed defining design elements. 

 

In summary, TTAC concluded to meet in June to review preliminary weighting prior to making a 

recommendation.   

 

Report Items/Member Updates 

 

Adjournment 

Mr. Wilson moved and Mr. Barkalow seconded to adjourn the meeting. The motion was carried.  

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Jillane Gilmour 

Administrative Assistant II 
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Item 2. Project Evaluation Criteria for 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 
 
Background 
 
At the meeting on April 4th, 2019, WSP, the consultants assisting the Corridor MPO with the LRTP planning 
process, presented goals, objectives, and evaluation considerations to be utilized during the project selection 
process. The evaluation considerations were further refined into scoring criteria for projects. 
 
At the special TTAC meeting on May 7th, 2019, the consultant presented the draft scoring criteria for each mode. 
After the discussion with TTAC members, the evaluation criteria were revised to incorporate feedback received 
at the meeting. Many of the items in the criteria were also defined. 
 
The scoring criteria will be used to determine which projects from the Vision Project (VP) list will be moved to 
the Fiscally Constrained Project (FCP) list that will be included in the 2045 LRTP. Projects in the FCP list are the 
projects that are eligible for Surface Transportation Block Grants (STBG) and Transportation Alternative Program 
(TAP) funds through the annual Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) administered by Corridor MPO staff 
annually.  
 
Weighting of Project Scoring Criteria by Plan Goals 
 
At the last meeting, weighting of the goals, meaning each would be multiplied by a number based on its priority, 
was discussed. Information was obtained from the public in the form of an online and in person survey 
completed in March 2019 and is presented below. It includes input from over 500 members of the public. 

  
Figure 1. Input from the public, via online survey and in-person open houses, on the priority of each goal for the Corridor 
MPO's 2045 LRTP. Left graph shows number of responses for each goal, right chart shows percentages based on all 
responses. 

Input from the public (shown in Figure 1), has the priorities relatively evenly split between each goal. For that 
reason, and to keep the scoring system more simple and transparent, the consultant recommends not weighting 
the scores. Instead, the total points available for each goal will be split as equally as possible while still using 
whole numbers.  
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The breakdown for each goal, by each mode, would look like the following:  
 
Roads 
Safety and Security    15 pts 
Economic Vitality   14 pts 
Sustainability and Health  14 pts 
Transportation Choices   15 pts 
System Operations   14 pts 
Maintenance    14 pts 
Stormwater and Green Features  14 pts  
TOTAL     100 pts 
 
Trails 
Safety and Security    17 pts 
Economic Vitality   16 pts 
Sustainability and Health  17 pts 
Transportation Choices   17 pts 
System Operations   N/A 
Maintenance    17 pts 
Stormwater and Green Features  16 pts  
TOTAL     100 pts 
 

Transit 
Safety and Security    17 pts 
Economic Vitality   16 pts 
Sustainability and Health  17 pts 
Transportation Choices   17 pts 
System Operations   17 pts 
Maintenance    16 pts 
Stormwater and Green Features  N/A  
TOTAL     100 pts 
 
Safe Routes to School 
Safety and Security    25 pts 
Economic Vitality   N/A 
Sustainability and Health  25 pts 
Transportation Choices   25 pts 
System Operations   N/A 
Maintenance    N/A 
Stormwater and Green Features  25 pts  
TOTAL     100 pts 
 

 
See attached scoring matrix for further details.  
 
At the meeting, definitions for several of the scoring criteria, which were previously undefined, will be 
presented. The goal for this agenda item is to have a facilitated discussion regarding the recent revisions to the 
scoring criteria and definitions. Please review the attached matrices prior to the meeting and be prepared to 
provide input at the meeting. TTAC members will be asked to provide technical based input on whether these 
items represent the appropriate criteria for the goal for which the criteria are evaluating.  
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CORRIDOR MPO
2045 Long Range Transportation Plan

