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Executive Summary 
The Genesee Transportation Council (GTC) retained Cambridge Systematics (CS) to develop a best practice 
review of the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and to develop recommendations based on the 
existing Project Evaluation Criteria. The purpose of the project was to investigate potential improvements to 
the joint GTC/NYSDOT-Region 4 TIP development process, with a focus on improvements to the project rating 
and prioritization elements of that process. 

This report summarizes findings from a review of the process GTC and New York State Department of 
Transportation Region 4 (NYSDOT-R4) followed to develop the 2026-2030 TIP, as well as findings from a best 
practice review of selected TIPs from other Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO). CS engaged members 
of the TIP Development Committee (TDC) through an online survey and interviewed staff at GTC and 
NYSDOT-R4 to understand the existing conditions for the 2026-2030 TIP project evaluation and project 
selection processes. In addition to these outreach activities, the effort included an in-depth review of TIP project 
prioritization and selection processes for ten other MPOs, as well as an in-depth analysis of relevant focus 
areas identified as part of GTC’s existing application evaluation process. CS developed a set of high-level 
general recommendations to address improvements to the overall TIP project evaluation and selection 
process, as well as specific recommendations for revisions to each of the general and mode-specific project 
selection criteria.  

This best practice review resulted in four high-level process recommendations: 

• Include a ratings guide in the criteria table to help provide a clearer connection between the 
Project Evaluation Criteria and the overall scoring process.  

• Improve user experience with the TIP Project Submission application by consolidating 
application questions, aligning application headers with the common criteria in the Project Evaluation 
Criteria, avoiding open-ended questions when possible, coordinating mapping features and 
automatic responses within project applications, and allowing batch submissions for project sponsors 
with multiple projects. 

• Screen applications for eligibility before reviewing and scoring projects by removing projects 
that are not eligible for federal funding before the project scoring and selection process begins. 

• Create “Project Sheets” for the project selection process with key details such as eligible 
funding type, project type, total cost, sponsor ranking, and project evaluation scoring to provide 
transparency during the project selection process.  

In addition to these high-level recommendations, the report identified specific updates to the general project 
evaluation criteria (Safety, Mobility, Accessibility, Community and Economic Development, System 
Continuity and Operations, Environment, Fiscal Responsibility, and Project Delivery) and the mode-specific 
project evaluation criteria (Highway and Bridge, Public Transit, Bicycle and Pedestrian, and System 
Management and Operations). Tables 4 (Project Evaluation Criteria Recommendations) and 5 (Mode-
Specific Criteria Recommendations) identified recommended actions (keep, change, add, or remove) for 
each of the general and mode-specific criteria, documented the reasons why the recommended action 
should be taken, and identified one or more best practices from other MPOs that could serve as a guide to 
implementing the action.  
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This report includes the following sections: 

Section 1 introduces the project scope and the adopted methodology for the study. 

Section 2 evaluates GTC’s existing TIP development process, specifically the project evaluation and project 
selection processes based on TDC member and GTC/NYSDOT-R4 staff feedback, and identifies focus areas 
explored in Section 4.  

Section 3 provides an overview of best practices based on a review of 10 MPOs, selected based on similar 
characteristics to GTC including metropolitan area size, growth trend, and geography. 

Section 4 elaborates on the findings from the best practices review. The findings are sorted into five categories 
based on the targeted topic areas identified in the TDC member outreach, as well as the common themes 
identified during the review process. This includes project evaluation criteria, transparency in project scoring, 
data integration, user-friendliness of database applications, and constraints to finance and resources. 

Section 5 concludes with recommendations for revisions and additions to GTC’s current TIP project evaluation 
process. This section identifies four high-level process recommendations targeted at improving the application 
and review process, as well as recommendations that assess each criteria metric for the Project Evaluation 
Criteria and Mode-Specific Criteria tables. Explanations and best practice references are also included for 
relevant recommendations.  

The Appendices attached to the report connect the dots between the MPO Comparative Analysis (Section 3) 
and the recommendations made in Section 5. Appendix A provides the framework used to investigate the 
MPOs during the best practices review. Appendix B provides insights on the findings from the Deep Dive Best 
Practices Review of the MPOs project selection process. Appendix C provides the questionnaire used by the 
Project Team to survey TDC members on GTC’s existing project selection and evaluation criteria.  
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 About the Genesee Transportation Council 

The Genesee Transportation Council (GTC) is the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) responsible for 
transportation planning and investment decisions in the nine-county Genesee-Finger Lakes Region, which 
includes Genesee, Livingston, Monroe, Ontario, Orleans, Seneca, Wayne, Wyoming, and Yates counties 
(Figure 1). GTC primarily focuses its transportation planning efforts on the Rochester Metropolitan Planning 
Area (MPA). The Rochester MPA includes all of Monroe County plus the adjacent areas of Livingston, 
Ontario, and Wayne counties projected to be urbanized in 20 years.  

Figure 1 | Genesee-Finger Lakes Region 

As designated by federal law, MPOs are responsible for producing and maintaining three major products: a 
Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), a Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP), and a Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP). The TIP reflects the investment priorities established in the current metropolitan 

Source: GTC Website (https://www.publicinput.com/GTCTIP2030) Source: GTC Website (https://www.gtcmpo.org/Overview) 
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transportation plan and covers a period of no less than four years.1 Currently, the GTC updates its TIP every 
two to three years in coordination with the development of the New York Statewide Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP). 

GTC is responsible for developing the TIP for the Rochester MPA. The New York State Department of 
Transportation (NYSDOT) is responsible for developing the STIP for areas outside the MPA. However, GTC 
and NYSDOT-Region 4 (NYSDOT-R4) work cooperatively to develop the TIP for a seven-county area within 
NYSDOT-R4 (Figure 2). Projects in Seneca and Yates counties are identified by NYSDOT Region 3 and 
Region 6, respectively, and are not included in GTC’s TIP, but are included in the New York STIP. 

Figure 2 | Rochester Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) 

1.2 Project Scope 

The purpose of this project is to investigate opportunities for potential improvements with the joint GTC/ 
NYSDOT-R4 TIP development process, with a focus on the project rating and prioritization processes. 

1 23 CFR 450.326(a) 

Source: GTC Website (https://www.publicinput.com/GTCTIP2030) 



TIP Best Practice Study 

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 
1-3

In June 2024, GTC selected Cambridge Systematics (Project Team) to undertake the TIP Best Practices 
Study that included two deliverables: 

• A Technical Memorandum outlining the existing process and findings from a best practice review of
peer MPOs.

• A Final Report, including recommendations and content from the Technical Memorandum.

1.3 Methodology 

The Project Team developed a two-pronged approach to understand the existing process and to identify 
potential areas for improvement. For the first approach to document the existing process, the Project Team 
(1) reviewed GTC’s existing TIP Development documentation and (2) underwent an outreach process that
included an interview with GTC and NYSDOT R-4 staff. The Project Team also deployed a questionnaire for
the TIP Development Committee (TDC) members to better understand the current strengths, weaknesses,
opportunities, and threats to GTC’s Project Evaluation Criteria and project selection process. The findings
are summarized in the Existing Conditions section.

The second approach included a national best practice review scan for TIP project selection and evaluation 
criteria. A framework was developed to establish parameters of investigation and analysis across the 
proposed MPOs. The framework includes five sections for review and had pre-selected 17 MPOs for the 
“quick scan” based on previous knowledge of best practices, MPOs of comparable size to GTC, and similar 
geography and/or city characteristics. Based on available information, a final scan of 10 MPOs was 
conducted. The five elements for review are:   

1. MPO Characteristics: Includes the MPO name, state, region/city, population size under MPO,
and if it is in a growing, steady, or declining area.2

2. TIP Characteristics: Includes a general estimate of the TIP program funding size and project
type, such as whether Transit, Highway, and Bicycle and Pedestrian projects are within the
same program or separated out into different processes.

3. Project Selection Process: Includes an overview of the different elements of project selection
consideration, including Stakeholder feedback, Public Outreach, and Environmental Justice
considerations.

4. Project Evaluation Criteria: Describes how criteria are established, if they are qualitative or
quantitative, how projects are categorized, and whether a multi-step process is used.

5. Other Notable Practices: Includes best practices outside of the project scope and an
assessment of how accessible the TIP information was for the public.

The findings from this scan are summarized in Summary of Matrix. The Project Team leveraged the 
information collected in the Comparative Matrix, based on Key Takeaways from the outreach process, to 
identify a list of five focus area topics for more detailed “deep dive” peer review, identified in Target Topics 
for Research and Recommendations.  

2 Based on the Census Growth Rate of Metropolitan Statistical Areas between 2020 and 2024 
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2.0 Existing Process 

2.1 GTC TIP Guidance  

GTC has two foundational documents that provide background information and outline the procedures for 
TIP Development.  

1. The TIP Procedures Manual, last updated August 26, 2021, documents the process used to 
develop and manage the TIP. 

2. The TIP Program Guide, updated at the beginning of every new TIP Development cycle, describes 
the TIP development process and is published as part of the TIP Call for Projects as a tool for project 
applicants to complete the TIP applications. 

For the most recent 2026-2030 TIP, adopted June 12, 2025, the project application was developed in 
EcoInteractive, GTC’s electronic TIP database. The project application included a total of 83 questions 
across 14 sections: Sponsor Information (11 questions), Location (5), Facility Conditions (21), Project 
Description (3), Phase Costs (2), Project Schedule (5), Planning (15), Pavement and Bridge (4), Transit (5), 
Bicycle and Pedestrian (5), System Management and Operations (4), Other Information (2), Attachments (1). 
GTC also utilized PublicInput to create an online engagement tool to inform and solicit feedback from project 
sponsors and the public. 

Appendix B in the Program Guide outlines two different evaluation criteria (Common Criteria and Mode 
Specific Criteria) in which projects can be scored. The evaluation criteria are described across five tables: 

• Table B1 – Common Criteria: all projects are evaluated under this criterion across seven categories 
(Safety, Mobility, Accessibility, Community & Economic Development, System Continuity and 
Operations, Environment, Fiscal Responsibility) for a total of up to 100 points. The criteria include 
input data from a variety of resources, including sponsor-provided information, INRIX, CLEAR, RIS, 
FEMA, Bridge NY Priority Index, GTC Vulnerability Assessment, LRTP, FLREDC Annual Report, 
U.S. Census, Transportation Systems Management & Operations (TSMO) Strategic Plan, and 
NYSDOT and GTC’s Freight Plans. 

• Table B2 – Mode Specific Criteria: all projects (except those considered “Safety” projects) are also 
evaluated under specific modes under this criteria across four categories (Highway and Bridge, 
Public Transit, Bicycle and Pedestrian, and System Management and Operations) with up to 30 
points available under each category, for a total of up to 120 points. 

• Table B3 – Preventative Maintenance Formulas: Highway and Bridge modes evaluated under 
Table B2 criteria must calculate Facility Condition Scores. The formulas include total project cost, 
ADT or VMT, Bridge or Pavement Condition, and Treatment Life. The resulting Cost Effectiveness 
scores are assorted in ascending order by NHS and non-NHS facilities. The scores are sorted into 
increments for the Facility Condition Score, with the highest increment receiving a score of 10 and 
the lowest increment receiving a score of 1. 

• Tables B4 and B5 – Replacement/Construction/Rehabilitation Matrices: As part of the mode-
specific criteria for Highway and Bridge, the matrices provide rehabilitation/reconstruction facility 

https://www.gtcmpo.org/sites/default/files/TIP/gtc_tip_procedures.pdf
https://publicinput.com/Customer/File/Full/053e4d6b-4b8e-49fa-9018-84924b5dab8d
https://publicinput.com/Customer/File/Full/053e4d6b-4b8e-49fa-9018-84924b5dab8d
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condition scores for urban (Table B4) and rural (Table B5) based on ADT and bridge or pavement 
ratings. 

2.2 GTC TIP Development Process 

TIP Development is a multi-step process that typically extends over a nine-month period from October to 
June (Figure 3). The process is initiated by the announcement for TIP Project Solicitation, or a call for 
projects. As part of the process, GTC also includes the development of informational resources such as 
workshops, documents, and timelines for project sponsors to provide clear directions for the TIP 
Development Process. Interested project sponsors can also attend the TIP Project Sponsor Workshop, 
which is posted on the project website for on-demand viewing. 

Figure 3 | GTC TIP Development Process 

As part of the project evaluation, GTC staff review and process the TIP applications and share the project 
listings with the TDC. As part of the Selection process, the TDC reviews the project proposals and develops 
an initial project list. The TDC, with guidance from GTC and NYSDOT-R4 staff, also refines the project list as 
part of the program development through the funding evaluation, based on funding restrictions and fiscal 
constraint, and program evaluation, which includes federally required program reviews, such as air quality 
conformity. The TDC provides a recommended project list to the Planning Committee, who reviews and 
recommends it to the GTC Board. The TIP also undergoes the public outreach process with a 30-day public 
review period and two public meetings before final adoption by the GTC Board.  

This Report focuses on the project evaluation & selection step, with some considerations for the program 
development, funding programs & restrictions, and program evaluation steps.  

Program Evaluation

Funding Programs and Restrictions

Program Development

Project Evaluation & Selection

TIP Project Sponsor Workshop

TIP Project Solicitation



TIP Best Practice Study 

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 
2-3

2.3 Member Outreach 

To understand TDC members’ perception of the existing process, a digital survey was distributed to the TDC 
members via email on July 14, 2025 based on the 2026-2030 TIP Development process. The Project Team 
received 11 responses from 10 unique respondents (Table 1). 

Table 1 | Survey Respondents 

Agency 

Monroe County Department of Transportation (DOT) 

Livingston County Highway Department 

Ontario County Department of Public Works (DPW) 

Genesee County 

NYSDOT 

Orleans County DPW 

Wayne County 

Monroe County DOT 

City of Rochester 

Regional Transit Service 

The Project Team also interviewed staff from NYSDOT-R4 and GTC to understand perceived strengths and 
weaknesses of the program evaluation process. The Findings from the survey and interview are detailed 
below, with a summary of key takeaways identified in Key Takeaways. 

2.4 Findings 

The following section outlines the findings identified based on feedback received during the interview and 
survey. Respondents have overall positive feedback on the TIP Development and Selection Process, though 
they note a few areas for improvement. Respondents reported  that TIP Development was a collaborative 
effort between GTC staff and TDC members. Many noted the process distributed funding geographically 
throughout the region and between different project sponsors. On the other hand, some respondents thought 
that the TIP Evaluation Process did not accurately rate priority projects for some sponsors, and there was not 
a clear connection between the Evaluation Criteria results and the TIP Selection Process. An overview of the 
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats identified as part of the survey results are presented in 
Figure 4. 
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 Figure 4 | SWOT Analysis 

Strengths Weaknesses 

• GTC staff communication with sponsors;
sharing information necessary for the TDC to
make informed decisions

• GTC staff communication with sponsors
• Sponsors feel funding is spread out both

geographically and across project sponsors
• TDC collaboration amongst members
• Process for selection is well documented and

transparent

• Project Evaluation Criteria for Preventative
Maintenance, Culverts, Highway, Goods
Movement, and Resiliency projects

• Rural projects do not rank well
• Unclear directions for applying the evaluation

criteria
• Transparency in scoring
• Unclear how the Project Evaluation Criteria

are incorporated into project selection
• Providing adequate time for staff to prepare,

review, and distribute quality materials for
TDC meetings during the project selection
Process

Opportunities Threats 
• Weighted scoring system for roadways and

bridges based on Average Annual Daily
Traffic (AADT)

• Incorporate a facilities importance factor into
the scoring: How close is the facility (road,
bridge, etc.) to other critical infrastructure?
What impact will be felt by the sponsor if the
project is not done?

• Available funding
• Differences in the knowledge of process and

available data amongst project sponsors
• Ability of sponsor, consultant and contractor

communities to deliver project on-budget and
on-schedule

2.4.1 Project Evaluation Criteria 

The survey asked TDC members to rate their familiarity with GTC’s TIP Project Evaluation Criteria, as well 
as opportunities for improvement. A majority of the respondents (80%) say they have a very good or 
excellent understanding of GTC’s TIP project evaluation process.  

Other key findings related to Project Evaluation Criteria include: 

• For the mode-specific evaluation criteria, respondents highly rated the Project Evaluation Criteria for
safety, bridges and highways. Culverts and Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) projects
received the lowest rating for understanding. Bicycle & pedestrian and resiliency projects were a mix
of low and high understanding (Figure 5).

• Members stated that having a clear framework for defining and grouping the specific mode
evaluation categories would help ensure fair assessments, particularly for preventive maintenance,
culvert, and signal projects. The current evaluation criteria do a poor job rating these types of
projects across all project types during the TIP Selection process. Respondents also note that rural
projects are often rated unfavorably.
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• Respondents from Monroe County, NYSDOT and Ontario County shared concerns about the lack of 
explanation of the rating system for the various project categories. They felt that evaluation criteria 
for culverts and ITS and project management were not accounted for appropriately. Respondents 
suggested the utilization of a weighted scoring system.  

• A key improvement requested by respondents in the current Project Evaluation Criteria was the 
separation of rural projects from urban projects to ensure rural projects do not lose priority due to a 
lack of Bike/ITS, Goods Movement/Public Transportation elements. These categories generally do 
not align with rural projects and end up pushing rural projects down the ranking.  

• Other recommendations included the addition of urban traffic signals as a component in the highway 
project category, usage of facilities importance factors, qualitative assessment based on local 
expertise and advice as well as a carryover system to ensure past projects are completed before 
new funding for projects are awarded to project sponsors.  

Figure 5 | TDC's Understanding of Mode-Specific Project Evaluation Criteria 

 

2.4.2 Project Selection Process 

The survey asked TDC members to rate their familiarity with GTC’s TIP project selection process and to identify 
areas for improvement. A majority of the respondents (80%) have a very good or excellent understanding of 
the TIP selection process, and regard the current project selection process to be highly effective. 
 
Key findings related to the project selection process include: 
 

• About half of the respondents reported omitting candidate projects from submission due to the 
current structure of the project selection process e.g., projects in rural locations. Respondents also 
shared that rural projects are generally very hard to fund based on the Project Evaluation Criteria. 
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• Respondents shared that the federal requirements for submitting safety projects are very strict and 
may restrict project sponsors from submitting safety projects. A similar sentiment was shared for 
highway maintenance projects due to the overall pavement conditions ratings and traffic volumes. 
Pavement rehabilitations projects in rural areas are regularly not submitted because traffic volumes 
might be lower when compared to more heavily traveled areas.  

• Another perceived barrier to submitting projects was a disparity in local knowledge with the TIP 
development process. Often, when project sponsors have staff or leadership turnover at their 
respective agencies, they lose institutional knowledge to navigate the TIP development process.  

• Over two-thirds of the respondents believe that the GTC’s TIP projects selection process does a very 
good job of considering member agency priorities, evaluation criteria results, and TDC input (Figure 
6). Many commended TDC’s assistance in project selection and appreciated the platform to 
advocate for their projects as a project sponsor in a shared setting. However, a need to level the 
playing field against large sponsors that continually rank higher than others was suggested. 
Respondents complimented the current process’s ability to spread funding regionally while 
considering the needs of each sponsor. This was also noted as a weakness, where one respondent 
noted that the most significant or needed projects may be overlooked in favor of offering equality 
across geographies and project sponsors. 

Figure 6 | TDC Rating of Considerations Incorporated into the TIP Selection Process 

 

Additionally, respondents recommended several improvements to the process of submitting applications for 
TIP consideration: 

• A need for transparency on final scores, consistent and user-friendly application portals, and 
ensuring urban and rural concerns and projects are comparatively rated on local need.  

• Better preparation of information before TDC meetings with better access to sponsor data, fiscal 
constraints and program targets.  
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• Ensuring bugs are fixed in EcoInterative (the TIP management database) and providing an 
alternative to utilize dynamic spreadsheets to view funding breakdowns.  

• Finding innovative ways to reduce the volume of applications and development of a playbook for the 
entire project selection process with breakdown on the Project Evaluation Criteria to familiarize 
sponsors with the overall process. 

2.5 Key Takeaways 

Current TDC members expressed an overall understanding of the Project Evaluation Criteria and project 
selection process. Multiple recurring themes in TDC member comments identified key areas for further 
research (see Target Areas Research). TDC members believe the greatest strengths in the existing process 
include TDC’s collaboration with stakeholders, an overall feeling of fair project and funding distribution, and 
GTC Staff sharing information necessary for the TDC to make informed decisions, though preparation and 
quality of materials was seen by some members as a weakness.. Conversely, TDC members felt the Project 
Evaluation Criteria for certain projects was unclear, the process for sharing project scores was not 
transparent, there were unclear directions for the Project Evaluation Criteria and members were not clear 
how it relates to the project selection process. Members feel there are opportunities to incorporate different 
weighting factors such as “roadway importance” and  AADT, while they feel available funding, fiscal 
constraint, and different knowledge bases across the project sponsors are all a threat to GTC’s TIP 
development process. 

Based on these findings, five topics have been identified for further analysis into best practices across peer 
MPOs in NY and throughout the nation (Table 2). 

Table 2 | Focus Topics 

Focus Topics Review Purpose Intended Goal 
Project Evaluation 
Criteria 

Focus on the selection and application of 
criteria included in the evaluation of the 
following project types: Preventative 
Maintenance, Culverts, ITS, Resiliency, and 
Goods Movement. 

Improve applicants’ understanding of 
evaluation criteria for certain projects; identify 
factors to help quantify project benefit to 
improve project scoring. 

Transparency in 
Project Scoring 

Identify how project scoring from the project 
evaluation process is incorporated into the 
project selection process. 

Identify strategies to clearly link project 
evaluation with project scoring. 

Integration of Data Identify how tools are integrated into the 
project screening process. 

Provide an easy tool for project sponsors or 
staff to screen for eligibility; incorporate project 
screening before the program development 
process. 

User-friendly 
Applications 

Identify strategies to improve the user 
experience. 

Reduce time it takes to fill out and evaluate 
applications; limit barriers for new project 
sponsors less familiar with the process. 

Resources & Fiscal 
Constraint 
 

Understand when and how financial 
resources and fiscal constraint can be 
incorporated into the project selection 
process. 

Integrate financial resources earlier in process; 
strengthen program resilience by documenting 
process. 
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3.0 MPO Comparative Analysis 
The Project Team identified the state of the practice for TIP development across 10 peer MPOs based on 
available online information. The Project Team created a matrix summarizing TIP development across 
multiple stages of the process, including project evaluation criteria, project selection, program evaluations, 
stakeholder and public input. Based on the Key Takeaways for the TDC outreach, the Project Team 
performed a deep dive review across the five target topics and identified best practices. The findings are 
summarized in the following sections. 