Goals, Objectives, and Performance Measures Framework
Revised May 9, 2019

PROPOSED OBJECTIVES PROPOSED PROJECT EVALUATION CONSIDERATIONS PROPOSED ROAD PROJECTS SCORING CRITERIA

SAFETY & SECURITY

• Reduce the number and severity of crashes 
• Reduce the number of crashes involving non-motorists
• Coordinate transportation investments with adopted evacuation and 
emergency management plans

• Does project include safety features? Does project include safety features in high 
crash location? High crash areas to be defined by volume and severity of crashes in 
past five years. (High Crash Areas to be mapped - will use crash RATE)
• Does project include bicycle, pedestrian, or transit improvement in area where non-
motorists or carless households live? 
• Does project incorporate traffic calming measure in area where non-motorists live?
• Does project support adopted complete streets plan?

Safety Features and High Crash Areas:
0 pts. - Project does not include safety features and is not located in a defined high crash area.
3 pts. - Project does include at least one safety feature, but not located in a defined high crash area
6 pts. - Project includes two safety features and is located in a defined high crash area.
9 pts. - Project includes three or more safety features and is located in a defined high crash area.
Multimodal Elements:
0 pts. - Project does not include multimodal features.
3 pts. - Project does includes improvements for pedestrians, cyclists, and/or transit use.
Traffic Calming for Limited Auto Areas:
0 pts. - Project does not include traffic calming element in area with more than 10% of residents with no access to an automobile.
3 pts. - Project includes a traffic calming element in an area with more than 10% of residents with no access to an automobile. 

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 15

ECONOMIC VITALITY

• Improve access to and mobility within activity centers and regional 
destinations
• Improve connectivity between workforce and jobs

• Does project provide connectivity and access to prominent employer(s), tourist 
attraction(s), or other regional activity center(s)/destination(s)? (Regional Activity 
Centers to be mapped)
• Does project support the movement of goods within and throughout region?
• Does project align with existing land use, economic development, and/or 
transportation plans?
• Does project improve connectivity to freight or other logistics center?
• Does project improve safe interaction with freight rail and other modes?

Connectivity to Major Destinations:
0 pts. - Project does not connect to any major employers, tourist attraction or other regional activity center.
3 pts. - Project connects to one major employer, tourist attraction or other regional activity center.
6 pts. - Project connects to multiple major employers, tourist attractions or other regional activity center.
Enhanced Goods Movement:
0 pts. - Project does not improve movement of goods within the region and does not improve connectivity to freight or logistics centers.
3 pts. - Project improves movement of goods within the region, but does not improve connectivity to freight or logistics center.
6 pts. - Project improves movement of goods within the region and improves connectivity to freight or logistics center.
Supportive of Community Planning: 
0 pts. - Project is not part of an adopted plan.
2 pts. - Project is part of an adopted plan. 

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 14

SUSTAINABILITY & 
HEALTH

• Offer travel choices that improve opportunities for non-motorized 
transportation and physical activity
• Invest in transportation options to improve equity for all
• Promote non-motorized transportation, alternative fuel vehicles, and 
other strategies that support improvements in air quality
• Protect and provide access to natural, cultural, and historic resources 
for all populations

• Does project help connect residents to amenities including walking and biking 
facilities, parks, grocery stores, etc.?
• Does project include or promote bicycle, pedestrian or transit component?
• Does project promote transportation demand management strategies, and other 
efforts that support improvements in air quality? 
• Does project provide access to natural or cultural resources (greenways, parks,  
etc.)?
• Does project avoid or minimize impacts to environmentally sensitive areas?
• Does project provide non-motorized or multimodal facility in environmental justice 
(EJ) area and/or area with high % of carless households?
• Does project promote infill development?