3.1 Summary of MPO Matrix 

The following 10 MPOs ((Table 3) were reviewed as part of a “best practice scan” where the Project Team 
reviewed the MPO’s website and online content to compile a matrix of information about the TIP 
development process (as identified in the Methodology). Observations of the state of practice are listed 
below. 

Table 3 | List of Reviewed MPOs 

MPO  Urban Area 
Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC)  Atlanta, Georgia 

Broward MPO (BMPO)  Broward County, Florida  

Grand Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization (GVMPO)  Grand Junction, Colorado 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)  San Francisco, California  

Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC)  Seattle, Washington  

Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)  Sacramento, California  

Greater Buffalo-Niagara Regional Transportation Council (GBNRTC)  Buffalo, New York  

Capital Region Transportation Council (CRTC)  Albany, New York  

Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana Regional Council of Governments (OKI)  Cincinnati, Ohio  

Michiana Area Council of Governments (MACOG)  South Bend, Indiana 

 

Common findings include: 

• Across the 10 MPOs that were selected, the TIP Programs vary in funding size from $11.7 billion at 
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) to $32.1 million at the Michiana Area Council of 
Governments (MACOG).  

• The project types also vary across the MPOs, with no two MPOs having the exact same project 
categories. The Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) and Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana Regional Council 
of Governments (OKI) each have four broad project categories, whereas Grand Valley Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (GVMPO), has 10 different categories. Only two project types were similar 
across the MPO categories (Bicycle & Pedestrian and Transit), while highway and bridge programs 
were identified in various categories, including Operations and Maintenance, Bridge & Highway 
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Preservation, Bridge Condition, and Pavement Condition, respectively. Few MPOs included separate 
categories for System Operations or ITS. 

• The TIP solicitation and evaluation process can broadly be summarized in four steps: (1) a call for 
projects, (2) project screening for eligibility, (3) project evaluation, and (4) project prioritization and 
selection. MPOs may vary from this sequence. For example, some do a universal call for projects 
first, evaluate projects, and then program the TIP based on funding restrictions and project eligibility. 
Other MPOs define the program with project category restrictions or funding thresholds first. 

• For the project evaluation process, most MPOs use a qualitative analysis to understand how projects 
meet regional and long-range planning goals, often categorized under the broad term of a “policy 
review”. Quantitatively, MPOs use a range of data sources to review and evaluate projects, referred 
to sometimes as the “technical review”. Both ARC and Capital Region Transportation Council 
(CRTC) incorporate a benefit-cost analysis into the project evaluation process, while Puget Sound 
Regional Council (PSRC) and OKI evaluate a project’s emissions benefits (cost-effectiveness), 
regardless of the project type or funding source. The technical review may also consider project 
readiness and ability to use funds efficiently (PSRC).  

• Many of the MPOs incorporate national performance targets as metrics in project prioritization. 
GBNRTC and CRTC use national performance targets as qualitative metrics (safety, reliability, 
pavement and bridge condition) to review project benefits, while  GVMPO uses a highly quantitative 
process for safety, infrastructure condition, and reliability.    

• MPOs largely use the project evaluation to rank projects based on their overall scores. Project 
scoring typically uses general criteria to compare all project types to regional goals, while some 
MPOs like ARC incorporate a second evaluation step analyzing certain criteria within certain project 
type categories. The Broward MPO (BMPO) is the only MPO that states it ranks and prioritizes 
projects that are “most important” or “most significant” to the region rather than an individual project’s 
ability to score high across the evaluation criteria. 

• For the project selection process, MPOs utilize Planning/Policy Boards to select projects, or, like 
GTC, create special committees as part of the project selection process. When and how stakeholder 
input is incorporated into the project selection process varies across the MPOs. Notably, both CRTC 
and ARC clearly state that project evaluation criteria and scoring are used to guide the project 
selection process, where stakeholder input is one of the final steps in the project selection and 
program development process. 

Overall, MPOs have a broad approach to TIP project evaluation and selection, regardless of the MPO size 
and funding program amount. Based on project evaluation and incorporating stakeholder feedback, ARC and 
CRTC have the most comparable processes to GTC’s existing process, though both have notable 
differences, including project categories and the incorporation of cost-benefit analyses into the evaluation 
process.
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4.0 Summary of Best Practices 

4.1 Target Topics for Research and Recommendations 

Based on the Key Takeaways, a secondary analysis was conducted of the 10 MPOs to reassess their TIP 
development processes based on the focus topics. These inquiries were aimed at enriching GTC’s current 
project evaluation and prioritization process by compiling best practices across similar agencies. The TIPs 
and accompanying documentation were utilized to identify varying approaches to the project evaluation 
criteria for project submitted for funding by their respective sponsors. The MPO/TIPs were assessed for: 

• Their approach to selected mode-specific criteria;  

• Methods to provide transparency in the scoring system and results during the project selection 
process; 

• The user-friendliness of the applications used by sponsors and MPO staff to submit and assess 
project applications; 

• The type and scale of data integration currently possible within each MPO; and 

• How funding considerations are incorporated into the project selection process as a 
qualitative/quantitative measure. 

4.1.1 Project Evaluation Criteria  

A common theme across the TIPs assessed for the targeted topic research was categorization. Categories 
were decided based on regional and state priorities and grouped projects based on type, impact or cost. 
Several TIPs had evaluation criteria that employed weighted scoring to develop a project prioritization list. 
Additionally, MPOs like BMPO, CRTC, and Ohio-OKI have a separate scoring and rating system for each 
category to include project/category specific attributes. Additional details on the evaluation criteria across the 
reviewed MPOs can be found in Table 8 of Appendix B. MPO Deep Dive Findings. 

Preventative Maintenance 

Most TIPs incorporate criteria that assess safety by scoring projects on their ability to improve infrastructure 
deficiencies. Assessment criteria include state of good repair, pavement conditions index, susceptibility (the 
assessment scores the project on its resilience using factors like Sensitivity, Exposure and Adaptive 
Capacity), National Bridge Inventory (NBI) bridge conditions, and cost of repair. SACOG reserves 35% of the 
points for the project’s scope, and its role in meeting identified state goals and improving deficiencies like 
state of good repair, safety, multimodal, etc. It uses Average Daily Traffic Volumes, Posted Speed Limit, and 
Pavement Condition Score to evaluate its projects. Alternatively, GVMPO takes a more quantitative 
approach and assesses projects after scoring them in absolutes of 1, 3, or 5 based on their pavement 
conditions index categorized to the roadway’s driving conditions without maintenance or upgrades. ARC 
incorporates Annual average daily traffic (AADT) per lifecycle cost per year, in its Benefit Cost Score to 
assess projects for Roadway Asset Management & Resiliency. Safety accounts for 15% of the score in 
MACOG’s evaluation and uses project location annual injury to crash ratio to develop the severity of risk 
matrix at the location to assess it. The Greater Buffalo-Niagara Regional Transportation Council (GBNRTC) 
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reserves 24 points accounting for 24% of the total project score to account for the project’s pavement and 
NBI condition. 

Culverts 

Culverts were not observed in many of the TIPs that were reviewed for this study. While culverts were not 
identified as a major category, culverts are considered as an element within project evaluation criteria. CRTC 
has TIP Merit Evaluation Criteria for all its projects which are used to compliment with its Benefit Score to 
evaluate projects. This Merit Evaluation Criteria assesses projects for security/ resiliency and awards three 
points for projects that improve resiliency of bridges or culverts with a waterway in accordance with NYSDOT 
Bridge Manual requirements. 

ITS 

While not always a category on its own, improvements to ITS were recorded as a key element amongst one-
third of the MPOs project evaluation categories. BMPO awards 18 points under its Mobility criteria, for 
measures developed for the category Highways & Freight, Roads for Families, Technology, and Economic 
Development. These projects must demonstrate, among other attributes, significant improvements to ITS 
and travel time in a freight corridor. ARC has identified eight categories for project evaluation and scoring; 
this includes Roadway TSM&O-Technology which evaluates projects that make technology-based upgrades 
or changes. Projects could include Advanced Traffic Management Systems, signal synchronization, 
autonomous or connected vehicle technology, or other technologies that can aid operations. A detailed 
scoring metric has been developed to assess such projects for mobility & access, equity, safety and 
resiliency. Some of the quantitative metrics used include congestion intensity (measured by the change in 
intersection delay for the project area in the build versus no build scenario for the worst traffic time period), 
absolute change in regional vehicle hours of delay (VHD) in the build versus no build scenario for the worst 
traffic time period, change in emissions due to project, crash rates, and crash modification factors.  

CRTC evaluates ITS projects under the category of ITS, Operations, and Innovation. For a total of five 
points, projects are assessed for the implementation of one or more ITS or TSMO strategy as identified in 
the Capital Region Congestion Management Process. Examples include corridor-level traffic signal 
coordination, advanced or adaptive traffic signal control, Variable Message Signs (VMS), modern 
interchange geometrics, and advanced vehicle detection systems. 

Resiliency 

Resiliency remains a core part of project evaluation criteria amongst half of the reviewed MPOs with varying 
degrees of detail. BMPO assesses resiliency for its Infrastructure Hardening category with 85% of the project 
points reserved to the susceptibility criteria that measures the projects across three variables. These include:  

• Sensitivity, which assesses the facility for its ability to handle variations in a climate stressor;  

• Exposure, where it assesses the degree to which the project will be exposed to adverse weather 
extremes like coastal inundation, flooding (precipitation & storm surge), extreme heat and future 
groundwater elevation; and  

• Adaptive capacity, which tests the transportation network in the project area to deal with the 
loss/addition of the project.  



TIP Best Practice Study 

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 
4-3

Resiliency is a primary scoring criterion for all projects under ARC’s TIP Key Scoring Criteria. This criterion 
applies to all project categories such as Bicycle and Pedestrian, Trails, Roadway Asset Management, 
Roadway Expansion, Roadway TSM&O-Built Environment, Roadway TSM&O-Technology, Transit 
Expansion, and Transit Asset Management & System Upgrades. It assesses these projects on their ability to 
reduce emissions, greenhouse gases, and if it addresses stormwater management issues present in the 
project area.    

GBNRTC evaluates projects on the basis of 14 questions asked through google forms from project sponsors. 
Two of the questions asked pertain to the project’s usage of innovative elements and the project’s ability to 
advance environmental sustainability, which accounts for 18% of the total scoring scheme. CRTC assesses 
projects on resiliency in its TIP Merit Evaluation Criteria awarding project 5 points if the project implements 
location-specific security or resiliency initiative identified in a county, state, or other hazard, security, 
emergency management, or resiliency plan. OKI assesses project for resiliency under its Planning Factors 
for All Projects category. The Resiliency factor awards up to five points to projects designed to be resilient to 
flooding events, landslide activity, include nature-based stormwater solutions beyond minimum state or local 
requirements, or advance a specific need identified in a County Hazard Mitigation Plan, or similar resiliency 
plan. Additionally, flooding resilience is assumed for projects within and above the 500-year floodplain. 
Projects within the 500-year floodplain or in areas identified as susceptible to landslides on the US Landslide 
Inventory that incorporate armor or slide prevention into the facility design are eligible for partial points. 
Projects within these areas that do not address resiliency will lose five points. Multiuse trails are excluded 
from losing points. 