Active Transportation:
0 pts. - Project does not include any walking, biking or transit component.
2 pts. - Project contains one active transportation component.
5 pts. - Project contains two active transportation components.
8 pts. - Project contains more than two active transportation components.
Environmental Justice:
0 pts. - Project does not provide benefit to an Environmental Justice area.
3 pts. - Project provides benefit to an Environmental Justice area.
Sustainability:
0 pts. - Project does not include elements that protect environmentally sensitive areas or improve air quality.
2 pts. - Project does include elements that protect environmentally sensitive areas or improve air quality.
3 pts. - Project includes elements that protect environmentally sensitive areas or improves air quality and supports in-fill development.
TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 14

TRANSPORTATION 
CHOICES

• Reduce congestion through operational strategies and improvements 
to network connectivity, before investing in roadway capacity
• Enhance connectivity within and between modes by focusing on filling 
gaps in transportation networks
• Improve transportation options for those with high cumulative 
housing and transportation costs
• Minimize conflicts between freight movement and local communities

• Does project improve a congestion issue? 
• Does project improve connectivity by filling in gap in transportation network(s)? 
• Does project increase access to resources in environmental justice (EJ) area and/or 
area with high % of carless households?

Congestion Improvement:
0 pts. - Project does not impact congestion issue.
3 pts. - Project includes element to reduce or improve congestion issue (Defined by LOS or delay).
6 pts. - Project is substantially focused on improving congestion issue (Defined by LOS or delay).
System Connectivity:
0 pts. - Project does not include element to reduce or fill a gap in the road, bicycle or pedestrian network.
3 pts. - Project does not include element to reduce or fill a gap in the road, bicycle or pedestrian network, but adds overall miles to the system.
6 pts. - Project includes element that reduces a gap in the road, bicycle or pedestrian network.
9 pts. - Project includes element that fills a gap in the road, bicycle or pedestrian network. 
TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 15

SYSTEM OPERATIONS

• Improve travel time reliability through effective management of both 
recurring and non-recurring congestion
• Reduce  impacts of non-recurring events such as crashes, special 
events, weather, and construction 
• Provide travelers with information and options to optimize decision-
making and improve travel time reliability (TDM)

• Does project address or include TSMO strategies including access management, 
incident management, managed lanes, special event management, etc.?
• Does project involve deployment of ITS features like variable speed limits, signal 
optimization, real-time traveler information, connected or autonomous vehicles, etc.?
• Does project  improve transportation system redundancy?
• Does project include access management strategies?
• Does project include improvement for special event or non-reoccurring congestion 
events to increase system reliability? 

System Reliability Improvement:
0 pts. - Project includes no TSMO strategies, access management or ITS features.
2 pts. - Project includes one TSMO, access management strategies or ITS feature.
5 pts. - Project includes two TSMO, access management strategies or ITS features.
8 pts. - Project includes multiple TSMO, access management strategies or ITS features and addressed non-recurring congestion events.
System Redundancy:
0 pts. - Project does not improve system redundancy.
6 pts. - Project improves system redundancy. 

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 14

 MAINTENANCE • Keep existing infrastructure in a state of good repair. Prioritize system 
preservation and improvements to pavement and bridge conditions

• Does project involve improving physical deficiencies or conditions in the 
transportation system or related infrastructure, rather than focusing on capacity 
expansion?
• Does project address useful life of transit assets?
• Does the project address trail condition improvement?
• Does repaving or reconstruction of roadway incorporate complete streets elements?

System Preservation:
0 pts. - Project involves construction of a new roadway facility.
2 pts. - Projects addresses physical deficiency in existing facility, but adds additional lane capacity.
5 pts. - Project addressed physical deficiency in existing facility and extends useful life of the asset.
8 pts. - Project addresses physical deficiency in existing facility, extends useful life of asset and include complete streets elements. 
Preservation of Regional Facility:
0 pts. - Project involves construction of a new roadway facility.
3 pts. - Project is on a federal functional classified collector.
4 pts. - Project is on a federal functional classified minor arterial.
5 pts. - Project is on a federal functional classified major arterial.
6 pts. - Project is on a federal functional classified National Highway System.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 14

STORMWATER & GREEN 
FEATURES

• Reduce environmental impacts of projects through green design 
features and sustainable construction methods
• Promote dialogue on relationship between transportation 
infrastructure and stormwater runoff

• Does project include green design features? 
• Does project address reoccurring environmental incidents (i.e. flooding)?
• Does project support adopted stormwater plans or policies? 