Goods Movement 

Freight is not always considered as a category for project evaluation criteria. However, almost all MPO TIP 
project evaluation criteria have freight as a key element. SACOG’s program evaluation criteria assess 
projects for freight under its performance outcomes category. Under performance outcomes the project is 
assessed for their approach/scope to meet identified project goals and improve the stated issues/ 
deficiencies which includes freight movement. BMPO categories its projects for funding allocation under six 
categories with one being highway and freight, which is allotted 10% of the total funds. These projects are 
assessed against 14 criteria, one of which assesses the projects’ ability to improve travel time on a freight 
corridor (truck traffic >5% of AADT). Similarly, GBNRTC scores projects against 14 questions that also 
assess for projects located at intersection/segment with a Truck Travel Time Reliability greater than or equal 
to 2.5. Freight as a project category is also used by CRTC for overall project score using Benefit and Merit 
Scores. For 5 points, projects are assessed for their freight impact. The highest score is awarded to projects 
that improve current freight issues, removes/substantially improves a freight related land-use compatibility, 
noise, or safety issue, located on, or provides access to, the Transportation Council’s Freight Priority 
Network, and provides travel reliability benefit(s), enhances access to a key freight generator and enhances 
access to any intermodal freight movement. To the extent practical, the OKI process includes metrics that 
allow for assessment of the progress towards achieving measurable progress towards various performance 
measures including freight reliability. 

4.1.2 Transparency in Project Scoring 

Half of the reviewed TIPs were noted to have highly transparent project scores with agencies explaining the 
scoring system in their call for projects. Providing a detailed methodology explaining the identification of 
project categories and the established weights for each criterion as well as exceptions to the rule. Agencies 
also held pre-selection meetings where project sponsors were given direct and indirect resources to 
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familiarize themselves with the project scoring. This helped sponsors to assess their applications potential for 
success as well as ensure trust amongst project sponsors over the overall prioritization metric. 

SACOG provides its project sponsors guidelines and briefs on project evaluation scoring as well as open 
access to PPA for project assessment. CRTC creates project fact sheets for each project submission, 
including project scores. The fact sheets are provided to the committee and used as a tool to assess projects 
during the project selection process. ARC also developed a separate document mentioned as the 
“cookbook”, which breaks down the evaluation process down to the smallest detail. 

4.1.3 Integration of Data 

Information on the platforms used to integrate data was not readily available for all MPOs, however for MPOs 
that were public about their platforms popularly used EcoInteractive for their data management and 
integration. MTC plans to use Solutions Simplified’s EcoInteractive ProjectTracker Software as a Service 
(SaaS) for the development and management of their TIP in the future. MTC managed the region’s TIP 
project and funding information through an internally developed web-enabled application database, the Fund 
Management System (FMS). FMS continues to meet the basic needs for maintaining MTC’s TIP. The staff at 
MTC determined that an external software provider can provide additional functionality to increase staff 
efficiency and improve the user interface for the 150+ project sponsors who regularly interface with the TIP. 
To ensure a seamless transition to the new external software solution, staff maintain the existing FMS until 
FY 2026-27.  

SACOG uses a Project Performance Assessment (PPA) tool to provide quantitative indicators and other 
information that help inform regional decision making. The tool draws on multiple data sources to give a 
consistent and transparent baseline to measure performance for different transportation projects across the 
region. The tool is online and open for any to use and has been used as part of funding rounds since 2018 to 
both streamline the data component for applicants, as well as improve transparency in performance-based 
programming. SACOG also uses EcoInteractive for their TIP management. ARC uses data for numerical 
scores from a variety of sources such as: ARC’s travel demand model, the CMAQ (Congestion Mitigation 
and Air Quality) Calculator, ARC’s VISSUM model, real-world observations, GIS calculations, etc. The 
ArcGIS platform seems to use EcoInteractive platform for Project Tracking. 

CRTC uses the Transportation Council STEP (Systematic Transportation Evaluation and Planning) to 
estimate the annual transportation benefits provided by each proposed roadway and bridge investment. The 
STEP model is a regional transportation network model maintained by the Transportation Council and used 
for transportation planning and forecasting. The model runs in the industry standard PTV Visum software 
suite and is calibrated to recent real-world traffic data. 

4.1.4 User-friendly Applications 

The information on the user friendliness of the currently employed applications was scarce. However, based 
on observations, many of the applications have a limited number of questions in their application, which will 
help streamline the overall application process. GBNRTC has applications that are user-friendly for both staff 
and project sponsors; they utilize Google Forms to collect information for project evaluation. Answers 
provided to the form questions are stored in a database and used to generate evaluation scores and ranking. 
Similarly, for ARC, no specific tool for overall evaluation was acknowledged but specific sections of the TIP 
suggest usage of open-source tools that are easy to use. 
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4.1.5 Resources & Fiscal Constraint 

The incorporation of resources and fiscal constraint was found to have an equal split of MPO users and non-
users during the TIP evaluation and project selection process. For ARC, deliverability is considered one of 
the key decision point steps in its final factors in project selection and is based on information provided by 
sponsors in the TIP solicitation. Budget and Schedule are both considerations to determine deliverability. 
MACOG awards 10% of the points to projects that exhibit reasonable costs compared to similar sized 
projects, projects that exceed the 20% local match requirement, and projects that are part of a multi-phase 
project. CRTC assesses projects against two criteria during its project evaluation, one of which is Benefit-
Cost Score that accounts for amongst other variables, the cost of repair involved with the project. OKI 
incorporates funding through two criteria: Project Status and Local Match. For Ohio-based projects, the total 
funding request per application cannot exceed $6,000,000 in Surface Transportation Block Grant Program 
(STBG) funds. For Kentucky-based projects, the cap is $5,000,000 in SNK funds. In all cases, the total 
project funding for a single application is limited to the approved amount for its funding category. Within the 
TIP, MTC has allocated funding as follows: Transit – 42%, State Highway – 35%, Local Roads – 11%, 
Bicycling and Walking – 9%, and Other Projects – 3%.
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5.0 Recommendations 
Like many MPOs throughout the nation, identifying and programming projects that serve to address a 
region’s “greatest need” is a challenge. A goal may seek to “move efficiently,” but the rural and urban 
definition of efficient, or, conversely, congestion, may vary drastically. An MPO must, therefore, 1) be clear in 
its regional vision, and 2) be responsive to varying needs within its communities.  

For GTC, project sponsors deem the programming and selection of projects as fair, but for some, the current 
Project Evaluation Criteria leave gaps in innovation, rural system maintenance, and ITS, for example. It is 
evident that the existing Project Evaluation Criteria and project selection process, detailed in Table 9 of 
Appendix B - MPO Deep Dive Findings, needs to be evaluated for potential improvements.  

Based on participant feedback, the greatest strength of GTC’s TIP development process is collaboration and 
coordination amongst GTC Staff and the TDC. Participants felt its greatest weaknesses include the 
evaluation process, where there may be improvements to the design of the application, the integration of 
data into the project screening process, incorporating new data into the project merit criteria, and integrating 
project scoring into the selection process.  

Based on the findings from the review of peer MPO best practices, the Project Team identified 
recommendations to address TDC Member concerns about the existing Evaluation Criteria and project 
selection process. 

• General Recommendations are high-level recommendations targeted to address TDC Member
feedback on the overall TIP Selection Process, including opportunities for incorporating more
efficient, user-friendly solutions to the application and review process.

• Project Evaluation Criteria Recommendations address specific criteria based on tables B1 and
B2 from the 2026-2030 Program Guide. Each criteria includes its existing measures, the
recommendation to keep, change, or add the criteria metrics, an explanation outlining the
recommendation, and an example best practice from one of the reviewed MPOs, if applicable.

5.1 General Recommendations 

Overall, many of the TDC members commented on a need for transparency on final scores, consistent and 
user-friendly application portals, and finding innovative ways to reduce the volume of applications. The 
following recommendations strive to improve the applicants’ and reviewers’ experiences by (1) creating a 
more efficient and transparent application process, and (2) improving communication and providing more 
transparency to the TDC during the project selection process.  

These recommendations include: 

• Include ratings guide in criteria table. Currently, the Project Evaluation Criteria lists “Criteria,” or
the objective, “Scale,” or the basis for rating projects, and “Data” or the data source used to
determine the metric. GTC should update the “scale” to reflect the reviewer’s guide to align with the
ranking criteria. This will help provide a clearer connection between the Project Evaluation Criteria
and the overall scoring process, something that was noted as an overall weakness by the TDC
members. GTC should also consider including a similar breakdown of criteria, scale, and data for the
Mode-Specific Criteria.
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• Improve user experience with the TIP Project Submission application.

o Consolidate application questions. Utilize survey development tools such as “branching”
in the survey to build conditions for applicants responding to relevant questions, limiting the
risk of applicants filling out sections that are not required. This will cut down on response and
review time for both the applicant and the reviewer.

o Align application headers with Common Criteria in the Project Evaluation Criteria.
Align question headers in the application with the common criteria to allow respondents to
easily crosswalk project evaluation scoring metrics across the application.

o Avoid open ended questions when possible. Utilize questions that require dichotomous
responses or allow applicants to select multiple choice responses to help automate and
streamline the review process, as well as standardize responses.

o Coordinate mapping feature and automate responses within application. Create a
reference map or tool for respondents to reference and coordinate data layers with required
information in the application, such as a layer from the NBI for bridges and culverts.
Automate location and descriptive information into the questionnaire when possible.

o Allow batch submissions for project sponsors with multiple projects. If possible, create
a function that allows batch project submissions by a single project sponsor, reducing
application response and review times.

• Screen applications for eligibility before reviewing and scoring projects. Remove projects that
are not eligible for federal funding before scoring and selecting projects to reduce administrative time
preparing for the project selection committee.

• Create “Project Sheets” for the project selection process. Provide transparency in the project
selection process by creating Project Sheets (e.g., CRTC) to outline the main description of a
project, including key details such as eligible funding type, project type, total cost, sponsor ranking,
and project evaluation scoring. This transparency will improve communication with the TDC before
Selection Committee meetings.

5.2 Project Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

Based on the TDC Member feedback, outlined in Project Evaluation Criteria, a few major concerns 
included (1) the lack of explanation of the rating system and the belief that certain evaluation criteria were not 
accounted for appropriately, (2) categories generally do not align with rural projects and end up pushing rural 
projects down the ranking, (3) highway criteria did not account well for urban traffic signals, (4) lack of 
consideration for project sponsors that repeatedly delay project delivery, and (5) a lack of criteria that weigh 
local need. As part of the Best Practice Review, the Project Team reviewed Project Evaluation Criteria 
across 10 MPOs to assist in providing exemplary metrics for GTC to consider. 

Key takeaways include: 

• Identify quotas or funding percentage for rural needs. There was very little information provided
in the reviewed MPO’s criteria concerning consideration for rural projects and culverts. However,
members shared concerns about how rural needs are considered in the TIP process. Identifying
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quotas or funding percentage goals for rural communities, local roadways, or culverts may address 
this concern. MTC, for example, allocates 11% of its TIP to local roadways. This process would be 
undertaken during the project selection process, however, not the project evaluation process.  

• Consolidate all project specific evaluations to the Mode-Specific Criteria to rank and compare 
projects of similar scope and type. The existing Project Evaluation Criteria should continue to be 
used to assess all projects based on alignment with GTC’s regional goals, fiscal responsibility, and 
project delivery. Many MPOs, including CRTC and ARC, use a mix of qualitative and quantitative 
measures to assess project benefits. Given GTC’s established framework for both Project Evaluation 
Criteria and Mode-Specific Criteria, this consolidation will streamline the evaluation process and 
enhance comparability across projects. 

• Metrics should be right-sized for staff capacity and overall priorities. Many MPOs include highly 
technical and resource-intensive reviews to quantify elements such as environmental benefits and 
congestion reduction. An alternative, less onerous approach is awarding points for projects that are 
included in mode-specific or key focus areas, like resiliency. This rewards projects where benefits 
have already been analyzed and are shown to make improvements, though it is more of a qualitative 
assessment compared to a quantitative one.  

Findings from the MPO Best Practice Review are integrated into the recommendations, outlined in Table 4 
for Project Evaluation Criteria and Table 5 for Mode-Specific Criteria. Each table provides the current criteria, 
an overall recommendation to keep, change, or remove, and explanation, and any key best practices. In 
total, there are eight Project Evaluation Criteria, where the Project Team recommends keeping two, changing 
six, and adding new criterion for Project Delivery.  For Mode-Specific Criteria, there are four criteria with four 
to five existing measures for each, for a total of 20 measures. The Project Team recommends keeping Table 
6 provides a crosswalk between the existing structure and the proposed recommendations. 
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Table 4 | Project Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

CRITERIA EXISTING MEASURES RECOMMENDATION EXPLANATION BEST PRACTICE 
SAFETY • Estimated Annual Safety

Benefits (NYSDOT TE-
164)

• All Other Projects
– Low: Nominal/ancillary

safety improvements
– Medium: Systemic

countermeasures for
SHSP Emphasis Areas

– High: Estimated Annual
Safety Benefits
(NYSDOT TE-164)

Keep • Survey respondents had
an overall high
understanding of the
Safety evaluation criteria.

• There may be
opportunities to
incorporate CRFs to
quantitatively evaluate
systemic treatment
benefits for all projects

• CRTC incorporates Crash
Reduction Factors (CRF)
as a metric to understand
safety benefits

• Resources:
– FHWA CMF

Clearinghouse
– FHWA Crash

Modification Factors

MOBILITY - HIGHWAY Reduction of travel time on 
congested segments and/or 
improvement of transit on-
time performance and/or 
incorporates TSMO Strategic 
Plan recommendations  

Change Rename to “Mobility” and 
connect to CMP identification 
of congestion and strategies; 
include bike-ped, transit, and 
freight-related elements; 
include points for projects 
that lower VHT or VMT on 
roadways identified as 
congested in the CMP. 

BMPO includes a “Mobility” 
metric that assess transit 
travel time, alternatives to 
SOV, improvements to ITS, 
and travel time of freight 
corridors. 

MOBILITY – REGIONAL 
AND LOCAL (NON-NHS) 
BRIDGES 

Bridge Priority Index 
(tranched ranking of projects) 

Change Move out of Common Criteria 
and into Mode-Specific 
Criteria; Separate out Bridges 
and Culverts for ranking; 
include priority index for 
culverts 

OKI has a point-based review 
system split into two 
categories: planning factors 
for all projects and project 
specific factors 

ACCESSIBILITY Maintenance and increase of 
travel options for one or more 
Environmental Justice 
populations  

Keep Consider revising language to 
replace “Environmental 
Justice” with “Communities of 
Concern” or a specific NYS or 
GTC dataset to better align 
with current USDOT 
administration priorities. 

GVMPO has the Community 
Considerations criteria that 
measures factors like 
current/past environmental 
equities, communities with 
health burden using a 1 
through 5 scoring metric. 

https://cmfclearinghouse.fhwa.dot.gov/
https://cmfclearinghouse.fhwa.dot.gov/
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/other/crash-modification-factors-cmfs
https://highways.dot.gov/safety/other/crash-modification-factors-cmfs
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CRITERIA EXISTING MEASURES RECOMMENDATION EXPLANATION BEST PRACTICE 
COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 

• Access and mobility needs
to FLREDC Strategic
Industry Pillars

• Priority recommendation of
one or more plans

Change Include a metric for local 
need based on agency 
priority and impact on target 
communities; this supports 
higher point awards based on 
community prioritization 

SACOG includes a metric for 
“Local Need” to assess the 
project needs and goals, as 
well as the agency’s priorities 

SYSTEM CONTINUITY & 
OPERATIONS 

• Priority recommendation of
one or more GTC UPWP
study or LRTP

• Scope includes features to
improve resiliency to floods
or other hazards.

Change Rename to System 
Continuity, Security, and 
Resiliency; incorporate metric 
that assesses scope features 
that improve security of the 
system 

ARC provides a Resiliency 
metric that accounts for 20% 
of the final score; projects are 
assessed on the utilization of 
‘green’ infrastructure and 
their commitment to reducing 
air pollutants 

ENVIRONMENT Reduction in delay, or 
promotion of travel 
alternatives, or 
implementation of alternative 
fuel for potential reduction in 
GHG, including bridges with 
imminent risk of detour. 

Change Move reduction of GHG 
and/or criteria pollutants here 
from the Fiscal Responsibility 
criteria; align with CMAQ-
eligible strategies or 
guidelines; change from an 
open-ended question to a 
multiple selection question, 
rank based on the number of 
strategies or impact of 
strategies 

• ARC developed a CMAQ
Calculator to estimate
benefits

• BPMO uses Susceptibility
measure to assess the
project for Sensitivity,
Exposure and Adaptive
Capacity; factors include
variations in a climate
stressor, exposure to
adverse stressors, and the
transportation network’s
capacity to deal with the
loss of an impacted facility

FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY • Appropriateness of
treatment to minimize
capital and operating costs

• Inclusion of non-Federal
funds from 21-50+%
(including pre-construction
phases)

• Inclusion of non-
transportation sources of
non-Federal match

Change Include a benefit-cost score 
within the criteria to provide a 
quantitative metric that allows 
the comparison of all 
projects; consider project 
bundling and innovative 
financing solutions as a 
metric for bonus points  

• ARC uses cost-
effectiveness scores to
help tier projects along
with performance scores

• CRTC estimates the total
project benefits and
divides by the annualized
project cost to get a
benefit-cost ratio

PROJECT DELIVERY N/A Add Include project delivery as a 
new criterion in scoring 
providing higher scores for 

• ARC requires that new
projects must originate
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CRITERIA EXISTING MEASURES RECOMMENDATION EXPLANATION BEST PRACTICE 
projects that have limited risk 
of on-time delivery; this helps 
the overall programming and 
obligation rate of the GTC 
TIP. Metrics may include 
points for projects with low 
risk or penalties for project 
sponsors with a history of not 
delivering projects on time 

from, or be supported by, a 
government with a 
demonstrated capacity to 
implement federal-aid 
projects with on-time 
delivery of ARC regional 
program funded phases 
over the last three fiscal 
years of at least 60% 

• SACOG includes a Project 
Delivery and Readiness 
metric to assess funding 
commitments, cost 
effectiveness, and project 
leverage of other federal 
and state funding program 

 
 
Table 5 | Mode-Specific Criteria Recommendations 

CRITERIA EXISTING MEASURES RECOMMENDATION EXPLANATION BEST PRACTICE 
HIGHWAY AND BRIDGE  Facility Condition Score - 

calculated through 
• Preventive maintenance 

Formulas (Table B3) 
• Replacement/ 

Reconstruction/ 
Rehabilitation Matrices 
(Tables B4-B5) 

Change Split out Highways from 
Bridges OR categorize in 
preventative maintenance 
versus rehabilitation or 
reconstruction. Rank culverts 
separately from bridges to 
allow for separate 
prioritization of culverts.  

• SACOG uses Average 
Daily Traffic Volumes, 
Posted Speed Limit, and 
Pavement Condition Score 
to evaluate its projects 

• GVMPO assesses projects 
after scoring them in 
absolutes of 1, 3, or 5 
based on their pavement 
conditions index 
categorized to the 
roadway’s driving 
conditions without 
maintenance or upgrades 

• ARC incorporates AADT 
per lifecycle cost per year 
in its Benefit Cost Score 



TIP Best Practice Study 

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 
5-7

CRITERIA EXISTING MEASURES RECOMMENDATION EXPLANATION BEST PRACTICE 
Incorporate transit-supportive 
design elements 

Change Consolidate all transit, 
bicycle, pedestrian, and 
goods movement design 
elements into single criteria 
worth no more than half the 
available points. Currently 
these design elements 
comprise 20 of the 30 total 
points for this criteria. 
Consider separating out 
bridge/culvert preservation 
projects from larger bridge 
construction efforts that 
include new design elements 

CRTC categorizes its bridge 
projects as preventative 
maintenance or rehabilitation. 
It does not consider bridge 
projects with new sidewalk 
construction or multi-use trails 
as preservation projects and 
categorizes it as “beyond 
preservation” 

Incorporate bicycle-
supportive design elements 

Remove See Incorporate transit-
supportive design elements 

N/A 

Incorporate pedestrian-
supportive design elements 

Remove See Incorporate transit-
supportive design elements 

N/A 

Incorporate goods 
movement-supportive design 
elements 

Remove See Incorporate transit-
supportive design elements 

N/A 

PUBLIC TRANSIT Contribute to operating cost 
efficiencies 

Keep Provide scale for metrics and 
link to data sources to 
provide more context to 
applicants; this mode criteria 
has an overall low 
understanding for TDC 
members 

OKI assesses Transit projects 
separately under the 
following factors - project 
type, ridership impact, impact 
on safety and security, 
existing physical asset 
condition and geographical 
scope. 

Improve on-time performance Keep See “operating cost 
efficiencies” for explanation 

N/A 

Optimize transit load factors Keep See “operating cost 
efficiencies” for explanation 

N/A 

Contribute to cost-effective 
maintenance of existing 
capital assets 

Keep See “operating cost 
efficiencies” for explanation 

N/A 

Improve access to/from 
employment, education, 

Keep See “operating cost 
efficiencies” for explanation 

N/A 
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CRITERIA EXISTING MEASURES RECOMMENDATION EXPLANATION BEST PRACTICE 
services, and/or community 
facilities  

BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN Decrease gaps in the core 
multi-use trails network or 
increase the amount of 
federal-aids roads with 
complete sidewalks 

Keep There is an overall high to 
moderate understanding of 
these criterion. Incorporating 
existing multi-use trail data 
into a geospatial tool would 
help inform or automate this 
response. 

OKI provides a maximum of 
10 points on a 100-point 
metric for projects that 
provide connections to 
schools or completes network 
gaps. It also provides an 
additional 10 points for 
community impacts. 

Improve access to/from 
employment, education, 
services, and/or community 
facilities 

Keep There are currently no rating 
criteria for this measure. 
Consider incorporating 
existing key places 
(employment, education, 
community and service 
facilities) data into a 
geospatial tool to help inform 
or automate this response. 

N/A 

Employ required/accepted 
design guidance and 
standards 

Keep There is an overall high to 
moderate understanding of 
these criteria. 

N/A 

Contribute to cost-effective 
maintenance of existing 
bicycle/pedestrian facilities 

Keep There is an overall high to 
moderate understanding of 
these criteria. 

N/A 

Effectively connect with 
existing bicycle/pedestrian 
facilities 

Change Very similar to decreasing 
gaps metric, consider 
combining metrics together 
and increasing points. 

N/A 

SYSTEM MANAGEMENT & 
OPERATIONS 

Reduce travel times on major 
roadways 

Change Retain the TTI metric; 
incorporate identified 
congestion strategies from 
the Congestion Management 
Process (CMP) to measure a 
potential reduction for travel 
time. 