Green Design Features:
0 pts. - Project contains one or less green design element.
2 pt. - Project contains two green design element.
5 pts. - Project contains three green design elements.
8 pts. - Project contains more than three green design elements.
Recurring Natural Hazards/Incidents:
0 pts. - Project does not address recurring natural hazards/incidents.
3 pts. - Project addresses recurring natural hazards/incidents.
Supportive of Stormwater Policies:
0 pts. Project is not supported by adopted stormwater plan or policy.
3 pts. - Project is supported by adopted stormwater plan or policy. 

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 14
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PROPOSED OBJECTIVES PROPOSED PROJECT EVALUATION CONSIDERATIONS PROPOSED TRAILS PROJECTS SCORING CRITERIA

SAFETY & SECURITY

• Reduce the number and severity of crashes 
• Reduce the number of crashes involving non-motorists
• Coordinate transportation investments with adopted evacuation and 
emergency management plans

• Does project include safety features? Does project include safety features in high 
crash location? High crash areas to be defined by volume and severity of crashes in 
past five years. (High Crash Areas to be mapped - will use crash RATE)
• Does project include bicycle, pedestrian, or transit improvement in area where non-
motorists or carless households live? 
• Does project incorporate traffic calming measure in area where non-motorists live?
• Does project support adopted complete streets plan?

Safety Features and High Crash Areas:
0 pts. - Project does not include safety features and is not located in a defined high crash area.
3 pts. - Project does include at least one safety feature, but not located in a defined high crash area
6 pts. - Project includes two safety features and is located in a defined high crash area.
9 pts. - Project includes three or more safety features and is located in a defined high crash area.
Multimodal Elements:
0 pts. - Project does not include multimodal features.
4 pts. - Project does includes improvements for pedestrians, cyclists, and/or transit use.
Traffic Calming for Limited Auto Areas:
0 pts. - Project does not include traffic calming element in area with more than 10% of residents with no access to an automobile.
4 pts. - Project includes a traffic calming element in an area with more than 10% of residents with no access to an automobile. 

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 17

ECONOMIC VITALITY

• Improve access to and mobility within activity centers and regional 
destinations
• Improve connectivity between workforce and jobs

• Does project provide connectivity and access to prominent employer(s), tourist 
attraction(s), or other regional activity center(s)/destination(s)? (Regional Activity 
Centers to be mapped)
• Does project support the movement of goods within and throughout region?
• Does project align with existing land use, economic development, and/or 
transportation plans?
• Does project improve connectivity to freight or other logistics center?
• Does project improve safe interaction with freight rail and other modes?

Connectivity to Major Destinations:
0 pts. - Project does not connect to any major employers, tourist attraction or other regional activity center.
2 pts. - Project connects to one major employer, tourist attraction or other regional activity center.
4 pts. - Project connects to multiple major employers, tourist attractions or other regional activity center.
10 pts. - Project connects to multiple major employers, tourist attractions, other regional activity center and is a tourist attraction itself.
Supportive of Community Planning: 
0 pts. - Project is not part of an adopted plan.
6 pts. - Project is part of an adopted plan. 

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 16

SUSTAINABILITY & 
HEALTH

• Offer travel choices that improve opportunities for non-motorized 
transportation and physical activity
• Invest in transportation options to improve equity for all
• Promote non-motorized transportation, alternative fuel vehicles, and 
other strategies that support improvements in air quality
• Protect and provide access to natural, cultural, and historic resources 
for all populations

• Does project help connect residents to amenities including walking and biking 
facilities, parks, grocery stores, etc.?
• Does project include or promote bicycle, pedestrian or transit component?
• Does project promote transportation demand management strategies, and other 
efforts that support improvements in air quality? 
• Does project provide access to natural or cultural resources (greenways, parks,  
etc.)?
• Does project avoid or minimize impacts to environmentally sensitive areas?
• Does project provide non-motorized or multimodal facility in environmental justice 
(EJ) area and/or area with high % of carless households?
• Does project promote infill development?