• ARC measures congestion 
intensity, derived from 
ARC’s modeling, by the 
change in intersection 
delay for the project area 
in the build versus no build 
scenario for the worst 
traffic time period and 
absolute change in 
regional vehicle hours of 
delay (VHD) in the build 
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CRITERIA EXISTING MEASURES RECOMMENDATION EXPLANATION BEST PRACTICE 
versus no build scenario 
for the worst traffic time 
period 

Reduce incident clearance 
times 

Change Based on feedback from 
reviewers, change to “support 
reduction of incident 
clearance times” and include 
a list of strategies (or refer to 
plan/document); provide 
points based on the number 
or strategies being 
implemented or scaling the 
effectiveness of the 
strategies. 

N/A 

Increase the productivity of 
regional transportation 
agencies/providers (e.g., cost 
savings, time savings, etc.) 

Keep There is an overall high to 
moderate understanding of 
these criteria. 

N/A 

Support or advance existing 
and/or proposed ITS 
elements 

Keep Consider providing specific 
ITS-related strategies in the 
measure, including Advanced 
Traffic Management Systems 
and signal synchronization. 

ARC includes criteria for 
Roadway TSM&O-
Technology, which evaluates 
projects that make 
technology-based upgrades 
or changes. Projects could 
include Advanced Traffic 
Management Systems, signal 
synchronization, autonomous 
or connected vehicle 
technology, or other 
technologies that can aid 
operations. 

Incorporate cost-effective 
technology-based solutions 
that support facility 
operations 

Add Provide points for the 
incorporation of technology-
based solutions; provide 
examples in scale to increase 
applicant understanding of 
criteria.   

BMPO awards 18 points 
under its Mobility criteria, with 
a specific measure for 
Technology 
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Table 6 | Crosswalk of Evaluation Criteria Recommendations 

EXISTING PROPOSED  

PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA 

SAFETY SAFETY 

MOBILITY - HIGHWAY MOBILITY 

MOBILITY – REGIONAL AND LOCAL (NON-NHS) BRIDGES  

ACCESSIBILITY ACCESSIBILITY 

COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

SYSTEM CONTINUITY & OPERATIONS SYSTEM CONTINUITY, SECURITY, AND RESILIENCY 

ENVIRONMENT ENVIRONMENT 

FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY 

 PROJECT DELIVERY 

MODE-SPECIFIC CRITERIA 

HIGHWAY AND BRIDGE PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE - HIGHWAY 

 PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE - BRIDGE 

 PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE - CULVERTS 

 REHABILITATION/RECONSTRUCTION - HIGHWAY 

 REHABILITATION/RECONSTRUCTION - BRIDGE 

 REHABILITATION/RECONSTRUCTION - CULVERT 

PUBLIC TRANSIT PUBLIC TRANSIT 

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN 

SYSTEM MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS SYSTEM OPERATIONS AND ITS 
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Appendix A. Best Practices MPO Review Framework 

Table 7 | Framework Key 

Category Name  Description and Purpose 
MPO 
Characteristics 

State Name Name of State 

Region / City Name of Region / City best representing MPO 

MPO Name Name of MPO 

Size Population Size under MPO 

Growth Rate (growing, 
steady, or declining)  

Growth Rate  

TIP Characteristics  Total Funding Estimation of TIP Program Funding  

Highway Program Description of Highway Program, including how local and state projects 
are programmed on the TIP  

Highway Program 
Breakdown  

How is the highway program broken down into different categories? Ex: 
ITS, Safety, Bike/Ped, Resilience, etc.  

Transit Program  Is transit funding and project selection integrated into highway 
program?  

Project Selection  How is the call for projects 
done?  

What is the process to make the call for projects to be included into to 
TIP  

How are projects 
evaluated?  

Explain the project evaluation process. 

What is the Project Selection 
Process?  

Include the steps for the Project Selection Process  

How is Equity/Environmental 
Justice Considered?  

Detail the Equity and Environmental considerations made during the 
selection process, if considered.  

How is funding considered?  Details of how funding is considered during the project selection 
process - is it part of project selection criteria or are projects split by 
funding program?  

How is Stakeholder Input 
Considered?  

Explain the level of stakeholder engagement and input in the TIP 
Project Selection Process  

How is Public Comment 
Considered?  

Explain the level of public engagement and input in the TIP Project 
Selection Process  

Mapped Database 
Available   

Are the projects available on a map or on an interactive map? Detail if 
the TIP has a mapped database of projects and lists any notable 
details.  

Project Evaluation 
Criteria  

Is the process quantitative, 
qualitative, or both?  

Determine the type of data points used during the project evaluation 
process  

Is it a multi-step process? Detail the number of steps in the process 

Are projects evaluated for 
different categories (safety, 
pavement, bridges, 
highway)?  

Catalog the various categories used during the project evaluation 

Detail project evaluation 
criteria  

Detail all the criteria used for project evaluation 
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Is eligibility based on plans 
or goals?  

If yes, list plans or goal sources that are used 

Others Notable Practices Open Text 

Visibility / Accessibility to 
Information  

High - Information is easily accessible and understandable  
Medium - information is visible and accessible, but may not be easy to 
understand  
Low - Information is not easily accessible or understood  
N/A - Information is not available  
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Appendix B. MPO Deep Dive Findings 

Table 8 | Project Evaluation Criteria 

MPO Name Project Evaluation Criteria 
Metropolitan 
Transportation 
Commission (MTC) 

MTC employs a multi-tiered evaluation process for unique, special case projects called “major 
transportation projects” using a list of predetermined criteria. This includes evidence that the 
project has –  

• Prior permission from the State Department of Transportation to use highway lanes
for high occupancy vehicles with the exception of HOV lanes.

• Mixed-Flow Highway lanes/Auxiliary lanes that do not terminate at the first
subsequent interchange on the State highway system.

• Interchange or local arterial improvements that potentially affect main-line operation
on the state highway system.

• Transit projects for rail extensions, new stations or parking facilities with over 500
parking spaces.

• Special transportation projects that warrant a review from the Commission.
If a project falls into any one of these criteria, the project sponsors are expected to follow a 
predefined staff review and evaluation process to ensure project inclusion into the TIP.  

Sacramento Area 
Council of 
Governments 
(SACOG) 

SACOG has a four-part project evaluation criterion for their TIP/STIP Development Program. 
This includes –  

• Local Need: A maximum of 30 points are awarded based on whether the project is a
priority for the agency, project needs and project goals, its impacts on target
communities and the project’s alignment with the funding program goals.

• Performance Outcomes: A maximum of 35 points are awarded for the project’s
scope, its role in meeting identified state goals and improving deficiencies like state of
good repair, safety, multimodal, etc. This evaluation also accounts for project benefits
to the transportation network and impacted communities.

• Community and Partner Engagement: A maximum of 15 points are awarded for the
scale of community involvement in the development and design of the project as well
as all planned and ongoing partnerships in the project development and
implementation.

• Project Delivery and Readiness: A maximum of 20 points are awarded for projects
that provide evidence of funding commitment, cost effectiveness and project leverage
for other federal and state funding program.

Grand Valley 
Metropolitan Planning 
Organization 
(GVMPO) 

GVMPO employs five measures to assess a project’s progress towards their RTPO goals. 
These are scored on various matrices to calculate final project scores including:  

• Safety: Safety is assessed based on the number of crashes within a 100-foot
influence area of the project. Projects are scored from 1 through 5 for a standardized
range of 0.00 – 1.00. Projects located on a high injury network are assigned a “bonus
point” of +1 to elevate the projects’ status.

• Infrastructure Condition: Projects are scored in absolutes of 1, 3, or 5 based on their
pavement conditions index categorized on the basis of the roadway’s driving
conditions without maintenance or upgrades.

• Regional Connectivity: Projects are scored 1 through 5 to measure the mobility and
access between areas with high population density and areas with high employment
density.

• Community Considerations: This criterion uses the Colorado Department of Public
Health and Environment’s (CDPHE) EnviroScreen Tool to identify areas with greater
health burdens and environmental risks and score them on a scale of 1 through 5
based on their proximity to the project. Areas with higher burden provide the project
with a higher score.

https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/A-13_RES-3115_ProjRevCriteria.pdf
https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/A-13_RES-3115_ProjRevCriteria.pdf
https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/A-13_RES-3115_ProjRevCriteria.pdf
https://www.sacog.org/home/showpublisheddocument/2935/638778219449230000
https://www.sacog.org/home/showpublisheddocument/2935/638778219449230000
https://www.sacog.org/home/showpublisheddocument/2935/638778219449230000
https://www.sacog.org/home/showpublisheddocument/2935/638778219449230000
https://drive.google.com/file/d/16_1VKEUpAKfOzKkuYfl6Of04v6NajhL6/view
https://drive.google.com/file/d/16_1VKEUpAKfOzKkuYfl6Of04v6NajhL6/view
https://drive.google.com/file/d/16_1VKEUpAKfOzKkuYfl6Of04v6NajhL6/view
https://drive.google.com/file/d/16_1VKEUpAKfOzKkuYfl6Of04v6NajhL6/view
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MPO Name  Project Evaluation Criteria 
A qualitative review is done after the scoring is complete. The RTPO staff and Committee 
assess and readjust score as appropriate. A funding forecast is developed, and projects are 
divided into two tiers for informing activation and addition to the TIP. 

Broward MPO 
(BMPO) 

BMPO categories its projects into four groups - Highways & Freight, Roads for Families, 
Technology, and Economic Development; Roads for Economic Vitality (REV); Infrastructure 
Hardening; and Safety. Each group evaluates projects based on the development of the 
planning factors identified in its MTP. Projects are ranked and scored based on themes each 
carrying different weight based on importance. 
Measures for Highways & Freight, Roads for Families, Technology, and Economic 
Development: 

• Mobility (18 points) & Economic Vitality (12 points): This measure includes criteria on 
transit travel time, alternative to single occupant vehicles, improvements to ITS and 
travel time on a freight corridor as well as improvements to pavement/bridge condition 
and transit asset condition. 

• Accessibility (24 points) & Demographics(12 points) : This measure includes criteria 
on transit ridership, housing, travel time to or within a key activity center, provision of 
a non-auto connection to an activity center, essential/tourist destination; equity areas, 
and failure to impact existing residence/business 

• Safety (22 points) & Infrastructure Hardening (12 points): This measure includes 
criteria on proximity to high injury network, susceptible facility and impact to wetlands, 
natural habitat or historic resources. 

Measures for Roads for Economic Vitality (REV): 
• Accessibility: Weighted as high, accessibility is assessed based on five (5) individual 

criteria scored across different ranges and accounting for 20% of the final score. 
• Safety: Weighted as high, projects are scored between 10 and 90 based on their 

proximity to a high injury network and account for 20% of the final score. 
• Equity: Weighted as medium, projects are assessed against two (2) criteria scored 

across different ranges and normalized to account for 17% of the final score. 
• Mobility: Weighted as medium, mobility is judged based on the average traffic 

volume per lane and scored on a range of 10 and 75. The score is normalized to 
account for 17% of the final score. 

• Economic Vitality: Weighted as Low, projects are assessed based on their proximity 
to regional activity centers and the percentage of employment density scored 
between 10 and 30 and account for 13% of the final score. 

• Environmental Stewardship: Weighted as Low, projects are scored as either a 10 or 
60 based on their proximity a vulnerable corridor (Tiered 1,2, and 3) accounting for 
13% of the final score. 

Measures for Infrastructure Hardening: 
• Susceptibility (85%): This measure includes three (3) variables – Sensitivity, 

Exposure and Adaptive Capacity. 
• Demographics (15%): This measure assesses mobility and recovery challenges 

socially susceptible populations.  
Measures for Safety: 

• This measure depends on the Broward safety action plan for the identification of high-
priority corridor locations that direct the development of project scope. 