Active Transportation Connections:
0 pts. - Project does not provide new connection to neighborhood services.
6 pts. - Project provides connections to neighborhood services for bicyclists, pedestrians, and/or transit. 
Environmental Justice:
0 pts. - Project does not provide a benefit to an Environmental Justice area.
6 pts. - Project provides a benefit to an Environmental Justice area.
Environmental Impacts:
0 pts. - Project does not include elements that protects environmentally sensitive areas.
5 pts. - Project includes elements that protect environmentally sensitive areas.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 17

TRANSPORTATION 
CHOICES

• Reduce congestion through operational strategies and improvements 
to network connectivity, before investing in roadway capacity
• Enhance connectivity within and between modes by focusing on filling 
gaps in transportation networks
• Improve transportation options for those with high cumulative 
housing and transportation costs
• Minimize conflicts between freight movement and local communities

• Does project improve a congestion issue? 
• Does project improve connectivity by filling in gap in transportation network(s)? 
• Does project increase access to resources in environmental justice (EJ) area and/or 
area with high % of carless households?

System Connectivity:
0 pts. - Project does not connect to any existing facility.
4 pts. - Project connects to existing system, does not reduce or fill a gap in the bicycle or pedestrian network, but adds overall miles to the system.
8 pts. - Project reduces a gap in the bicycle or pedestrian network.
13 pts. - Project fills a gap in the bicycle or pedestrian network. 
Congestion Improvement:
0 pts. - Project does not impact congestion issue.
2 pts. - Project includes element to reduce or improve congestion.
4 pts. - Project is substantially focused on improving congestion issue.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 17

SYSTEM OPERATIONS

• Improve travel time reliability through effective management of both 
recurring and non-recurring congestion
• Reduce  impacts of non-recurring events such as crashes, special 
events, weather, and construction 
• Provide travelers with information and options to optimize decision-
making and improve travel time reliability (TDM)

• Does project address or include TSMO strategies including access management, 
incident management, managed lanes, special event management, etc.?
• Does project involve deployment of ITS features like variable speed limits, signal 
optimization, real-time traveler information, connected or autonomous vehicles, etc.?
• Does project  improve transportation system redundancy?
• Does project include access management strategies?
• Does project include improvement for special event or non-reoccurring congestion 
events to increase system reliability? 

N/A

 MAINTENANCE • Keep existing infrastructure in a state of good repair. Prioritize system 
preservation and improvements to pavement and bridge conditions

• Does project involve improving physical deficiencies or conditions in the 
transportation system or related infrastructure, rather than focusing on capacity 
expansion?
• Does project address useful life of transit assets?
• Does the project address trail condition improvement?
• Does repaving or reconstruction of roadway incorporate complete streets elements?

System Preservation:
0 pts. - Project involves construction of a new trail facility.
3 pts. - Project addresses physical deficiency in existing trail, but adds additional trail capacity.
6 pts. - Project addresses physical deficiency in existing trail and extends useful life of the asset.
9 pts. - Project addresses physical deficiency in existing trail, extends useful life of asset and improves trail surface materials.
Preservation of Regional Facility:
0 pts. - Project involves construction of a new trail.
4 pts. - Project is a local trail.
8 pts. - Project connects multiple jurisdictions.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 17

STORMWATER & GREEN 
FEATURES

• Reduce environmental impacts of projects through green design 
features and sustainable construction methods
• Promote dialogue on relationship between transportation 
infrastructure and stormwater runoff

• Does project include green design features?
• Does project address reoccurring environmental incidents (i.e. flooding)?
• Does project support adopted stormwater plans or policies? 

Green Design Features:
0 pts. - Project contains no green design elements.
4 pts. - Project contains one green design element.
8 pts. - Project contains two green design elements.
16 pts. - Project contains more than two green design elements.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 16
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PROPOSED OBJECTIVES PROPOSED PROJECT EVALUATION CONSIDERATIONS PROPOSED TRANSIT PROJECTS SCORING CRITERIA

SAFETY & SECURITY

• Reduce the number and severity of crashes 
• Reduce the number of crashes involving non-motorists
• Coordinate transportation investments with adopted evacuation and 
emergency management plans

• Does project include safety features? Does project include safety features in high 
crash location? High crash areas to be defined by volume and severity of crashes in 
past five years. (High Crash Areas to be mapped)
• Does project include bicycle, pedestrian, or transit improvement in area where non-
motorists or carless households live? 
• Does project incorporate traffic calming measure in area where non-motorists live?
• Does project support adopted complete streets plan?

Safety Features and High Crash Areas:
0 pts. - Project does not include safety or security features.
5 pts. - Project does include some safety features.
10 pts. - Project includes both safety features and security features.
17 pts. - Project includes safety features, security features, and provides accommodations / improved facilities for multiple modes.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 17

ECONOMIC VITALITY

• Improve access to and mobility within activity centers and regional 
destinations
• Improve connectivity between workforce and jobs

• Does project provide connectivity and access to prominent employer(s), tourist 
attraction(s), or other regional activity center(s)/destination(s)? (Regional Activity 
Centers to be mapped)
• Does project support the movement of goods within and throughout region?
• Does project align with existing land use, economic development, and/or 
transportation plans?
• Does project improve connectivity to freight or other logistics center?
• Does project improve safe interaction with freight rail and other modes?

Connectivity to Major Destinations:
0 pts. - Project does not connect to any major employers, tourist attraction or other regional activity center.
5 pts. - Project connects to one major employer, tourist attraction or other regional activity center.
10 pts. - Project connects to multiple major employers, tourist attractions or other regional activity center.
Supportive of Community Planning: 
0 pts. - Project is not part of an adopted plan.
6 pts. - Project is part of an adopted plan. 

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 16

SUSTAINABILITY & 
HEALTH

• Offer travel choices that improve opportunities for non-motorized 
transportation and physical activity
• Invest in transportation options to improve equity for all
• Promote non-motorized transportation, alternative fuel vehicles, and 
other strategies that support improvements in air quality
• Protect and provide access to natural, cultural, and historic resources 
for all populations

• Does project help connect residents to amenities including walking and biking 
facilities, parks, grocery stores, etc.?
• Does project include or promote bicycle, pedestrian or transit component?
• Does project promote transportation demand management strategies, and other 
efforts that support improvements in air quality? 
• Does project provide access to natural or cultural resources (greenways, parks,  
etc.)?
• Does project avoid or minimize impacts to environmentally sensitive areas?
• Does project provide non-motorized or multimodal facility in environmental justice 
(EJ) area and/or area with high % of carless households?
• Does project promote infill development?

Active Transportation:
0 pts. - Project does not include any biking or transit component.
5 pts. - Project contains  bicycle and transit components.
Environmental Justice:
0 pts. - Project does not provide benefit to an Environmental Justice area.
6 pts. - Project provides benefit to an Environmental Justice area.
Sustainability:
0 pts. - Project does not include elements that protect environmentally sensitive areas or improve air quality.
3 pts. - Project does include elements that protect environmentally sensitive areas or improve air quality.
6 pts. - Project does include elements that protect environmentally sensitive areas or improve air quality, and includes alternate fuel element.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 17

TRANSPORTATION 
CHOICES

• Reduce congestion through operational strategies and improvements 
to network connectivity, before investing in roadway capacity
• Enhance connectivity within and between modes by focusing on 
filling gaps in transportation networks
• Improve transportation options for those with high cumulative 
housing and transportation costs
• Minimize conflicts between freight movement and local communities

• Does project improve a congestion issue? 
• Does project improve connectivity by filling in gap in transportation network(s)? 
• Does project increase access to resources in environmental justice (EJ) area and/or 
area with high % of carless households?