Bonus points are also offered if a project is within an adopted MPO plan and a one time point 
reduction of 20% off the total amount if they default on any Local Agency Program (LAP) 
administered project through CSLIP. 

https://www.browardmpo.org/images/WhatWeDo/MMPL/2026_LOPP/Approved_FY_2026_LOPP.pdf
https://www.browardmpo.org/images/WhatWeDo/MMPL/2026_LOPP/Approved_FY_2026_LOPP.pdf
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MPO Name Project Evaluation Criteria 
Atlanta Regional 
Commission (ARC) 

Projects are first assessed for their eligibility against the relevant regional policies. Three filters 
are employed to parse out projects that are not supported by state and federal regulations or 
regional policy. 

• General Filters or Infrastructure Expansion or Maintenance:
o Projects must be from a locally adopted plan or an official transit agency

plan.
o Project must have Qualified Local Government (QLG) status current or

pending.
o Project should maintain a letter of support from GDOT; or be eligible for

federal aid.
• Roadway Capacity Filters:

o Roads with four or more lanes must adhere to the Regional Safety Strategy
and GDOT safety standards.

o Project must comply with FHWA’s and GDOT’s Complete Streets policies
and be consistent with ARC’s Regional Workbook for Complete Streets.

o Roadway expansion in rural-only areas as designated by Unified Growth
Policy Map (UGPM) will not be considered.

• Transit Capacity Filters:
o Rail and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) capacity projects must be a part of the

MTP and/or the most recent ATL Regional Transit Plan.
o Project must demonstrate a firm financial package.
o Project must connect to an existing public transit service or regional center.

Projects are categorized into relevant categories called project evaluation schemes. Based on 
the nature of work, each category has a custom scoring scheme to ensure prioritization 
accounts for appropriate strengths and opportunities.  
The following Project Evaluation Schemes were identified – Bicycle and Pedestrian, Trails, 
Roadway Asset Management, Roadway Expansion, Roadway TSM&O-Built Environment, 
Roadway TSM&O-Technology, Transit Expansion, and Transit Asset Management & System 
Upgrades. 
ARC has a multi-tiered evaluation system that assesses projects on the basis of four criteria. 

• Mobility and Access: projects are scored on network connectivity, transit connectivity
and potential improvement to access to destinations, accounting for 30% of the
overall final score.

• Equity: projects are scored on the basis of their ability to address relevant equity
issues and their role in promoting housing affordability, accounting for 20% of the
overall final score.

• Safety: projects are assessed for their contribution to safety and improvements to
current conditions, accounting for 30% of the overall final score.

• Resiliency: projects are assessed on the utilization of ‘green’ infrastructure and their
commitment to reducing air pollutants, accounting for 20% of the overall final score.

Projects are further assessed on non-performance driven factors that include sponsor priority, 
regional priority, benefit-cost effectiveness, and deliverability.  

Michiana Area 
Council of 
Governments 
(MACOG) 

MACOG employs a 100-point system to evaluate projects for the following planning factors: 
• Plan and Policy Support: a maximum of 15 points are awarded for projects that are

locally or regionally significant based on current documentation in Plans and Policies.
• Safety Enhancement: a maximum of 15 points are awarded to projects that address

and improve the safety of the transportation system based on the annual injury to
crash ratio and severity of the risk matrix at the project location.

• Economic Development: a maximum of 15 points are awarded for projects that
improve the region’s economic development, tourism and/or quality of life.

https://cdn.atlantaregional.org/wp-content/uploads/tip-cookbook-2021.pdf
https://cdn.atlantaregional.org/wp-content/uploads/tip-cookbook-2021.pdf
http://www.macog.com/docs/transportation/tip/updates/selection_process.pdf
http://www.macog.com/docs/transportation/tip/updates/selection_process.pdf
http://www.macog.com/docs/transportation/tip/updates/selection_process.pdf
http://www.macog.com/docs/transportation/tip/updates/selection_process.pdf
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MPO Name Project Evaluation Criteria 
• Connectivity: a maximum of 10 points are awarded to projects that improve mobility

options for the community as well as create opportunities for intermodal connections.
• Congestion: a maximum of 10 points are awarded to projects that address the impact

of congestion to the environment. Projects considered will reduce vehicle miles
traveled and vehicle hours traveled.

• Environmental Justice: a maximum of 10 points are awarded to projects that provide
an overall net benefit to populations identified as low income, minority, disabled,
aging, carless households, Limited English Proficiency (LEP) populations, and
Hispanic populations. Additional considerations are given to projects that address
American with Disabilities (ADA) deficiencies.

• Cost: a maximum of 10 points are awarded to projects that exhibit reasonable costs
compared to similar projects, projects that exceed 20 percent local match requirement
and projects that are part of a multi phased project.

• Health: a maximum of 5 points are awarded to projects that increase opportunities for
physical activity and provide alternative modes of transportation resulting in a positive
impact on public and environmental health.

• Multi-Jurisdictional: a maximum of 5 points are awarded to projects that are
collaborative and positively impact multiple communities.

Greater Buffalo-
Niagara Regional 
Transportation 
Council (GBNRTC) 

GBNRTC evaluates and scores projects on the basis of 14 questions asked through Google 
Forms from project sponsors. 

• NBI Bridge Condition – a maximum of 12 points
• Pavement Condition – a maximum of 12 points
• Inclusion of innovative elements – a maximum of 6 points
• History of fatal/serious injuries in the last 5 years – a maximum of 6 points
• Project included in the GBNRTC Regional Bicycle Master Plan – a maximum of 7

points.
• Truck percentage of AADT – a maximum of 6 points
• Project located at intersection/segment with Travel Time Reliability greater than or

equal to 1.5.
• Project located at intersection/segment with a Truck Travel Time Reliability greater

than or equal to 2.5.
• Project advances environmental sustainability – a maximum of 6 points
• Project improves the public transit system – a maximum of 6 points.
• Number of communities of concern population groups over regional thresholds in

project census tract – a maximum of 9 points
• Project Includes ADA components – a maximum of 6 points.
• Project impacts regional economic growth – a maximum of 6 points
• Project increases connectivity through integrated transportation and land use

planning, distance reductions between key destinations, improved local pedestrian
and bicycle infrastructure and/or improved incident response, public transportation
signal prioritization, and/or congestion management – a maximum of 6 points

Capital Region 
Transportation 
Council (CRTC) 

CRTC categorizes projects into pavement only, complete streets, bridges, bicycle and 
pedestrian only, congestion, freight, and air quality, and others. They are scored for:  

• Benefit Cost Score which accounts for the project’s facility benefits, safety benefits,
pavement condition, service life extension, and cost of repair. Additional criteria are
added to accommodate for the changing nature of categories e.g. bike and ped only
project score projects on cost effectiveness, market potential, and safety.

• Merit Score which accounts for category specific criteria e.g. pavement only projects
are scored on freight impact, project readiness, security/resiliency, regional benefit &
economic impact

Ohio-Kentucky-
Indiana Regional OKI has a point-based system assessing projects up to 110 points. 

https://github.com/bmos300/publicinstructlab/blob/main/2024TIPGuidebook.md
https://github.com/bmos300/publicinstructlab/blob/main/2024TIPGuidebook.md
https://github.com/bmos300/publicinstructlab/blob/main/2024TIPGuidebook.md
https://github.com/bmos300/publicinstructlab/blob/main/2024TIPGuidebook.md
https://www.capitalmpo.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/11/VII-A-TIP-Guidance-Appendix_V2-Amended-3-6-2025.pdf
https://www.capitalmpo.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/11/VII-A-TIP-Guidance-Appendix_V2-Amended-3-6-2025.pdf
https://www.capitalmpo.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/11/VII-A-TIP-Guidance-Appendix_V2-Amended-3-6-2025.pdf
https://www.oki.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/TAguidance.pdf
https://www.oki.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/TAguidance.pdf
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MPO Name  Project Evaluation Criteria 
Council of 
Governments (OKI) 

• Project specific factors: Projects are categorized into roadway factors, transit factors, 
bicycle and pedestrian factors, or non- roadway freight factors. They are assessed for 
a maximum of 45 points based on a customized scoring system. 

• Planning factors for all projects: Projects are assessed for up to 65 points based on a 
fit-for-all scoring sheet. This includes criteria like local match, air quality, intermodal 
connections, replacement/expansions, technology, history of project delivery, 
community impact, existing employment, Strategic Regional Policy Plan (SRPP), local 
planning and resiliency factor. 

Puget Sound 
Regional Council of 
Governments (PSRC) 

PSRC assesses project against the following criteria for approval and inclusion to the project 
listing – 

• Consistency with VISION 2050 policies: A statement is required in order to address 
how the project adheres to VISION 2050 and specifically the range of multicounty 
planning policies. 

• Benefit–Cost Analysis (BCA): Projects with a total project cost greater than $100 
million must provide a summary of the completed BCA, including results and a 
description of the methodology used. 

• Environmental Documentation: The documentation submitted to PSRC should include 
the final approval of the environmental process (e.g., a signature page), as well as 
information on the final alternative and scope of the project being submitted. 

• Planning Requirements: Sponsors should submit documentation of any applicable 
planning requirements related to the project. These could include such items as 
Memorandum of Agreements between agencies, zoning requirements, meeting 
conditions noted in a conditional approval, etc. 

• Financial Feasibility Review: Sponsors must demonstrate that the project has a 
reasonable financial plan in place. 

• Air Quality: An air quality conformity analysis may be required, according to the 
federal Clean Air Act and the Washington State Clean Air Act. 

 

Table 9 | Project Selection Process 

MPO Name  Project Selection Process 
Metropolitan 
Transportation 
Commission (MTC) 

1. For adoption into the TIP, Annual/Biennial projects are identified for administrative 
approval. Unless a project is revised, no further review by MTC is necessary after 
approval of the TIP. Each entry requires the name of the implementing agency, the 
project description (as shown in the TIP), and the total estimated cost in the 
Annual/Biennial Element. 

2. If a project falls under the criteria for major transportation projects, the project sponsor 
must apply for approval to MTC pursuant to Sections 66518 or 66520 of the California 
Government Code. 

a. Upon application, the staff will review the project/program for documentation 
and, if appropriate, advise the applicant of any deficiencies or other 
problems likely to delay application approval. 

b. Once the application is found satisfactory, the staff prepares a Staff 
Evaluation of the project and a resolution that determines that the project 
conforms with the RTP and supports the grant application for the amounts 
contained in the Annual/Biennial Element. 

c. The Staff Evaluation and resolution are presented to the Grant Review & 
Allocations Committee for review and, if found satisfactory, referral to the 
Commission for approval.  

d. The project sponsor can access TIP funding only after Commission approval 
of the application. 

3. Locally funded road projects are not normally subject to project review and may be 
administratively approved. However, if these road projects significantly impact the 

https://www.oki.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/TAguidance.pdf
https://www.oki.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/TAguidance.pdf
https://www.psrc.org/media/1886
https://www.psrc.org/media/1886
https://www.psrc.org/media/1886
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MPO Name Project Selection Process 
State highway system, Project Review will be required to determine consistency with 
the Regional Transportation Plan. 

Sacramento Area 
Council of 
Governments 
(SACOG) 

1. Counties submit projects for two programs – set aside and county level – and only the
set aside submittals will be scored against the other counties’ applications since that
is awarded based on regional impact, significance, and funding need.

2. For each county, evaluation criteria that include performance outcomes will be used
to identify projects for STIP funding.