System Connectivity:
6 pts. - Project improves access for pedestrians.
12 pts. - Project improves access for pedestrians and bicyclists.
17 pts. - Project improves access for pedestrians and bicyclists, and connections to intercity services.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 17

SYSTEM OPERATIONS

• Improve travel time reliability through effective management of both 
recurring and non-recurring congestion
• Reduce  impacts of non-recurring events such as crashes, special 
events, weather, and construction 
• Provide travelers with information and options to optimize decision-
making and improve travel time reliability (TDM)

• Does project address or include TSMO strategies including access management, 
incident management, managed lanes, special event management, etc.?
• Does project involve deployment of ITS features like variable speed limits, signal 
optimization, real-time traveler information, connected or autonomous vehicles, 
etc.?
• Does project  improve transportation system redundancy?
• Does project include access management strategies?
• Does project include improvement for special event or non-reoccurring congestion 
events to increase system reliability? 

Transit System Information:
0 pts. - Project includes no technology features (APC, AVL, Wi-Fi on buses, real time bus information) 
2 pts. - Project includes one technology feature.
5 pts. - Project includes two technology features.
10 pts. - Project include three or more technology enhancements.
System Performance:
0 pts. - Project does not improve system performance.
7 pts. - Project improves system on-time performance or reliability. 

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 17

 MAINTENANCE
• Keep existing infrastructure in a state of good repair. Prioritize 
system preservation and improvements to pavement and bridge 
conditions

• Does project involve improving physical deficiencies or conditions in the 
transportation system or related infrastructure, rather than focusing on capacity 
expansion?
• Does project address useful life of transit assets?
• Does the project address trail condition improvement?
• Does repaving or reconstruction of roadway incorporate complete streets 
elements?

State of Good Repair:
0 pts. - Project does not address a SGR issue.
5 pts. - Project replaces transit rolling stock that has met its useful life.
10 pts. - Project replaces transit rolling stock that has exceeded its useful life by more than one year and less than five years.
16 pts. - Project replaces transit rolling stock that has exceeded its useful life by more than five years. 

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 16

STORMWATER & GREEN 
FEATURES

• Reduce environmental impacts of projects through green design 
features and sustainable construction methods
• Promote dialogue on relationship between transportation 
infrastructure and stormwater runoff

• Does project include green design features?
• Does project address reoccurring environmental incidents (i.e. flooding)?
• Does project support adopted stormwater plans or policies? 

N/A

GOAL
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PROPOSED OBJECTIVES PROPOSED PROJECT EVALUATION CONSIDERATIONS PROPOSED SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL PROJECTS SCORING CRITERIA

SAFETY & SECURITY

• Reduce the number and severity of crashes 
• Reduce the number of crashes involving non-motorists
• Coordinate transportation investments with adopted evacuation and 
emergency management plans

• Does project include safety features? Does project include safety features in high 
crash location? High crash areas to be defined by volume and severity of crashes in 
past five years. (High Crash Areas to be mapped)
• Does project include bicycle, pedestrian, or transit improvement in area where non-
motorists or carless households live? 
• Does project incorporate traffic calming measure in area where non-motorists live?
• Does project support adopted complete streets plan?

Safety Features and High Crash Areas:
0 pts. - Project does not include an infrastructure improvement and is not in a defined high crash area.
10pts. - Project includes an infrastructure improvement, but is not located in a defined high crash area.
15 pts. - Project includes an infrastructure improvement, and is located in a defined high crash area.
25 pts. - Project includes an infrastructure improvement, is located in a defined high crash area, and provides accommodations / improved facilities for multiple 
modes.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 25

ECONOMIC VITALITY

• Improve access to and mobility within activity centers and regional 
destinations
• Improve connectivity between workforce and jobs

• Does project provide connectivity and access to prominent employer(s), tourist 
attraction(s), or other regional activity center(s)/destination(s)? (Regional Activity 
Centers to be mapped)
• Does project support the movement of goods within and throughout region?
• Does project align with existing land use, economic development, and/or 
transportation plans?
• Does project improve connectivity to freight or other logistics center?
• Does project improve safe interaction with freight rail and other modes?