3. For the set aside program, projects will be scored using the performance evaluation
criteria. Given the limited nature of the funding available, the project (or projects) that
score highest will be awarded provided they don’t exceed the set aside share.

4. An evaluation panel that consists of reviewers from inside and outside the region will
provide subject matter expertise for various performance outcomes, as well as a
robust project deliverability assessment.

a. Project packages that have been reviewed by the evaluation panel will make
a recommendation to the board. As with other funding decisions, the board
has the ultimate project selection authority and may modify or reject
recommendations.

Grand Valley 
Metropolitan Planning 
Organization 
(GVMPO) 

1. Projects identified for inclusion to the TIP are analyzed based on Performance
Measures to help prioritize projects for the region.

2. The results of the project prioritization process are submitted to the Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC)

3. RTPO staff and Committee further inform the scores for projects in their jurisdiction,
as deemed appropriate.

a. Projects scoring well advance to Priority Tier 1 listing based on funding
forecasts.

b. Projects that don’t score well in the project Prioritization Process but are
deemed important by TAC are listed as Priority Tier 2 / Aspirational. These
will be activated and added to the TIP if additional funding is available.

Broward MPO 
(BMPO) 

Projects selected for inclusion in the TIP are based on financially feasibility for the appropriate 
funding category and represent the MPO’s project priorities.  
1. The projects in the List of Priority Projects (LOPP) are evaluated and ranked based upon

a screening process that identifies projects that are most important or most significant.
a) In order to guarantee transportation investments are balanced among the

transportation modes, the MTP established six funding programs, including
Technology, Roads for Families, Safety, Highways & Freight, Economic Vitality, and
Infrastructure Hardening. Projects with on each program were prioritized according to
criteria established for each individual program.

• Technology – 12% of the Funding Allocation
• Roads for Families – 51% of the Funding Allocation
• Safety– 10% of the Funding Allocation
• Highways & Freight – 10% of the Funding Allocation
• Economic Vitality– 12% of the Funding Allocation
• Infrastructure Hardening– 5% of the Funding Allocation

b) Project sponsors must meet MPO staff before applying for project inclusion into one
of the funding programs to confirm eligibility and requirements during and after the
application process. MPO will recommend alternative funding programs if deemed
more efficient for the project sponsors.

c) Each funding program has its own criteria for evaluating projects that create a
program-specific project prioritization list.

d) After evaluation, the score and ranked transportation projects are presented as LOPP
to the MPO Board for consideration and approval.

e) Once approved, usually based on project ranking, funding is assigned in the TIP, and
the project is allowed to move through with the Development Process.
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MPO Name Project Selection Process 
o The Broward MPO’s LOPP contains projects, in a priority order, that are

considered for the TIP when funding becomes available. The LOPP is based on
the priorities set in the Cost Feasible Plan (CFP) component of the 2050 MTP.

Atlanta Regional 
Commission (ARC) 

ARC has a three-tiered Key Decision Point (KDP) Framework for evaluating transportation 
projects before inclusion in the TIP. 
1) A Project Call is made for inclusion into the TIP inviting all project sponsors to submit their

proposals.
a) The call does not focus on a single specific category but is instead termed as

“universal”.
2) KDP1: ARC staff uses preset filters to remove projects that do not match the regional

policies.
3) KDP2: ARC staff will evaluate and score the remaining projects based on technical criteria

assessing projects for mobility/access, safety, equity and resiliency.
4) KDP3: ARC staff will consider any final factors that could not be accounted for during the

technical exercise.
5) ARC staff will allocate funding to the identified projects in the TIP.
Congressional earmarks and GDOT’s projects that are funded fully using a mix of state and 
GDOT’s share of federal funds are exempt from the abovementioned process.  

Michiana Area 
Council of 
Governments 
(MACOG) 

1) A call for projects to eligible sponsors is advertised via email and website. Project
applications are submitted online to MACOG.

2) MACOG reviews the proposed projects for initial project eligibility under STBG, Highway
Safety Improvement Program (HSIP), CMAQ, Carbon Reduction Program (CRP) and
Transportation Alternatives (TA) program guidelines.

3) Staff develop a prioritized and fiscally constrained list of eligible projects to be reviewed by
INDOT for final eligibility determination.

4) Staff reviews the project listing and provides eligibility finding, once eligibility is confirmed
MACOG staff will meet with Local Public Agencies to discuss the selected projects and
will process appropriate updates to the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).

Greater Buffalo-
Niagara Regional 
Transportation 
Council (GBNRTC) 

The project selection process for road and bridge projects under GBNRTC goes through a 
well-defined process – 
1) Projects from previous TIP(s) are identified and prioritized to ensure that they remain

funded until completion.
2) An assessment is done of long and short-term regional plans while maintaining focus on

asset management and system preservation.
3) GBNRTC publishes a call for a project proposal from member agencies.
4) All submitted projects are evaluated against predetermined criteria as well as analyzed for

TIP-MTP linkages.
5) A submission list is created that includes sponsor prioritization as well as GBNRTC project

evaluation scores and project sponsors are given the opportunity to present their projects
to the Transportation Projects Subcommittee (TPS).

6) A final fiscally constrained project listing is developed by TPS and recommended to the
Planning and Coordination Committee (PCC) for approval.

7) PCC initiates a 30-day review, approves the constrained project listing and the NYSDOT
R5 and GBNRTC staff enter projects into draft TIP/STIP electronically via the eSTIP
application.

Capital Region 
Transportation 
Council (CRTC) 

1) A call for projects is announced by the Capital District Transportation Committee (CDTC);
this includes a public notice as well as solicitation notice to CDTC Policy Board, Planning
Committee, state and local governments, and other potential project sponsors.

2) Candidate projects are categorized according to type and are evaluated quantitatively and
qualitatively.
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MPO Name  Project Selection Process 
3) The evaluation results prepared by CDTC are used by the Planning Committee to prepare 

a recommended TIP Program for Policy Board approval. 

Ohio-Kentucky-
Indiana Regional 
Council of 
Governments (OKI) 

1) OKI advertises a project solicitation period via the OKI website, flyers, and other 
communication channels. 

2) A workshop is held for prospective applicants to inform them of the application process, 
deadlines and scoring procedures developed by the OKI Intermodal Coordinating 
Committee (ICC). 

3) The OKI ICC holds Prioritization Review Meetings to discuss individual highway and 
transit projects and the eventual ranking of projects funded with OKI allocated funds. The 
ranking of projects is based on the ICC adopted scoring process. 

4) The ICC reviews the findings of the Prioritization Review Meetings. Recommendations to 
determine that “Regional Priorities” are achieved through the suggested rankings and 
recommends a list of funded projects to the OKI Board of Directors. 

5) The OKI Board of Directors awards funding to projects and approves them for adoption. 
6) Projects and funding amounts are added to the TIP and submitted for inclusion in the 

Statewide TIP’s (STIP’s). 

Puget Sound 
Regional Council of 
Governments (PSRC) 

1) A call for projects is done where countywide forums are asked to identify and submit a 
limited number of applications to the regional project competition. 

2) The number of projects able to be submitted into the regional competition is limited to 36, 
based on the following distribution:  
a) 6 each from Kitsap, Pierce and Snohomish countywide forums.  
b) 12 from the King countywide forum.  
c) 2 each from Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT), Sound 

Transit, and the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency.  
d) The three regional agencies may also participate in, and submit projects through, the 

countywide forums. 
3) Project sponsors are invited to make brief presentations to the Regional Project 

Evaluation Committee (RPEC) and the scoring team prior to the scoring process.  
4) PSRC staff will complete a comprehensive evaluation of all projects submitted to the 

regional project competition using the Regional Project Evaluation Criteria. 
a) Prior to each cycle, the criteria are reviewed and refined as appropriate to address 

new or revised requirements and policies. 
b) In addition, an eligibility review is conducted on all potential applications prior to 

submission. 
c) The Regional Project Evaluation Criteria are published as part of the Call for Projects. 

5) After all projects have been evaluated and scored, RPEC reviews the projects and the 
results of the scoring and submits a prioritized list of funding recommendations to the 
Transportation Policy Board (TPB) for further review and discussion. 
a) As part of the RPEC discussions for recommending projects to receive funds, it is 

understood that the scores are used to assist in the recommendation but are not the 
only consideration for discussion. 

b) Other considerations used in the recommendation process may include geographic 
balance, project completions, cost effectiveness, etc., and will be identified by RPEC 
in advance of the recommendation discussion. 

6) Once funding recommendations are completed by RPEC, a prioritized list of contingency 
projects will also be developed and submitted to the TPB for their review. 

7) The TPB in turn makes recommendations to the Executive Board for final approval. 
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Appendix C. GTC TIP Project Selection and Evaluation 
Criteria Survey 
Section 1 - Introduction 

1. First and Last Name *

2. Agency *

3. Role *

Section 2 - Project Evaluation 

GTC’s TIP Project Evaluation Process is part of a multi-step TIP development process which includes the 
Solicitation for Project Proposals, Eligibility Review, Project Evaluation, and Project Selection. The Project 
Evaluation Criteria screen projects for eligibility, including review of cost estimates, and evaluates and ranks 
projects by transportation mode and programmatic categories. For Questions 4 - 7, please share your overall 
assessment of the current project evaluation criteria. 

4. What is your overall understanding of GTC's Project Evaluation Process? *

· Excellent

· Very good

· Good

· Fair

· Poor

5. How would you rate the effectiveness of different project evaluation criteria for each category below based
on your experience? *

· Highways Low / Moderate / High / Not Applicable

· Bridges Low / Moderate / High / Not Applicable

· Culverts Low / Moderate / High / Not Applicable

· Bicycle & Pedestrian Low / Moderate / High / Not Applicable

· Public Transportation Low / Moderate / High / Not Applicable

· Goods Movement Low / Moderate / High / Not Applicable

· ITS Low / Moderate / High / Not Applicable

· Safety Low / Moderate / High / Not Applicable
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· Resiliency Low / Moderate / High / Not Applicable 

6. Are there any aspects of the evaluation criteria that you would like to share general feedback on, including 
strengths, weaknesses, and/or areas for improvement based on the categories above? * 

7. Are there any factors not being considered in the current evaluation process that should be considered in 
the future? * 

Section 3 - Project Selection 

GTC’s TIP Project Selection Process follows the Project Evaluation step of the overall TIP development 
process. For Questions 8 - 15, please share your overall assessment of the current TIP Project Selection 
Process. 

8. What is your overall understanding of GTC's TIP Project Selection Process? * 

· Excellent 

· Very good 

· Good 

· Fair 

· Poor 

9. What is your overall rating of the effectiveness of the existing TIP Project Selection Process? * 

· Excellent 

· Very good 

· Good 

· Fair 

· Poor 

10. In the FFY 2026-2030 TIP development process, were there specific projects or general project types 
that you do not submit for consideration because you do not think they would compete well under the 
existing TIP project selection criteria? 

· Yes 

· No 

11. Please provide an explanation for your response(s) to Questions 8-10. 

12. How would you rate the way the following elements are incorporated and considered in the existing 
Project Selection Process? * 
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· Consideration of TDC Input Excellent / Very Good / Good / Fair / Poor

· Consideration of member agency priorities Excellent / Very Good / Good / Fair / Poor

· Evaluation Criteria Results Excellent / Very Good / Good / Fair / Poor

13. Please provide an explanation for your response(s) to Question 12.

14. What does the existing Project Selection Process do well? *

15. What can be improved in the existing Project Selection Process? *

* = Response Required 
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