N/A

SUSTAINABILITY & 
HEALTH

• Offer travel choices that improve opportunities for non-motorized 
transportation and physical activity
• Invest in transportation options to improve equity for all
• Promote non-motorized transportation, alternative fuel vehicles, and 
other strategies that support improvements in air quality
• Protect and provide access to natural, cultural, and historic resources 
for all populations

• Does project help connect residents to amenities including walking and biking 
facilities, parks, grocery stores, etc.?
• Does project include or promote bicycle, pedestrian or transit component?
• Does project promote transportation demand management strategies, and other 
efforts that support improvements in air quality? 
• Does project provide access to natural or cultural resources (greenways, parks,  
etc.)?
• Does project avoid or minimize impacts to environmentally sensitive areas?
• Does project provide non-motorized or multimodal facility in environmental justice 
(EJ) area and/or area with high % of carless households?
• Does project promote infill development?

Active Transportation:
0 pts. - Project does not include any walking, biking or transit component.
5 pts. - Project contains pedestrian or bicycle component.
10 pts. - Project contains pedestrian and bicycle components.

Environmental Justice:
0 pts. - Project does not provide benefit to an Environmental Justice area.
10 pts. - Project provides benefit to an Environmental Justice area.

Distance from Schools:
0 pts. - Project is locate beyond 2 miles from a school
3 pts. - Project is located between 1/2 and 2 miles of a school
5 pts. - Project is located within 1/2 mile of a school
TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 25

TRANSPORTATION 
CHOICES

• Reduce congestion through operational strategies and improvements 
to network connectivity, before investing in roadway capacity
• Enhance connectivity within and between modes by focusing on filling 
gaps in transportation networks
• Improve transportation options for those with high cumulative 
housing and transportation costs
• Minimize conflicts between freight movement and local communities

• Does project improve a congestion issue? 
• Does project improve connectivity by filling in gap in transportation network(s)? 
• Does project increase access to resources in environmental justice (EJ) area and/or 
area with high % of carless households?

System Connectivity:
0 pts. - Project does not connect to any existing facility.
5 pts. - Project does not reduce or fill a gap in the bicycle or pedestrian network, but adds overall miles to the system.
15 pts. - Project reduces a gap in the bicycle or pedestrian network.
25 pts. - Project fills a gap in the bicycle or pedestrian network. 

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 25

SYSTEM OPERATIONS

• Improve travel time reliability through effective management of both 
recurring and non-recurring congestion
• Reduce  impacts of non-recurring events such as crashes, special 
events, weather, and construction 
• Provide travelers with information and options to optimize decision-
making and improve travel time reliability (TDM)

• Does project address or include TSMO strategies including access management, 
incident management, managed lanes, special event management, etc.?
• Does project involve deployment of ITS features like variable speed limits, signal 
optimization, real-time traveler information, connected or autonomous vehicles, etc.?
• Does project  improve transportation system redundancy?
• Does project include access management strategies?
• Does project include improvement for special event or non-reoccurring congestion 
events to increase system reliability? 

N/A

 MAINTENANCE • Keep existing infrastructure in a state of good repair. Prioritize system 
preservation and improvements to pavement and bridge conditions

• Does project involve improving physical deficiencies or conditions in the 
transportation system or related infrastructure, rather than focusing on capacity 
expansion?
• Does project address useful life of transit assets?
• Does the project address trail condition improvement?
• Does repaving or reconstruction of roadway incorporate complete streets 
elements?

N/A

STORMWATER & GREEN 
FEATURES

• Reduce environmental impacts of projects through green design 
features and sustainable construction methods
• Promote dialogue on relationship between transportation 
infrastructure and stormwater runoff

• Does project include green design features?
• Does project address recurring environmental incidents (i.e. flooding)?
• Does project support adopted stormwater plans or policies? 

Green Design Features:
0 pts. - Project contains no green design elements.
5 pts. - Project contains one green design element.
15 pts. - Project contains two green design elements.
25 pts. - Project contains more than two green design elements.

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE: 25

GOAL
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